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* Declarations of Interests 

If you are present at a meeting of London Councils’ or any of its associated joint committees or their 
sub-committees and you have a disclosable pecuniary interest* relating to any business that is or 
will be considered at the meeting you must not: 
 

• participate in any discussion of the business at the meeting, or if you become aware of your 
disclosable pecuniary interest during the meeting, participate further in any discussion of the 
business, or 

• participate in any vote taken on the matter at the meeting. 
 

These prohibitions apply to any form of participation, including speaking as a member of the public. 
It is a matter for each member to decide whether they should leave the room while an item that they 
have an interest in is being discussed.  In arriving at a decision as to whether to leave the room they 
may wish to have regard to their home authority’s code of conduct and/or the Seven (Nolan) 
Principles of Public Life. 
 
*as defined by the Relevant Authorities (Disclosable Pecuniary Interests) Regulations 2012 
 
 



Minutes of the Meeting of the Executive 
Tuesday 13 September 2016 9:30am 
 
Cllr Claire Kober was in the chair  
 
Present 
Member Position 
Cllr Claire Kober OBE Chair 
Cllr Teresa O’Neill OBE Vice chair 
Mr Mark Boleat Vice chair 
Mayor Sir Steve Bullock  
Cllr Ray Puddifoot MBE  
Cllr Julian Bell  
Cllr Baroness Couttie  
Cllr Lib Peck  
Cllr Peter John OBE  
Cllr Ravi Govindia In attendance 
 

London Councils officers were in attendance. 

 

Cllr Claire Kober OBE openend the meeting by pointing out that it was her first as Chair of 

London Councils and that it was intended to fill both the vacancy on the Executive and the 

position of Deputy Chair at the Leaders’ Committee meeting on 11 October. 

 

1. Apologies for absence and announcement of deputies 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Cllr Ruth Dombey OBE.  

 
2. Declaration of interest 
 

No interests were declared. 

 
3. Minutes of the Executive Meeting held on 21 June 2016 

 

The minutes of the Executive meeting held on 21 June 2016 were agreed. 

 

4. Business Rates Devolution and London Finance Commission 
 

The Director, Finance, Performance and Procurement  introduced the report saying: 

 



• The report represented a ‘work-in-progress’ summarising the set of asks 

developed over the summer following the joint submission to the Government 

by London Councils and the GLA in July 

• The number of ‘asks’ had been increased to fourteen and it was hoped that 

these could gain joint sign-off ready for submission to government in the 

following week so this meeting represented a last opportunity for the 

Executive to comment on them 

• There were two issues that needed to be taken forward: 

o That the burden of appeals disproportionally hit London 

o On revaluation, the proportion of the national Business Rates ‘take’ 

that came from London was likely to increase as would always 

happen if one part of the property market rose and another fell when 

there was a fixed yield. This presented both a problem and an 

opportunity for London. 

• The London Finance Commission had reconvened and was working towards 

making a submission before the Autumn Statement. 

 

Cllr Ravi Govindia and Cllr Baroness Couttie raised questions around whether, given the 

changes over the summer, it was thought that the Government’s position on this topic 

was likely to have remained the same. The Director, Finance, Performance and 

Procurement replied that although these points were yet to be tested nothing had 

happened to indicate any change to the essential policy intent of devolving business 

rates to the sector. The Chair pointed out that the LGA group working on the issue was 

thinking on similar lines. 

 

Cllr Ray Puddifoot MBE argued that we needed to look at developing a broader base of 

local funding to balance the national economy. 

 

Cllr Teresa O’Neill OBE called for the issues around Needs Assessment, a consultation 

on which was just beginning, to be reflected in our submission. 

Cllr Peter John OBE argued that the voice of business needed to be heard, possibly 

through the LEP. 

 

The Executive agreed to note the report. 

 



5. Devolution and Public Service Reform – Next Steps 
 

The Chief Executive introduced the report saying the Mayor of London had convened a 

meeting of stakeholders in July 2016 to consider further devolution for London.  The 

Mayor had subsequently met with the Chancellor to discuss the impact of the European 

referendum result on London’s economy and a submission was now being prepared 

setting out options for further devolution to London, with a view to this informing the 

Autumn Statement. In addition, officers from across London had been working with 

DWP, CLG and the Treasury to seek devolution of actual funding in respect of the Work 

and Health Programme in London. Senior official meetings had taken place, but it was 

not yet clear whether these negotiations would secure a better outcome for the 

boroughs. 

 

The Chair pointed out that she had spoken to the Mayor about broadening political 

oversight of the work on devolution by London Councils and to inform discussions with 

the Mayor on this topic. 

 

The Chair proposed that a Member Devolution Group (MDG) be established with the 

following composition: 

 

• Chair 
• Conservative Group Leader  

• Lead portfolio holder for Skills and Employment 

• Lead portfolio holder for Housing 

• Conservative Group Lead on Devolution and Public Service Reform 

• 4 Sub-Regional Lead representatives (to be nominated by relevant sub-

regions respectively) 

Supported by: 

 

• officers 

• the Chair of the officer level Devolution and Public Service Reform Group 

• the Chair of CELC 

 

with theme lead chief executives from the wider supporting infrastructure as required. 

 



It would report to the Executive and Leaders’ Committee. 

 

Cllr Ravi Govindia argued that the Crime Reduction Partnership would provide a key test 

in our relationship with the new Mayor and Cllr Peter John OBE felt that members 

needed to do more to provide officers with clear guidance on devolution. 

 

The Chair responded to Cllr John’s point by saying an Executive awayday was proposed 

for the latter part of November to discuss what came out of the London Councils 

Challenge report (discussed elsewhere on the agenda) but it would be sensible to take 

stock of the overall devolution position as well. 

 

The Executive agreed to: 

• Note the progress reported, including the emerging joint initiative championed by 

the Mayor of London 

• Note the position achieved in discussions with the DWP on the Work and Health 

Programme 

• The establishment of a Member Devolution Group (MDG). 

 

6. Health and care devolution – emerging asks 

Cllr O’Neill introduced the report saying: 

• Boroughs have reacted differently to the STP process. It was important to 

address the issues that some devolution pilots were experiencing as this would 

impact on both reputation for London local government and the substance of the 

devolution asks beyond December 

• She did not propose bringing a report to the October Leaders’ Committee but, 

instead, to bring a fuller report on the whole process to the December meeting. 

Cllr John agreed and asked whether anything needed to be done before the Autumn 

Statement and went on to express his view that the Health Service was facing the strain 

of the cuts to its and the councils’ adult social care budgets. Mayor Sir Steve Bullock 

agreed arguing that the seriousness of the situation was in was not as widely 

appreciated as it needed to be. 

Cllr Puddifoot argued that it would be worth putting to Government that some efficiency 

savings may be able to be made but after that there was no capacity for local 



government to be responsible for securing large health savings. Cllr Julian Bell pointed 

out that the major reorganisation of health services underway in north-west London had 

left some unable to sign up to the STP process. 

7. Developing the 2017-20 Police and Crime Plan  
 

 
Cllr Lib Peck introduced the report saying: 

 

• She had had several meetings with Ms Sophie Linden, the Deputy Mayor for 

Policing and Crime  about the evolution of the Police and Crime Plan, the 

underpinning themes of which were: 

o Neighbourhood and local policing 

o Keeping children and young people safe 

o Tackling violence against women and girls 

o Tackling violent extremism, terrorism and hate crime 

o Ensuring an effective Criminal Justice System. 

 

• London Councils had organised a roundtable session for Community Safety lead 

councillors, two thirds of whom had attended. 

 

• The time table for the development Police and Crime Plan was:  

o July – October 2016: Early engagement and  Police and Crime Plan 

development 

o November 2016 – January 2017: Twelve week consultation period on formal 

draft 

o March 2017: Police and Crime Plan published 

 

• It may be appropriate to provide a report to Leaders’ Committee in October and 

to invite the deputy Mayor to the Leaders’ Committee meeting in December 

2016, covering the development of the Police and Crime Plan and the future of 

MOPAC’s borough funding.   

 
The Executive agreed to note the report. 
 
 
 



8. London Councils Challenge 
 

The Chief Executive introduced the report saying that it set out a number of themes 

flowing from the Challenge Team’s report. 

Members debated various approaches to next steps. 

The Executive agreed to alert Leaders to the contents of the report and to hold a 

discussion at the end of Leaders’ Committee on 11 October. The Executive would hold 

an awayday to discuss the findings in greater detail at the end of November. 

The Executive agreed to note the report. 

9. Month 3 Revenue Forecast 2016/17 

The Director of Corporate Resources introduced the report saying that it analysed actual 

income and expenditure after three months of the current financial year and highlighted 

any significant variances emerging against the approved budget. After excluding the 

£639,000 projected underspend on taxicard, the projected surplus of £999,000 included: 

• A projected net underspend of £141,000 in respect of officer employee costs 

due to the policy on filling vacancies 

• A projected net deficit of £182,000 in respect of TEC traded services 

• A projected net underspend of £46,000 relating to commissions in respect of 

the S.48 grants scheme 

• A net projected underspend of £235,000 relating to slippage in the start of the 

new 2016+ joint borough/ESF funded programme 

 

He pointed to the discussion of the position of the reserves set out in the report and 

concluded by saying that the external audit report had been received in draft was 

positive. 

Cllr Puddifoot expressed his satisfaction with the report which he said reflected a sound 

financial position and the Executive agreed to note the overall forecast surplus as at 30 

June 2016 (Month 3) of £999,000 and note the position on reserves as detailed in the 

report. 

 

 



10. Debtors Update Report 

The Director of Corporate Resources also introduced this report saying that he could 

update the figures - since the report had been circulated the figure for outstanding debt 

had fallen from £4,530,000 to £1,004,000. 

In response to a question from Cllr Puddifoot the Chief Executive pointed out that the 

mediation provisions in the contract with the BPA were due to come into play in the next 

few weeks. 

Cllr Puddifoot went on to explore the option of a surcharge on late payers of debts and 

the Director of Corporate Resources cautioned that to be able to do that may require the 

variation of governing agreements with boroughs. A warning that such a step was 

discussed could be useful. 

The Executive agreed: 

 

• To note the level of outstanding debt of £52.50 in relation to borough, TfL and 

GLA invoices raised up until 31 December 2015, a reduction on the outstanding 

figure of £1.352 million reported to the Executive at its meeting on 1 March 2016 

 

• To note the level of outstanding debt of £4.064 million in respect of borough, TfL 

and GLA invoices raised in the period 1 January to 31 July 2016 

 

• The total level of debt had now been reduced to £1,004,000 

 

• To note the level of outstanding debt of £466,364.58 in relation to other debtors 

invoices raised up until 31 July 2016;  

 

• To approve the write-off of £1,517.93 in respect of the invoice to the Mosaada 

Centre for Single Women to recover unused European Social Fund (ESF) 

community grant funding and 

 

• To note the specific action being taken in respect of significant debtors, as 

detailed in the report. 

 
 



 

 Item Action Progress 

4. Business Rates Devolution and London 
Finance Commission 
• Issues around Needs Assessment, a 

consultation on which was just beginning, to 
be reflected in our submission. 
 

Fair Funding  
 
In hand 

5. Devolution and Public Service Reform – Next 
Steps 
• Establish a Member Devolution Group (MDG) 

comprising: 
o Chair 
o Conservative Group Leader  
o Key portfolio holder for Skills and 

Employment 
o Key portfolio holder for Housing 
o Conservative Group Lead on 

Devolution and Public Service Reform 
o 4 Sub-Regional Lead representatives 

(to be nominated by relevant sub-
regions respectively). 
 

CG and 
CX’soffice 

 
 
 
Completed 
 

6. Health and care devolution – emerging asks 

• London Councils to clearly define its position, 
to drive that agenda and to bring a report to 
the December Leaders’ Committee meeting 
while reporting any developments that 
happened in that time 

• Firm proposals to be brought to the November 
meeting of the Executive. 

PAPA 
Health 

In hand 

7. Developing the 2017-20 Police and Crime Plan 

• A report may be brought to Leaders’ 
Committee in October or December 2016, 
covering the development of the Police and 
Crime Plan and the future of MOPAC’s 
borough funding.   

PAPA C&PP  
Completed 

8. London Councils Challenge 

• Alert leaders to the contents of the report and 
hold to a discussion at the end of Leaders’ 
Committee on 11 October. The Executive to 
hold an awayday to discuss the findings in 
greater detail at the end of November. 

CX’s 
office/CG 

 
 
Completed  

 
The meeting ended at 10:50 



 

 

 
Summary: This report outlines proposals for strengthening London’s emergency 

planning arrangements, following a review commissioned by the London 
Resilience Local Authorities Panel.  

The report also takes preliminary account of the issues raised in Lord 
Harris’ review of London’s preparedness for a major terrorist attack. 

John Barradell , Chair of the London Resilience Local Authoritie Panel 
and Chief Executive of the City of London, has been invited to attend the 
meeting.  

Recommendations: The Executive is asked to: 

1. Take stock of the review into emergency planning arrangements 
that was commissioned by the London Resilience Local Authority 
Panel. 

2. Note the issues highlighted by Lord Harris in his report to the 
Mayor, in relation to local authority preparedness, and the 
provisional response by the Local Authority Panel. 

3. Approve the approach recommended by the Local Authority 
Panel for strengthening resilience and emergency preparedness 
across London’s local authorities.   

4. Agree to bring a report to Leaders Committee in February to 
enable all Leaders to consider the issues raised by the reviews 
alongside the proposed improvement measures. 

 

 

 
  

London Councils’ Executive 
 

Resilience and Emergency 
Preparedness Review 

Item no: 4 

 

Report by: Doug Flight Job title: Head of Strategic Policy 

Date: 17 January 2017 

Contact Officer: Jennifer Sibley 

Telephone: 020 7934 9829 Email: Jennifer.sibley@londoncouncils.gov.uk 
 



  



Resilience and emergency planning review  
Introduction 

1. This report outlines proposals for strengthening London’s emergency planning 

arrangements, following a review commissioned by the London Resilience Local 

Authorities Panel early in 2016.  The Panel was keen to build on the foundation of 

lessons learned during the major multi-agency ‘Exercise Unified Response’, and to 

ensure the London’s local authority arrangements continue to offer the level of 

preparedness communities expect. 

2. The report also takes account of the issues raised in Lord Toby Harris’ subsequent 

review of London’s preparedness for a major terrorist attack, which was commissioned 

by the Mayor of London in May 2016.   Lord Harris submitted his report to the Mayor in 

November 2016, and it was made available to the public at the same time.   

Background 

3. There are well established local authority co-operation arrangements in place across the 

Capital, underpinned by the local authority Gold resolution which was adopted by all 

London boroughs and the City in 20061. The arrangements were subsequently  

enhanced to encompass mutual aid agreements, with the approval of Leaders’ 

Committee in 2010. 

4. This London-wide work is overseen by the London Resilience Forum Local Authorities’ 

Panel (LAP), which includes the lead borough Chief Executives for each sub-regional 

Local Resilience Forum.  The Panel is chaired by John Barradell, Chief Executive of the 

City of London. 

 

Review of emergency planning arrangements in London 

5. The Local Authorities’ Panel commissioned a review of London’s local authority 

emergency planning arrangements early in 2016, mindful of rising risk levels combined 

with the increased financial pressures which local authorities face.  The Panel wanted to 

build on the foundation of lessons learned during the major multi- agency ‘Exercise 

Unified Response’, and its overarching objective was to ensure the London’s local 

authority arrangements continue to offer the level of preparedness communities expect. 

6. The review set out a series of recommendations which are designed to ensure that local 

authorities can continue to provide strong emergency planning services that deliver 

individual and collective leadership on resilience into the 2020s.  

1 The resolution, promoted by London Councils, replaced an earlier resolution adopted in 2004 
                                                



7. The review acknowledged the strain placed on authority resilience functions and went on 

to set out the recommendations which are listed in Appendix A and summarised in the 

bullet points below. These recommendations identify a number of actions authorities can 

undertake to bolster the service and enhance resilience  to the level communities expect 

and deserve. To prevent any erosion of the service, potentially exposing authorities to 

undesirable levels of risk, the recommendations aim to: 

• Strengthen collaborative working to better utilise experience, knowledge and 

expertise; 

• Support a more cost effective and efficient service; 

• Increase opportunities to share scarce resource; 

• Create a more robust Duty London Local Authority Gold arrangement which will 

further complement our leadership on resilience role and participation at the 

heart of London strategic coordination; 

• Establish a more robust and meaningful assurance process to improve corporate 

oversight. 

• Establish a corporate resource of professional advice, support and oversight, 

where not already established, to support authorities to withstand increasing 

pressures and ensure Chief Executives have ready access to high quality 

corporate advice and support in their localities; 

8. Improvement work is already being co-ordinated by the Panel to standardise operational 

response capabilities across local authorities and hence to  enable staff to more easily 

support neighbouring local authorities during a protracted incident ( for example severe 

flooding).  

9. In October 2016, the Local Authority Panel reviewed the recommendations from the 

review and its Chair went on to discuss them with chief executive colleagues at CELC in 

November 2016. Both groups lent their support to the recommendations, which are now 

being brought to members for their consideration and approval.   

Lord Harris review of London preparedness 

10. Lord Harris’s report focuses on London’s preparedness for a Marauding Terrorist 

Firearms Attack. Such attacks are complex, rapid, involve serious injuries and multiple 

deaths, and could take place in multiple locations with multiple assailants. Lord Harris 

reviews the main incident responders in turn and provides 127 recommendations for 

consideration.  



11. Lord Harris considered all emergency responders to an incident in his review, including 

local authorities. His review has set out 127 recommendations, a number of which  

directly concern local authorities or are ones that local authorities will wish to be involved 

in.   Lord Harris highlighted the London Local Authority Gold arrangements and 

welcomed the agreed principles of collaboration and cooperation, including mutual aid, 

underpinned by  the regular testing and exercising of arrangements.  

12. Lord Harris discussed the increase in sub-regional working, which he welcomes, but 

cautions that local knowledge and connections must not be lost. He suggests that sub-

regional working on emergency planning might be formal in some places and informal in 

others. To address concerns about the level of capability in boroughs, Harris proposes 

an inspectorate sitting at government level to monitor performance.   

13. His report highlighted a “mixed picture of provision” across the 33 local authorities, and 

commented that whilst some authorities have a full emergency planning services, others 

are taking “a de minimis approach”. Harris also states that “it has been put to me that, in 

some parts of London, the resource is so denuded as to be unfit to respond to a major 

disaster”.  

Formal Consideration of the Harris Review 

14. The Mayor of London wrote to John Barradell, in his role as the chair of the Local 

Authority Panel on 16 December 2016, highlighting three recommendations in particular 

and asking for a written response on behalf of local authorities: 

(Rec 70) Local authorities should work with the London Resilience Forum to 

consider where effective partnerships might be built at a sub-regional, but supra-

borough level, ensuring that local connections can be retained. 

(Rec 72) Local authorities should be prioritising an effective functioning CCTV 

network for the detection and prevention of terrorist (or indeed criminal) activity 

across the Capital in the interests of public safety.  The level and functionality of 

CCTV provision should be kept under review by the Mayor’s office. 

(Rec 88) Local police and local authority chief executives and Leaders should 

annually review the membership of the police engagement groups to ensure that 

they comprise the right members, and that they are regularly refreshed 

  A copy of this letter is attached as Appendix B. 

15. In advance of this formal request, the Local Authority Panel had provisionally considered 

Lord Harris’ report and believes the concerns of substance outlined by Lord Harris - in 

terms of local authority operational resilience and capacity to respond - largely match the 

concerns addressed by the Local Authority Panel’s own review:  



a. In respect of recommendation 70, the Local Authority Panel’s own review has 

already developed plans to enhance resilience through sub-regional working, 

whist recognising that this cannot replace the responsibility of individual local 

authorities to be prepared. This local authority- led review proposes that a sub-

regional lead local authority should be identified to coordinate enhance 

collaboration and ensure equal contribution and benefit from such sub-regional 

arrangements.    

b. In respect of recommendation 72, the Panel noted that individual authorities 

already engaged with the MOPAC led CCTV task force.   London Councils has 

supported this work through a mapping exercise of local authority plans for future 

CCTV commissioning.  The critical issue identified by Lord Harris would appear 

to be ensuring that the police have ‘fast time’ access to available local authority 

CCTV feeds.  

c. In respect of recommendation 88, the Panel recognised the importance of 

maintaining up-to-date local police-held KIN (Key Individual Network) lists. Local 

authority Leaders chief executives stand ready to support the regular exercises 

to update these lists utilising their community knowledge and links.  

16. Local authorities have an interest in a number of the other recommendations that Lord 

Harris has made and will have an opportunity to contribute to the broader response 

through other routes including the statutory London Resilience Forum.  

17. Lord Harris recommended that DCLG ‘ring-fences’ budgets for local resilience teams 

and introduces a small inspectorate in the  Cabinet Office or DCLG to monitor 

performance. If central government declines to take this forward, he suggests that the 

London Resilience Forum should undertake this role.   

18. The local authority- led review has already addressed the issue of securing greater 

assurance that authorities are meeting the agreed standards of provision for operational 

response. The review concluded that the required degree of assurance would best be 

addressed through better defined criteria and peer based challenge, both within London 

and across the wider sector.  The Local Authority Panel took the view that this is a more 

appropriate means of ensuring assurance and consistent standards of provision. .   

Recommendations 

The Executive is asked to: 

1. Take stock of the review into emergency planning arrangements that was commissioned 

by the London Resilience Local Authority Panel. 



2. Note the issues highlighted by Lord Harris in his report to the Mayor, in relation to local 

authority preparedness and the provisional response by the Local Authority Panel. 

3. Approve the approach recommended by the Local Authority Panel for strengthening 

Resilience and Emergency Preparedness across London’s local authorities.   

4. Agree to bring a report to Leaders Committee in February to enable all Leaders to 

consider the issues raised by the reviews, alongside the proposed improvement 

measures 

 

Financial implications for London Councils 
None 

 
Legal implications for London Councils 
None 

 

Equalities implications for London Councils 
None 

 

Attachments 

Appendix A  Executive Summary of the LAP 2020  Review 

 

 
  



 
 
 

Appendix A   
Recommendations for Local Government Emergency Planning and 
Resilience for the 2020’s 
 
 
Introduction and Background 
A review was commissioned by the Local Authority Panel, Chaired by John Barradell, to assess the 
status of local authority emergency planning in London. The necessity arose from recognition of the 
heightened pressure our authorities are facing and increases in risk. The aim of the review was to 
suggest steps necessary to efficiently reinforce the service and ensure we can continue to provide 
effective individual and collective leadership on resilience into the 2020’s.  
 
The scope of the review included; Duty London Local Authority Gold arrangements, contingency 
planning and operational response functions, arrangements supporting collaborative working, and 
the means of sharing scarce resource. The two elements excluded were; the London Local Authority 
Gold Resolution which underpins the collective and coordinated approach of all 33 authorities and 
the principle of all 33 Chief Executives participation in the London Local Authority Gold rota. This 
was due to their proven effectiveness to underpin the collective and coordinated approach of 
authorities to significant incidents. 
 
To support the review, ‘The review of resilience arrangements in London: interim findings’ produced 
in 2014 by Matthew Norwell was considered along with Emergency Planning Monitoring Reports 
and annual Minimum Standards for London assessments. In addition, the thoughts, case studies and 
anecdotal evidence provided by experienced emergency planning professionals proved invaluable.  
 
Overall Assessment 
The ability of our authorities to discharge a leadership role on resilience to the level communities 
would expect and deserve is under strain. To prevent degradation of the service and potentially 
expose authorities to undesirable levels of risk, the recommendations detailed below identify a 
number of actions authorities can undertake to bolster the service and enhance resilience. The 
recommendations aim to: 

• Establish a corporate resource of professional advice, support and oversight, where not 
already established, to support authorities to withstand increasing pressures and ensure 
Chief Executives have ready access to high quality corporate advice and support in their 
localities; 

• Strengthen collaborative working to better utilise experience, knowledge and expertise; 
• Support a more cost effective and efficient service; 
• Increase opportunities to share scarce resource; 
• Create a more robust Duty London Local Authority Gold arrangement which will further 

complement our leadership on resilience role and participation at the heart of London 
strategic coordination; 

• Establish a more robust and meaningful assurance process to improve corporate oversight. 
 
 
Full List of Recommendations 
 
Corporate Policy 
Recommendation 1: Consideration should be given to developing a corporate resource of 
professional advice, support and oversight. This might best be achieved by developing and 
broadening the role of Emergency Planning Teams to encompass support and oversight of: 

a) Organisational compliance with the Civil Contingencies Act (2004); 
b) Organisational compliance with Minimum Standards for London; 



c) The organisations ability to effectively respond to a localised incident; 
d) The organisations ability to maintain critical services in the lead up to and during 

emergencies as required by the Civil Contingencies Act and supported by the International 
Standard for Business Continuity ISO 22301. 

 
To support this aim, consideration should be given to locating emergency planning teams within 
central directorates or ensure effective lines of reporting and communication are in place to enable 
them to deliver effective professional corporate level support. 
 
Recommendation 2: To support a co-ordinated and efficient approach to maintaining 
organisational resilience at a time when efficiencies are imperative, consideration should be given 
to incorporating business continuity functions into the core duties of emergency planning teams, 
where this is not already the case. 
 
Governance and Planning 
Recommendation 3: Common Standards for London Local Authority Emergency Planning 
Professionals, reflecting core competencies, should be adopted as a matter of policy by all local 
authorities and then continuously reviewed to support staff recruitment, development and service 
delivery. 
 
Recommendation 4: A Sub-Regional Lead Local Authority should be identified to coordinate 
enhanced collaboration and support a more equal contribution and benefit from sub-regional and 
regional operational and contingency planning. This arrangement should be underpinned by an 
output based Service Level Agreement and reviewed against clearly defined success criteria every 
two years. 
 
Recommendation 5: Local Authority Panel Implementation Group (LAP IG) members should 
accept a more proactive role in: 

a) managing the three year Local Authority Panel Business Plan and co-ordination of sub-
regional activity to ensure a balanced distribution of work; 

b) agreeing with respective peers in each sub-regional group the appropriate means of 
delivering allocated workstreams in accordance with the Service Level Agreement. 

 
Duty London Local Authority Gold Arrangements 
Recommendation 6: Local Authority Panel (LAP) membership should carry with it the expectation 
that members will: 

a) be the local authority representatives on a cadre of multi-agency strategic leads available to 
Chair Strategic Coordination Groups; 

b) undertake multi-agency training to an accredited standard, when developed, to prepare them 
to Chair Strategic Coordination Groups; 

c) step in as London Local Authority Gold (LLAG) when necessary to ensure consistency of 
representation and ease the transition of Chairing the Strategic Coordination Group from the 
Metropolitan Police Service or other partner agency to local authorities; 

d) where appropriate shadow the Strategic Coordination Group Chair to ease transition prior to 
accepting responsibility. 

 
Recommendation 7 
All Chief Executives should wherever possible shadow the current LLAG prior to taking over the 
role during an incident. 
 
Recommendation 8 
All Chief Executives should attend periodical training events delivered by accredited trainers and 
participate in a structured exercise programme to prepare them to undertake London Local 
Authority Gold duties. 
 
 
 



Borough Response Capability 
Recommendation 9: All local authorities should support the standardisation work currently being 
progressed and adopt consistent protocols and procedures for core response functions when 
published. 
 
Recommendation 10: In order to mitigate any reduction in resource available to support an 
organisational response, a further piece of work should be initiated to consider the means of: 

a) identifying local authority roles which posses the requisite core competencies to support 
operational response and recovery functions; 

b) identifying the means by which staff undertaking the roles can be incorporated into 
operational plans; 

c) ensuring staff are available to undertake the requisite level of training and exercises and are 
released to undertake response roles during emergencies. 

 
Assurance 
Recommendation 11: The means by which Minimum Standards for London are formally audited 
should be agreed by Chief Executives to offer them the single means by which London local 
authority emergency planning is accurately assessed. 
 
Recommendation 12: Minimum Standards for London should be realigned to more accurately 
reflect service requirements: 

a) Immediate Response Capabilities (covering both local and LLAG operations); 
b) Contingency Planning to develop capabilities to deal with acute shocks; 
c) Business Continuity Planning and Corporate Assurance; 
d) Longer Term Resilience Strategies to provide resilience for chronic stresses. 

 
Recommendation 13: All Minimum Standards for London results should continue to be 
consolidated to offer an annual assessment of capacity and capability and include the means by 
which urgent concerns can be escalated to Chief Executives. 
 
Recommendation 14: Greater detail should be added to Minimum Standards for London 
pertaining to immediate response capabilities, including clearly defined measurable criteria to offer 
meaningful assurance such as baseline numbers of trained staff, defined response times and length 
of operation to be sustained, to define the level of capacity and capability to be maintained by local 
authorities to address local incidents. 
 
Conclusion 
Given the heightened challenges that we face and understanding of the pressures on our services, it 
will be important to move as swiftly as possible to start to put a stronger and more resilient 
framework in place.  
 
By implementing the steps detailed in the review, capability and capacity will be enhanced, with 
added strength and depth established locally and regionally. This will ensure all local authorities 
are in the most resilient condition to efficiently and effectively deliver individual and collective 
leadership on resilience with confidence, into the 2020’s. 
 
Finally, it is understood that the recommendations will complement the Lord Harris review but we 
should anticipate a further short review will be required following the formal release of his 
findings. This will allow Chief Executives to be assured that areas additional to those covered by 
this review or further opportunities to enhance our individual or collective resilience are duly 
considered. 

John Barradell 
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Executive  
 

National Funding Formula for 
schools – stage 2 

Item no:   5 

 

Report by: Caroline Dawes Job title: Head of Children’s Services 

Date: 17 January 2017 

Contact Officer: Caroline Dawes  

Telephone: 020 7934 9793 Email: Caroline.dawes@londoncouncils.gov.uk 
 

 
Summary The government published the second stage of its consultation into the 

Schools and High Needs National Funding Formula on 13th December 
2016. This report sets out the government’s plans which includes an 
announcement of additional funding, a capping of overall funding 
reductions per school at 3% and a change to the proposed formula 
factors, which result in less funding leaving London than originally 
predicted. However, 70% of London’s schools will lose funding as a 
result of the introduction of the NFF. This report also sets out the current 
challenges and financial pressures facing London’s schools and outlines 
a position for London Councils to adopt in its ongoing lobbying work. 

  
Recommendations The Executive is asked to: 

• consider the impact that the introduction of the NFF, alongside the 
current financial pressures facing London’s schools, will have on 
school standards across the capital 

•  consider the proposed position and next steps from London Councils 
set out in paragraphs 24-26 

  

 

  



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  



Introduction of National Funding Formula for Schools 
Introduction  
 

1. The 2015 Conservative Party manifesto outlined a plan to protect schools 

funding, which would rise as pupil numbers increase, and also introduce fairer 

schools funding. On 25 November 2015, as part of the Spending Review, the 

then Chancellor of the Exchequer announced his intention to implement the first 

ever National Funding Formula (NFF) for schools in April 2017, with a 

consultation to be held in early 2016.  

 

2. In March 2016 the government announced the first stage of its consultation on 

introducing the NFF. The key elements of the formula included: 

• Redistribution of funding amongst schools from within the existing schools 

block funding pot 

• Distributing all schools block funding directly to all schools, rather than via 

Schools Forums and the local authority 

• A reduction in the number of factors used in the formula, including the 

removal of the mobility factor 

• Creation of a central schools block of the DSG for local authorities to be 

able to discharge their education statutory duties in relation to all local 

children 

• Ring-fencing of funding within the four blocks of the DSG (schools, high 

needs, early years and the new central schools block) 

 

3. The DfE did not announce any indicative allocations alongside the first 

consultation. Therefore, London Councils undertook preliminary modelling based 

on the published criteria to understand the potential scale of funding changes to 

London’s schools. This modelling estimated that London could lose £245m per 

year through a new NFF based on redistribution without any capping or additional 

investment. 

 

4. This modelling was shared with London Councils’ Leaders’ Committee on 22 

March 2016, where it was agreed that London Councils’ campaign should be 

based on the following broad principles: 

• To address any inequalities in the current funding formula, funding should 

be levelled up, rather than down  

  



• Fairer funding through a NFF should not result in a reduction in funding 

for London’s children  

• Local flexibility over funding is vital to address and respond swiftly to local 

diverse and emerging issues  

 

5. London Councils made the case to government for continued investment in 

London’s schools, taking into account its complexities including deprivation, 

mobility and other local factors. In tandem, London Councils mounted a 

significant lobbying campaign; briefing the media, London MPs and wider 

stakeholders on our position. London Councils has been consistently calling on 

the DfE to level up funding, rather than down, in order to address any inequalities 

in the current funding formula. 

 

6. London Councils submitted a response to the first stage of the consultation, 

highlighting: 

• Funding allocations should be protected through levelling up funding, not 

levelling down. Any reduction in schools funding risks having a 

detrimental impact on educational standards. 

• Schools forums provide local flexibility in the school funding system, 

which enables funding to be distributed swiftly and effectively in response 

to quickly changing circumstances, e.g. changes in pupil numbers. 

• Pupil mobility costs local authorities and schools a significant amount to 

manage and should, therefore, be included in the suite of factors on 

which the NFF will be based.  

• Basing an Area Cost Adjustment on the General Labour Market reflects 

more accurately the real additional costs to schools in London, than using 

the hybrid model proposed.  

 

7. In July 2016 Justine Greening was appointed as the new Secretary of State for 

Education. She committed the DfE to take forward the NFF but changed the 

timetable, so that the new NFF would not be introduced to schools until April 

2018.  

 
 
 
 

  



Schools and High Needs National Funding Formulae – Government 
Consultation stage 2  
 
8. The government published the second stage of its consultation on the National 

Funding Formula on 14th December 2016. This consultation presents a policy 

shift in terms of the proposed NFF. The key changes to proposals set out in this 

consultation, following on from the first iteration are: 

• Capping overall funding reductions by 3% for every local authority area 

• Additional funding of £200m per annum in each of 2018/19 and 2019/20 

• Mobility will be used as a factor in the formula 

• It is unclear whether the NFF will by-pass the Schools Forum, as 

proposed in the first consultation. The DfE has committed to further 

consultation on the future role of the Schools Forum, particularly in 

relation to the NFF.  

 

9. The consultation included indicative allocations for every school. London 

Councils’ analysis reveals that around 70% of London’s schools will see a 

reduction in funding. London collectively will lose £19 million, significantly less 

than our initial cash flat modelling suggested last year. This is primarily due to the 

introduction of additional funding, which significantly reduces the amount of 

money from London that needs to be redistributed to fund gains elsewhere, along 

with a permanent 3% funding floor.  

 

10. Nationally, 9,047 schools experience a reduction in funding under the revised 

NFF, including 1,536 schools in London. In total, these 9,047 schools experience 

a loss of £335 million. This, therefore, would be the total amount of additional 

funding that would be required to protect every school in the country from a cash 

cut.  

 
11. The initial reporting of the consultation focused on inner London losing 

considerable amounts of funding and outer London gaining. Some outer London 

boroughs are, however, losing funding and some in inner London would gain.  

 
12. These changes to the proposals for the NFF, along with the additional funding 

that has been announced, result in London losing less funding than initially 

predicted. London will, however, still see larger reductions in funding than 

anywhere else in the country and redistribution away from London to increase 

  



funding in other parts of England rather than a funding formula based on the 

needs of schools wherever they are located.  

 

13. Additional funding has been made available to ensure that no local authority 

loses funding as a result of the new high needs funding formula. Ten London 

boroughs gain high needs funding.  

Current financial climate for schools   
 

14. With 70 per cent of London schools set to receive less money, by as much as 3 

per cent, from 2018/19, there will be considerable concern amongst schools 

about how this can be managed and the possible impact on school standards. 

While some may argue this is a relatively small amount and schools should be 

able to absorb this easily, it is unlikely they will be able to do so in addition to the 

wider budgetary pressures highlighted recently by the National Audit Office 

(NAO)1.  

 

15. The NAO’s report into the financial sustainability of schools found that schools in 

England face a £3billion funding shortfall by 2020 (8 per cent of the current 

schools block) as a direct result of per pupil funding being protected in real terms 

since 2010, but not increasing with the rate of inflation. In addition schools are 

facing extra costs including salary increases, higher employment contributions to 

national insurance and the teachers’ pension scheme, non-pay inflation and the 

cost of the apprenticeship levy. Consequently current DfE funding levels are not 

sufficient to cover costs in the majority of schools. The NAO estimates that over 

60% of secondary academies and 59% of secondary maintained schools spent 

more than their income in 2014/15. Therefore, even a school that will have an 

uplift as a result of the introduction of the NFF is likely to have an overall 

budgetary reduction in this financial climate. 

 

16. Combining the findings of the NAO’s report with the illustrative allocations 

published by DfE, London Councils’ analysis suggests that London’s schools are 

set to experience a real-term reduction in funding of £360 million in 2018/19, the 

first year of the new NFF, in comparison to current 2016/17 baseline. All schools 

in the capital will experience a real-terms reduction in funding by 2019/20 

because the cap on gains over the first two years of the new funding formula (5.5 

1 Financial Sustainability of Schools, National Audit Office, December 2016 

  

                                                



per cent) does not exceed the funding pressures identified by the NAO (8 per 

cent).   

 
Challenges of delivering high quality education in London 

17. London is still the highest performing region in terms of pupil attainment at 

GCSE. However, in the past two years, the 5 GCSEs A*-C performance gap 

between London and all other regions has narrowed. Between 2013/14 and 

2014/15 all regions saw their performance improve – except London which saw a 

0.6 percentage point decline over the same period. 

 
18. London boroughs have long been reporting difficulty in recruiting quality teachers 

across a range of subjects, as well as retaining them in the long term. TES 

reports in A Question of Quality: TES Teacher Recruitment Index2 that London is 

the region that has the most difficulty currently recruiting teaching staff. 

 

19. London Councils is predicting that the capital needs an additional 113,000 places 

between 2015-2020 to cope with rising demand. This amounts to 78,275 places 

at primary level and 34,835 at secondary. 

 

20. London has experienced a very rapid increase in demand for Special Educational 

Needs and Disabilities (SEND) places in recent years, far exceeding growth in 

other regions and among London’s mainstream population. Between January 

2011 and 2016, the number of pupils educated in dedicated SEND places in 

London rose 23 per cent from 18,8000 to 23,127. This was over twice the 10 per 

cent growth rate in the rest of England.  

 

21. Given the scale of these challenges, any funding reductions will be keenly felt by 

London’s schools. It will be increasingly difficult for schools to continue to drive up 

standards, recruit and retain quality staff, deal with rising pupil numbers and 

provide additional support for SEND pupils, within this context.  

 

22. A NFF based on redistribution rather than need is directly contrary to the interests 

of London schools.  

 
 
 

2 A Question of Quality: TES Teacher Recruitment Index, TES, April 2016 

  

                                                



Next steps 
23. The position that London Councils’ Leaders’ Committee agreed in March 2016 - 

to ensure that fairer funding through a NFF should not result in a reduction in 

funding for London’s children – is still applicable in relation to the NFF as set out 

in the second stage of the consultation.  

 

24. It is proposed that London Councils draft a response to the NFF that makes the 

case for continued investment in London’s schools, taking into account current 

pressures in the system. The response will draw on the wider context of 

budgetary reductions as identified by the NAO report and focus on the impact 

that any reduction could have on school standards across the capital. 

 

25. It is proposed that London Councils continue work with head teachers, MPs and 

businesses to inform them of the risk to the standards of education in London and 

financial viability of London’s schools.  

 

26. The deadline for consultation responses is 22 March. Therefore it is proposed 

that a report is presented at London Councils’ Leaders’ Committee to secure 

support for a collective position on school funding. 

 

Recommendations 
27. The Executive is asked to: 

 

• consider the impact that the introduction of the NFF, alongside the current 

financial pressures facing London’s schools, will have on school standards 

across the capital 

• consider the proposed position and next steps from London Councils set out 

in paragraphs 24-26 

 

Financial Implications for London Councils 
28. None 

Legal Implications for London Councils 
29. None 

Equalities Implications for London Councils 
30. None 
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Table 1 - % change by borough  
 
 

Borough 

Schools 
block (year 

1) 

Schools 
block (final 

formula) 

High needs 
block (year 

1) 

High needs 
block (final 

formula) 
Barking and Dagenham 0.0% (0.1%) 2.8% 18.2% 
Barnet (0.3%) (1.0%) - - 
Bexley 0.9% 1.0% - - 
Brent (1.0%) (1.9%) - - 
Bromley 0.1% (0.3%) - - 
Camden (1.4%) (2.8%) - - 
Croydon 2.1% 5.6% - - 
Ealing 1.3% 2.3% - - 
Enfield 1.2% 2.5% 2.9% 5.6% 
Greenwich (1.1%) (2.3%) - - 
Hackney (1.4%) (2.8%) - - 
Hammersmith and Fulham (1.4%) (2.7%) 2.4% 3.2% 
Haringey (1.4%) (2.7%) - - 
Harrow (0.3%) (0.7%) - - 
Havering 0.5% 0.6% 2.8% 8.2% 
Hillingdon 1.7% 2.6% 2.8% 3.0% 
Hounslow 0.3% 0.3% - - 
Islington (1.0%) (1.5%) 1.0% 1.0% 
Kensington and Chelsea (1.3%) (2.6%) - - 
Kingston upon Thames 0.7% 1.0% - - 
Lambeth (1.4%) (2.8%) - - 
Lewisham (1.4%) (2.8%) - - 
Merton 2.0% 4.3% - - 
Newham (1.4%) (2.6%) 0.0% 0.0% 
Redbridge 2.1% 4.1% - - 
Richmond upon Thames 0.8% 1.2% - - 
Southwark (1.4%) (2.7%) - - 
Sutton 1.2% 1.9% - - 
Tower Hamlets (1.4%) (2.7%) 2.8% 4.4% 
Waltham Forest (1.1%) (2.0%) 2.1% 2.1% 
Wandsworth (0.7%) (1.5%) - - 
Westminster 0.5% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 

 
 
 
 

  



 
 

Table 2 – number of schools experiencing gains / losses in funding by region 
 

Region Losses Gains / no change % losses 

Total London 1,536 643 70% 
Inner London  802 29 97% 
Outer London  734 614 54% 

East Midlands  698 1,215 36% 
East of England  865 1,495 37% 
North East  415 629 40% 
North West  1,679 1,203 58% 
South East  1,175 1,873 39% 
South West  582 1,609 27% 
West Midlands  1,156 1,017 53% 
Yorkshire and the Humber  941 1,137 45% 
ENGLAND 9,047 10,821 48% 
 

Table 3 - % change by year compared to 16/17 baseline 
 

Region Schools block High needs 
London (0.3%) 1.2% 

Inner London  (2.4%) 0.6% 
Outer London  1.0% 1.5% 

East Midlands  2.5% 3.9% 
East of England  1.5% 3.6% 
North East  1.0% 2.9% 
North West 0.1% 3.6% 
South East 2.3% 1.8% 
South West 2.2% 1.0% 
West Midlands 0.3% 6.1% 
Yorkshire and the Humber  1.5% 10.6% 
ENGLAND 1.1% 3.4% 
 
Caveats 
 
• Full calculations, such as per pupil rates and pupil numbers, have not been 

published alongside the consultation. In addition, school-level and local 
authority-level allocation tables published by DfE do not reconcile with each 
other. Until London Councils is able to verify the full methodology, figures in this 
paper should be treated as provisional. DfE is expected to publish a more 
detailed technical note shortly.  

 
• Further analysis will be needed to understand the interaction between each of 

the three blocks of DSG (schools, high needs and early years) and the new 
central schools block  

  



 

  



 
 

Executive 
 

Provisional Local Government Finance 
Settlement 2017-18 

Item  6 

 
Report by: Paul Honeyben Job title: Strategic Lead: Finance, Performance & 

Procurement 
Date: 17 January 2017 

 
Contact Officer: Paul Honeyben 

 
Telephone: 0207 934 9748 Email: paul.honeyben@londoncouncils.gov.uk  

 
 
Summary On 15 December 2016 the Secretary of State for Communities & Local 

Government set out the provisional Local Government Finance 
Settlement 2017-18 in a ministerial statement to Parliament. 
 
This year’s settlement is the second of the current parliament and four 
year Spending Review period (2016-17 to 2019-20). For those authorities 
that have accepted the Government’s four year offer, the provisional 
settlement confirms Revenue Support Grant allocations for the next three 
years 2017-18 to 2019-20. 
 
This report outlines the main headlines from the provisional settlement for 
London local government, including changes to flexibility to raise the 
Social Care Precept; the new Adult Social Care Support Grant funded by 
a cut to New Homes Bonus; and changes to the business rates retention 
scheme resulting from the 2017 Revaluation.  

  
Recommendations The Executive is asked to note and comment on the contents of the 

report. 
 

 

 

mailto:paul.honeyben@londoncouncils.gov.uk


  

 
 



Provisional Local Government Finance Settlement 2017-18 
 
Introduction 

1. The provisional 2017-18 Local Government Finance Settlement was announced on 15 

December 2016 by Sajid Javid, the Secretary of State for Communities and Local 

Government. This year’s settlement is the second of the current parliament and four year 

Spending Review period (2016-17 to 2019-20). It set out Revenue Support Grant (RSG) 

allocations for 2017-18 and confirmed allocations for local authorities that accepted the 

Government’s four year funding “offer” for the following two years 2018-19 and 2019-20.  

 

2. The consultation on the provisional settlement closes on 13 January. As the consultation 

deadline will have passed by the time the Executive meets, it will be cleared through 

urgency. The response will be circulated to the Executive in advance of the meeting. 

 

3. This report outlines the key points from the settlement impacting on London local 

government. 

 

Summary of key points for London local government 

4. Final figures for 2017-18 will not be confirmed until the final settlement in early February. The 

key headlines for London local government from the provisional settlement are, however, 

summarised below. 

• Settlement Funding Assessment (SFA) for England will fall in real terms by 10.6% in 

2017-18 (9.4% for London Boroughs), and by 25.6% by 2019-20 (23.8% for London 

Boroughs). 

• Core Spending Power - which includes SFA, estimated Council Tax and several other 

grants, notably New Homes Bonus (NHB) and Improved Better Care Fund (IBCF) - will 

fall in real terms by 2.8% across England by 2019-20 (3.6% across London boroughs). 

• The referendum threshold for the main Council Tax increase will remain at 2%. 

• Local authorities will be allowed to increase the Social Care Precept up to 3% in 2017-

18 and 2018-19, but increases cannot exceed 6% over the three years to 2019-20.   

• Councils wishing to use the extra freedom to raise their precept by 3% instead of 2% in 

2017-18 must also show how they plan to use this extra money to improve social care. 

• There will be a new one off Adult Social Care Support Grant of £241.1 million (£37.3 

million London) in 2017-18 

 
 



• This is funded by reducing NHB by £241.1 million (£48.0 million London) as a result of 

moving from 6 to 5 year rolling scheme. 

• It is estimated that London will lose out by £10.7 million from this switch in funding, 

however the impact varies across London with 12 boroughs gaining slightly while 21 

are worse off. 

• The settlement confirms the Improved BCF will be £105 million in 2017-18 rising to 

£1.5 billion by 2019-20 across England. London Boroughs will receive a cumulative 

£409 million of this.  

• It was confirmed that London boroughs will receive £665 million in Public Health Grant 

(£3.3 billion England) in 2017-18. 

• Business rates baselines, tariffs and top-ups will be adjusted to reflect the 2017 

Revaluation – with London’s overall tariff (including the GLA) increasing from £345 

million to £748 million. This will increase to around £950 million at the final settlement 

to reflect TfL capital grant and the GLA’s RSG being funded by business rates.  

• In London, two boroughs will change from being top-up to tariffs authorities.  

Overall Funding Allocations  
Settlement Funding Assessment 

5. Since 2013, Settlement Funding Assessment has been the main measure of central funding 

to local government. It comprises RSG and baseline funding (locally retained business rates 

after tariff/top up payments). Within SFA, baseline funding continues to increase by RPI 

inflation (2% this year), meaning any cuts to overall SFA come through reductions to RSG.  

 

6. The Government’s ‘offer’ of fixed funding allocations for the four year period came with the 

proviso that any authority accepting the offer would have to publish an efficiency plan. Take 

up of the offer has been high with 97% of councils accepting (all but one London borough). 

Those councils not accepting are subject to the existing annual process for determining the 

level of central funding they will receive. However, in 2017-18 funding allocations for the 10 

councils that did not take up the offer remain unchanged.  

 

7. The provisional settlement broadly confirmed the figures set out in last year’s settlement 

which included an important change to how RSG was allocated, taking into account local 

authorities’ ability to raise council tax. That change benefits London overall, but has an 

adverse impact on around a third of boroughs. 

8. In 2017-18, SFA will be cut in real terms by 10.6% (9.4% for London Boroughs), and by 2019-

20 it will fall by 25.6% (23.8% for London Boroughs). Appendix A shows the individual 

 
 



borough allocations. Chart 1 (below) shows that over the cumulative three year period, 

London boroughs will receive the second lowest percentage cut of all regions, and the second 

lowest in terms of authority type (only metropolitan districts will receive a lower cut). Shire 

counties and districts will see the largest percentage cuts to SFA. 

 

Chart 1 – Real terms change in SFA (%) 2016-17 to 2019-20 by region & authority type 

 
Note: Figures are for councils only - i.e. they exclude Fire Authorities and the GLA. 

 
Core Spending Power 

9. In 2017-18 “Core Spending Power” is defined as the sum of:  

• Settlement Funding Assessment  
• Estimated Council Tax 
• Social Care Precept  
• Potential Council Tax revenue from referendum principle for all districts.  
• Improved Better Care Fund  
• New Homes Bonus  
• Rural Services Delivery Grant 
• Transition Grant 
• The 2017-18 Adult Social Care Support Grant. 

 

10. Table 1 below shows the breakdown of ‘Core Spending Power’ by funding element. At the 

England level, spending power will increase by £1.1 billion from £43.6 billion to £44.7 billion 

(2.6% cash increase). Reductions to SFA and New Homes Bonus will be largely offset by the 

Government’s estimate of council tax increasing by £4.4 billion (13% in real terms). This 

 
 



assumes that taxbase growth continues at the average annual rate between 2013-14 and 

2016-17, that all authorities raise council tax by the maximum available (2%), and that all 

eligible local authorities take up an average of 2% social care flexibility per annum. This is 

likely to overstate the amount of council tax raised, as not all authorities will raise council tax 

or take up the social care precept. Added to which historic levels of housing growth may not 

continue. 

 
Table 1 – Detailed breakdown of Core Spending Power – England 2016-17 to 2019-20 (£bn) 

  2016-17 
(baseline) 

2017-18 
(provisional) 

2018-19 
(illustrative) 

2019-20 
(illustrative) 

Real terms 
% change 
(16-17 to 

19-20) 

Council Tax* 23.2 24.6 26.1 27.6 13% 
SFA 18.6 16.6 15.6 14.6 -26% 
Of which:           

Local Share of NNDR 11.4 11.7 12.0 12.5 4% 
Revenue Support Grant 7.2 5.0 3.6 2.3 -70% 

Improved Better Care Fund   0.1 0.8 1.5 n/a 

New Homes Bonus 1.5 1.3 0.9 0.9 -43% 

Rural Services Delivery Grant 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 n/a 

Transition Grant 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 -100.00% 
The 2017-18 Adult Social Care 
Support Grant 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 n/a 

Core Spending Power 43.6 43.1 43.5 44.7 -2.8% 
* Council Tax figures includes the government’s assumptions about the SC precept and district councils 
increases 
 

11. Despite cuts to SFA being lower for London boroughs than the England average, overall 

Core Spending Power for London Boroughs will reduce by 3.6% in real terms (compared with 

2.8% for England) between 2016-17 and 2019-20. This is because London boroughs raise 

proportionally less from Council Tax and are more grant-dependent on average than the rest 

of England. Again there is a wide variation across London (see Appendix B), ranging from 

0.1% to 10.1% cumulative reduction. 

 
Council Tax  

12. The provisional settlement set out the Government’s Council Tax referendum principles for 

2017-18, with the 2% referendum trigger remaining in place for the portion of the authority’s 

council tax increase that has not been hypothecated for Adult Social Care.  

 

13. The main change to Council Tax is the increase in the flexibility permitted in the use of the 

Social Care Precept (SCP). Social care authorities will have the freedom to increase by up to 

 
 



3% in 2017-18 or 2018-19, but cannot exceed 6% in total over the three-year period. Table 2 

(below) illustrates possible variations in the maximum increase in this precept in any one year 

from 2017-18 to 2019-20 (assuming whole percentages are used). In reality, fractional 

combinations within the overall envelope are permissible, e.g. 2.5%, 2.5%, 1%, but whole 

number combinations are shown for simplicity.  

Table 2 – Illustrative combinations of allowable increases in SCP  
 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Total 
Original intention at SR15 2% 2% 2% 6% 

Permissible variations from 
2017-18 to 2019-20 

3% 3% 0% 6% 
3% 2% 1% 6% 
3% 1% 2% 6% 
2% 2% 2% 6% 
2% 3% 1% 6% 
1% 3% 2% 6% 

 

14. To ensure that councils are using income from the precept for adult social care, they will be 

required to publish a description of their plans, including changing levels of spend on adult 

social care and other services. This must be signed off by the Chief Finance Officer (Section 

151 Officer). Councils wishing to use the extra freedom to raise their precept by 3% instead of 

2% in 2017-18 must also show how they plan to use this extra money to improve social care. 

The DCLG will write to adult social care authorities with further details on the conditions of the 

scheme in the near future. This suggests an increasing burden compared with 2016-17, 

where local authorities were only required to show that the funding raised was spent on adult 

social care. London Councils’ consultation response will highlight this additional burden as a 

concern. 

 

Specific grants 

New Homes Bonus & Adult Social Care Support Grant 

15. The Government has confirmed NHB payments to councils will be reduced from six years to 

five years in 2017-18, and will introduce a 0.4% baseline so that local authorities will need to 

achieve tax base growth of greater than 0.4% before they receive any NHB funding. This will 

reduce the income of councils in receipt of the New Homes Bonus by £241 million nationally 

next year (around £48 million in London) in comparison to indicative figures released in 

February 2016. This money will be used to fund a one-off Adult Social Care Support Grant in 

2017-18 (see para 17). London boroughs’ share of the national total will stay broadly the 

same in 2017-18 at 21%, receiving £261 million of the reduced £1.2 billion national total. 

16. The Government will not introduce proposals it consulted on in March 2016 to withhold 

payments for areas without a local plan in 2017-18. However, it will revisit the case for 

withholding New Homes Bonus from 2018-19 from local authorities that are deemed not to be 

 
 



planning effectively, making positive decisions on planning applications and delivering 

housing growth. To encourage more effective local planning, the Government will also 

consider withholding payments for homes that are built following an appeal. 

  

17. The £241 million saving from NHB will be used to fund a one-off Adult Social Care Support 

Grant in 2017-18 that will be distributed in proportion to the adult social care relative needs 

formula from 2013-14 so that all authorities with responsibility for social care receive a share 

of this funding. London boroughs’ share of the national total is £37 million. The change in 

distribution from NHB to ASC Support Grant will have a redistributive effect. At the overall 

level, it is estimated that London will lose around £10.7 million from this switch in funding 

compared with the Government’s estimates for 2017-18 from last year’s settlement; however 

the impact varies across London with 12 boroughs gaining, while 21 are worse off. 

 

Improved Better Care Fund 

18. There is no change to the illustrative figures set out in the 2016-17 LGF Settlement for the 

Improved Better Care Fund (IBCF). In 2017-18, the Government is providing £105 million, 

rising to £825 million in 2017-18 across England. The provisional settlement confirmed the 

allocation methodology which takes into account councils’ ability to raise Social Care Precept, 

thereby benefiting those councils who benefit less from the additional Council Tax flexibility 

for social care. However, it does not confirm how the new flexibility to raise the Social Care 

Precept will impact the calculation of future year’s IBCF allocations. The Core Spending 

Power projections for this grant assume the original 2% for the Social Care Precept each year 

to determine allocations. They show London Boroughs will receive £22 million in 2017-18; 

£140 million in 2018-19 and £247 million in 2019-20 (a cumulative £409 million). 

 

Public Health Grant 

19. Alongside the settlement, the Government published the Public Health Grant allocations for 

2017-18. These have not changed from the indicative figures published at last year’s 

settlement for 2017-18. The England total is £3.3 billion (down by 7.6% from £3.4 billion in 

2016-17), and London boroughs will receive £665 million (also down by 7.6% from £682 

million).   

 

Lead Local Flood Authority Grant 

20. The Government also published Lead Local Flood Authority Grant allocations for 2017-18 (for 

the grant that sits outside the funding within SFA). London Boroughs will receive £0.75 million 

in 2017018 rising to £0.87 million by 2019-20.   

 
 
 

 
 



Social Care funding gap 
 
21. Before the provisional settlement, London Councils estimated a cumulative funding gap over 

the next four years (including 2016-17) of around £800 million for Social Care. This included 

assumptions that not all boroughs would raise the Social Care Precept or would raise overall 

Council Tax (as was the case in 2016-17). Even if all boroughs did raise the Precept and 

main Council Tax, the cumulative gap would have been around £700 million by 2020 (an 

annual gap of around £200 million in 2019-20).  

 

22. If all boroughs used the flexibility to raise the Social Care Precept to 3% in 2017-18 and 2018-

19 followed by a freeze in 2019-20, this would raise an additional £87 million over the next 

three years (£90 million in the next two years and £3 million less in 2019-20), compared with 

what could be raised from three annual increases of 2%. While this will reduce the Adult 

Social Care funding gap in the next two years (and the cumulative gap from around £700 

million to £610 million), it would do nothing to address the annual gap of £200 million a year 

by 2019-20 in London. 

 

23. The flexibility to raise more funding through the Social Care Precept, and front load it, is some 

recognition by Government of the urgent need to tackle the immediate and significant 

pressures facing Social Care. However, even if all boroughs levied the full Precept, the 

additional £87 million this would raise represents an increase in the money available for Adult 

Social Care of around 1% over the next three years – at a time when London’s population of 

older people will rise by more than 6%. 

 

24. In addition, as stated in paragraph 17, the £241 million switch from NHB to Adult Social Care 

Support Grant will see London lose by at least £10.7 million. While not all of the non-

ringfenced NHB would have been spent on Adult Social Care, the switch to a ringfenced grant 

does little to close the funding gap set out above. This move will see money designed to 

incentivise growth and housing supply taken away from councils at a time when the 

Government has made boosting housebuilding a clear priority. 

 
Business Rates  

25. Finally, the settlement set out significant changes to the business rates retention scheme as a 

result of the adjustments for the 2017 Revaluation, which alter both tariff and top ups and 

business rates baselines for individual authorities. The business rates revaluation adjustment 

ensures, as far as is practicable, that an authority’s retained income is the same after 

revaluation as immediately before. DCLG will keep the overall methodology under review in 

order to allow scope for further adjustments to be made in 2018-19. 

 

 
 



26. This has resulted in London boroughs’ changing from being an overall £14 million top up in 

2016-17 to now paying an overall tariff in 2017-18 of £223 million. At an individual authority 

level, two boroughs (Hounslow and Tower Hamlets) will switch to become tariff authorities 

from 2017-18 and join the existing eight boroughs that were tariff authorities, leaving 23 top 

up authorities. The GLA’s tariff will increase from £359 million in 2016-17 to £720 million in 

the final settlement, reflecting the change in funding of TfL’s capital grant and the GLA’s RSG 

from the central share of business rates. The GLA’s share or business rates will increase from 

20% to 37% and the central share reduce from 50% to 33% as a result. London’s overall tariff 

will therefore be around £950 million.  

 

27. The Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government again restated the 

Government’s intentions for local government to retain 100 per cent of business rates by 

2020. He announced that the Local Government Finance Bill would enter parliament early in 

the new year, and that pilots would begin in 6 areas of the country in April 2017. Alongside 

Greater Manchester, Liverpool and London (announced in Budget 2016), there will be 

additional pilots in the West of England, Cornwall, and the West Midlands. Full details of the 

pilots are, however, still to be finalised.  

 

28. The Government has stated the pilots will be “without detriment” to the resources that would 

have been available to individual authorities under the current local government finance 

regime (with any “detriment” payments funded from outside the Settlement). The pilot 

authorities, outside of London, will retain 100% of locally-raised business rates. In return they 

will forego Revenue Support Grant and a number of funding streams including Public Health 

Grant in Greater Manchester, Rural Services Grant in Cornwall, Transport for London (TfL) 

Capital Grant in London. Authorities’ tariffs and top-ups will be adjusted to ensure cost 

neutrality.  

 
Recommendations 
29. The Executive is asked note and comment on the contents of the report. 

Financial Implications for London Councils 
None 

Legal Implications for London Councils 
None 

Equalities Implications for London Councils 
None 

 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



Appendix A – provisional Settlement Funding Assessment by London Borough - 2016-17 to 2019-20 (£m) 

 
Note: Figures for Richmond, Bromley and Kingston in 2019-20 are the net SFA position after tariff adjustments. 

2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20

Barking & Dagenham 89.5 82.6 78.9 75.3 -7.7% -4.5% -4.5% -15.8% -9.0% -6.5% -6.2% -20.2%
Barnet 90.6 78.3 71.5 64.8 -13.6% -8.7% -9.3% -28.5% -14.9% -10.6% -11.0% -32.2%
Bexley 55.5 48.0 43.9 39.8 -13.5% -8.6% -9.2% -28.2% -14.7% -10.5% -10.8% -31.9%
Brent 136.8 125.2 118.8 112.7 -8.5% -5.1% -5.2% -17.7% -9.8% -7.0% -6.9% -21.9%
Bromley 56.5 46.8 41.4 36.1 -17.2% -11.4% -12.8% -36.0% -18.4% -13.3% -14.3% -39.4%
Camden 138.5 126.6 120.1 113.6 -8.7% -5.1% -5.3% -18.0% -10.0% -7.1% -7.0% -22.2%
City of London 25.9 24.4 23.6 22.8 -5.8% -3.2% -3.4% -11.9% -7.1% -5.2% -5.1% -16.5%
Croydon 114.6 101.7 94.7 87.8 -11.2% -6.9% -7.2% -23.4% -12.5% -8.9% -8.9% -27.3%
Ealing 118.9 107.0 100.5 94.1 -10.0% -6.1% -6.3% -20.9% -11.3% -8.0% -8.0% -25.0%
Enfield 114.4 103.3 97.2 91.3 -9.7% -5.9% -6.1% -20.2% -11.0% -7.8% -7.8% -24.3%
Greenwich 129.5 119.4 113.8 108.5 -7.8% -4.6% -4.7% -16.2% -9.2% -6.6% -6.4% -20.6%
Hackney 170.8 158.6 152.0 145.6 -7.1% -4.2% -4.2% -14.7% -8.5% -6.1% -5.9% -19.2%
Hammersmith & Fulham 95.1 87.3 83.1 78.9 -8.2% -4.8% -5.0% -17.0% -9.5% -6.8% -6.7% -21.3%
Haringey 126.0 115.2 109.2 103.5 -8.6% -5.1% -5.3% -17.9% -9.9% -7.1% -7.0% -22.2%
Harrow 58.2 50.1 45.6 41.2 -14.0% -9.0% -9.7% -29.3% -15.3% -10.9% -11.3% -33.0%
Havering 52.5 44.6 40.2 35.9 -15.2% -9.9% -10.7% -31.7% -16.4% -11.7% -12.3% -35.3%
Hillingdon 72.6 63.6 58.6 53.8 -12.4% -7.8% -8.3% -26.0% -13.7% -9.7% -9.9% -29.8%
Hounslow 76.2 67.8 63.2 58.7 -11.0% -6.8% -7.1% -23.0% -12.3% -8.7% -8.8% -27.0%
Islington 130.9 120.4 114.7 109.2 -8.0% -4.7% -4.9% -16.6% -9.3% -6.7% -6.6% -21.0%
Kensington & Chelsea 79.8 71.6 67.1 62.6 -10.3% -6.2% -6.7% -21.6% -11.6% -8.2% -8.4% -25.7%
Kingston upon Thames 32.2 26.1 22.8 19.5 -18.7% -12.7% -14.5% -39.3% -19.9% -14.5% -16.0% -42.5%
Lambeth 171.4 157.7 150.3 143.0 -8.0% -4.7% -4.8% -16.6% -9.3% -6.7% -6.5% -20.9%
Lewisham 146.7 135.0 128.7 122.5 -8.0% -4.7% -4.8% -16.5% -9.3% -6.7% -6.5% -20.8%
Merton 55.5 48.5 44.7 41.0 -12.5% -7.9% -8.4% -26.2% -13.8% -9.8% -10.0% -30.0%
Newham 172.7 160.5 153.9 147.5 -7.1% -4.1% -4.2% -14.6% -8.4% -6.1% -5.9% -19.0%
Redbridge 82.0 73.1 68.3 63.6 -10.8% -6.6% -6.9% -22.4% -12.0% -8.6% -8.6% -26.5%
Richmond upon Thames 33.0 24.5 21.8 15.1 -25.6% -11.3% -30.8% -54.3% -26.7% -13.2% -32.0% -56.7%
Southwark 179.5 166.0 158.7 151.5 -7.5% -4.4% -4.5% -15.6% -8.9% -6.4% -6.2% -20.0%
Sutton 58.1 50.8 46.9 43.0 -12.5% -7.8% -8.3% -26.0% -13.7% -9.7% -10.0% -29.9%
Tower Hamlets 170.7 158.1 151.3 144.6 -7.4% -4.3% -4.4% -15.3% -8.7% -6.3% -6.1% -19.7%
Waltham Forest 108.7 99.0 93.7 88.5 -8.9% -5.4% -5.5% -18.5% -10.2% -7.3% -7.2% -22.8%
Wandsworth 114.6 106.0 101.4 96.9 -7.5% -4.3% -4.5% -15.5% -8.8% -6.3% -6.2% -19.9%
Westminster 140.6 130.6 125.2 119.9 -7.1% -4.1% -4.3% -14.7% -8.4% -6.1% -6.0% -19.2%
London Boroughs 3,398.5 3,078.3 2,905.6 2,732.7 -9.4% -5.6% -6.0% -19.6% -10.7% -7.6% -7.6% -23.8%
England 18,601.5 16,632.4 15,598.8 14,584.3 -10.6% -6.2% -6.5% -21.6% -11.9% -8.2% -8.2% -25.7%

Cumulative % 
change (cash) 

2016-17 to 2019-
20

Annual % change (cash)Annual allocations (£m) Annual % change (real terms) Cumulative % 
change (real) 

2016-17 to 
2019-20



Appendix B – provisional Core Spending Power by London Borough - 2016-17 to 2019-20 (£m) 

 

2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20

Barking & Dagenham 144.9 143.3 145.9 150.6 -1.1% 1.9% 3.2% 4.0% -2.5% -0.3% 1.4% -1.5%
Barnet 256.2 253.9 255.2 262.9 -0.9% 0.5% 3.0% 2.6% -2.3% -1.6% 1.2% -2.7%
Bexley 154.7 154.0 155.9 160.8 -0.4% 1.2% 3.2% 4.0% -1.8% -0.9% 1.3% -1.4%
Brent 246.5 245.8 249.9 258.2 -0.3% 1.7% 3.3% 4.8% -1.7% -0.4% 1.5% -0.7%
Bromley 201.7 199.0 198.4 203.5 -1.4% -0.3% 2.6% 0.9% -2.8% -2.4% 0.7% -4.4%
Camden 243.3 237.9 239.2 243.6 -2.2% 0.5% 1.8% 0.1% -3.6% -1.5% 0.0% -5.1%
City of London 33.4 32.2 31.7 31.6 -3.4% -1.6% -0.2% -5.1% -4.8% -3.6% -2.0% -10.1%
Croydon 270.4 266.0 269.1 277.0 -1.6% 1.2% 2.9% 2.5% -3.0% -0.9% 1.1% -2.9%
Ealing 244.7 240.6 244.2 251.3 -1.7% 1.5% 2.9% 2.7% -3.1% -0.6% 1.1% -2.6%
Enfield 227.5 223.9 227.2 233.0 -1.6% 1.5% 2.6% 2.4% -3.0% -0.6% 0.7% -2.9%
Greenwich 218.8 217.9 219.7 225.7 -0.4% 0.8% 2.7% 3.1% -1.8% -1.3% 0.9% -2.2%
Hackney 256.9 251.3 251.6 256.5 -2.2% 0.1% 2.0% -0.1% -3.6% -2.0% 0.1% -5.3%
Hammersmith & Fulham 157.0 154.5 155.1 158.1 -1.6% 0.4% 2.0% 0.7% -3.0% -1.7% 0.1% -4.5%
Haringey 220.1 217.0 220.0 225.7 -1.4% 1.4% 2.6% 2.5% -2.8% -0.8% 0.8% -2.8%
Harrow 169.5 167.7 169.4 174.5 -1.1% 1.0% 3.0% 3.0% -2.5% -1.1% 1.2% -2.4%
Havering 169.3 169.4 170.5 176.4 0.1% 0.7% 3.4% 4.2% -1.3% -1.4% 1.6% -1.2%
Hillingdon 188.9 186.6 188.9 195.0 -1.2% 1.2% 3.3% 3.2% -2.6% -0.9% 1.4% -2.1%
Hounslow 170.9 167.2 168.9 173.2 -2.2% 1.0% 2.5% 1.3% -3.6% -1.1% 0.7% -3.9%
Islington 223.2 217.5 218.7 223.5 -2.6% 0.5% 2.2% 0.1% -3.9% -1.6% 0.4% -5.1%
Kensington & Chelsea 157.7 153.9 154.8 157.3 -2.4% 0.6% 1.6% -0.3% -3.8% -1.5% -0.2% -5.5%
Kingston upon Thames 123.1 121.3 120.2 122.4 -1.5% -0.9% 1.8% -0.6% -2.9% -3.0% 0.0% -5.8%
Lambeth 284.6 279.5 282.4 289.6 -1.8% 1.0% 2.5% 1.8% -3.2% -1.1% 0.7% -3.5%
Lewisham 243.2 240.6 242.0 247.1 -1.1% 0.6% 2.1% 1.6% -2.5% -1.5% 0.3% -3.7%
Merton 139.7 137.8 138.3 141.6 -1.4% 0.3% 2.4% 1.3% -2.8% -1.8% 0.5% -4.0%
Newham 251.7 247.5 249.3 254.9 -1.6% 0.7% 2.2% 1.3% -3.1% -1.4% 0.4% -4.0%
Redbridge 181.4 178.4 181.8 187.2 -1.7% 1.9% 3.0% 3.2% -3.1% -0.2% 1.1% -2.2%
Richmond upon Thames 153.2 150.8 150.0 149.9 -1.5% -0.5% -0.1% -2.1% -2.9% -2.6% -1.9% -7.2%
Southwark 281.0 274.0 275.6 281.4 -2.5% 0.6% 2.1% 0.2% -3.9% -1.5% 0.3% -5.1%
Sutton 148.9 146.7 146.8 150.5 -1.5% 0.1% 2.6% 1.1% -2.9% -2.0% 0.7% -4.2%
Tower Hamlets 276.5 269.6 269.5 275.9 -2.5% 0.0% 2.4% -0.2% -3.9% -2.1% 0.5% -5.4%
Waltham Forest 201.0 200.5 204.6 211.7 -0.2% 2.1% 3.5% 5.4% -1.7% 0.0% 1.6% -0.1%
Wandsworth 178.5 177.2 178.1 182.5 -0.7% 0.5% 2.5% 2.2% -2.2% -1.6% 0.6% -3.1%
Westminster 203.0 195.9 196.3 199.3 -3.5% 0.2% 1.6% -1.8% -4.9% -1.9% -0.3% -6.9%
London Boroughs 6,621.2 6,519.5 6,569.1 6,732.5 -1.5% 0.8% 2.5% 1.7% -2.9% -1.3% 0.7% -3.6%
England 43,564.2 43,068.6 43,493.8 44,678.3 -1.1% 1.0% 2.7% 2.6% -2.6% -1.1% 0.9% -2.8%

Annual allocations (£m) Annual % change (cash) Cumulative % 
change (cash) 

2016-17 to 2019-
20

Annual % change (real terms) Cumulative % 
change (real) 

2016-17 to 
2019-20

 
 



 

 

Executive  
 

Policy Developments  
- Devolution and Public Service Reform 

  Item no.  7 

 
Report by: Doug Flight Job title: Head of Strategic Policy 

Date: 17 January 2017 

Contact Officer: Doug Flight 

Telephone: 020 7934 9805 Email: Doug.flight@londoncouncils.gov.uk 

 

Summary: The December meeting of Leaders Committee considered a policy paper 
on Devolution and Public Service Reform.  

Substantial negotiations with Government were continuing at the time of 
despatch of these papers in relation to: 

• Health devolution 
• Devolution of the Work and Health Programme 

 This item provides the Executive with the opportunity to hear and 
consider the very latest progress in these negotiations.  

  
 The Executive is asked to: 

 
1. Comment on the most recent policy developments which will be 

reported as part of the meeting. 
 

2. Provide guidance on next steps in finalising and implementing 
these policy developments.  

 

  

  



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

Policy Developments - Devolution and Public Service Reform 
Background 
 
1. The December meeting of Leaders Committee considered a policy paper on Devolution 

and Public Service Reform.  Following that meeting, substantial negotiations were 

continuing with Government, in relation to: 

• Health devolution 
• Devolution of the Work and Health Programme 

  
2. This item appears on the agenda to provide the Executive with the opportunity to hear 

and consider the very latest progress in these negotiations.  

Health Devolution 
 
3. Discussions are progressing with DH and NHS England officials, under the umbrella of 

the agreement made with the then Chancellor of the Exchequer last December. 

 

4. There is an aspiration that a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) to facilitate next 

steps will be agreed with national partners early in the New Year. This would be 

buttressed by individual agreements with the pilot areas. 

 
5.  It is envisaged that the MoU will be an enabling document, allowing local areas to opt-

in to detailed devolution proposals that build on learning from the London pilots.  The 

pilots have led to detailed propositions around:  

i. Integration - Integration requires changes to regulation, payment systems 

and workforce for it to be effective.  

ii. Estates- Reinvestment of capital receipts. 

iii. Prevention – Including potential legislative routes to support behaviour 

change. 

 

6. Leaders’ Committee agreed a process for signing-off the MoU at its December meeting. 

Verbal updates on this will be provided at the meeting of the Executive.



  

Work and Health Programme (Employment Support)  

 
7. London Councils and the sub-regional groups of boroughs have been engaged in 

detailed discussions with the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) following the 

Chancellor’s announcement in the Autumn Statement 2016 that funding for the Work 

and Health Programme would be devolved to London, subject to the  areas meeting 

certain conditions, including on co-funding. Encouraging progress has been made  in 

these negotiations.  

8. The commitment to deliver the new Programme presents challenging timescales.  To 

help ensure success, all London government partners, including Boroughs, sub-regions, 

and the GLA will be required to cooperate closely. 

Wider Issues   
9. Ministers indicated at the time of the Autumn Statement that a broader reform package 

could be progressed as part of the March 2017 Budget announcement. Discussions 

with Government – involving both the Mayor’s Office and London Councils – are due to 

resume in early 2017. 

 
10. At the last meeting of the Member Devolution Group, it was agreed that London’s 

narrative needed to be more strongly rooted in the emerging Government emphasis on 

place based industrial strategy and ways in which devolution and reform can contribute 

directly to meeting challenges around boosting productivity, creating jobs, equipping 

people to fill those jobs, securing housing supply etc. Members felt that ‘place’ needed 

to be defined in a more granular way than London as a whole. Accordingly, London 

Councils has sought contributions from boroughs and groups of boroughs along these 

lines. 

 
11. At that meeting, the Mayor of London indicated that contributions of that type could be 

important component parts of London’s case for further devolution. A date is currently 

being sought for a meeting of the Member Devolution Group and the Mayor of London 

to consider next steps on this overall agenda and to begin to consider some of the 

broader governance issues flowing from devolution and reform propositions. 

Considerations 
 

12. The discussion under this agenda item will provide the Executive with the opportunity to 

hear and consider progress in the continuing programme of work and to provide 

guidance on next steps. 



  

 
Financial implications for London Councils 
None 

Legal implications for London Councils 
None 

Equalities implications for London Councils 
There are no direct equalities implications for London Councils as a result of this 

paper. 

Attachments  
None 

 
 



  
 
 
 
 

 
Executive (sitting as the Appointments Panel)  

 

Nominations to Outside Bodies  Item no   8 
 

Report by: Derek Gadd Job title: Head of Governance 

Date: 17 January 2017 

Contact Officer: Derek Gadd 

Telephone: 020 7934 9505 Email: derek.gadd@londoncouncils.gov.uk 

 

Summary: This report provides the Executive in its capacity as the 
Appointments Panel, with details of London Councils’ 
nominations/appointments made to outside bodies. 

 

Recommendations: The Executive is recommended to note the 
nominations/appointments made by the Chief Executive on behalf 
of London Councils: 

Cllr Fiona Colley (Labour, Southwark) to the LFEPA 

Cllr Denise Hyland (Labour, Greenwich) to the London 
Regional Council of the Arts Council England  

Cllr Nick Draper (Labour, Merton) to the LVRPA 

Transport and Environment appointments listed in attached 
appendix. 
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Nominations to Outside Bodies  
 
Background 

 
1. In 2002, London Councils’ Elected Officers, acting in their capacity as its Appointments 

Panel, agreed to delegate the making of nominations to outside bodies to the Chief 

Executive within agreed guidelines and on Nolan principles and on the basis that they were 

reported to the next available meeting of the Appointments Panel. The guidelines were 

refined in 2012 with a fresh set of principles. 

 
Nominations 
2. The Chief Executive has appointed: 

 
• Cllr Fiona Colley (Labour, Southwark) to the LFEPA 

 
• Cllr Denis Hyland (Labour, Greenwich) to the London Regional Council of the Arts 

Council England  
 

• Cllr Nick Draper (Labour, Merton) to the LVRPA 
 

Transport and Environment appointments listed in attached appendix. 
 

 
Financial Implications: 
Where remunerated, payments are made by the appointing body and there are, therefore, no 

financial implications arising directly from this report.  

 

Legal Implications: 
In making appointments London Councils complies with relevant legislation. It also seeks to 

comply with the ‘Nolan’ Seven Principles of Public Life. 

 

Recommendations: 
The Executive is recommended to note the new nominations/appointments made by the Chief 

Executive on behalf of London Councils. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



  
 

Nominations to TEC Outside Bodies for 2016/17 
 
The Committee received a report that sought nominations to the various outside bodies that 
related to the work of TEC for 2016/17 
 
The Committee nominated the following members to the outside bodies: 
 
Heathrow Airport Consultative Committee (HACC) 
Cllr Steve Curran (LB Hounslow) 
Deputy - Cllr Tim Coleridge (RB Kensington & Chelsea) 
 
Thames Regional Flood & Coastal Committee (RFCC) 
West – Cllr Dean Cohen (LB Barnet) 
South West – Cllr Nick Draper (LB Merton)  
South East – Cllr Alan Smith (LB Lewisham) 
North East – Cllr Lynda Rice (LB Barking & Dagenham (post meeting note) 
Central North – Cllr Tim Coleridge (RB Kensington & Chelsea) 
Central South – Cllr Jenny Brathwaite (LB Lambeth) 
North – Cllr Daniel Anderson (LB Enfield)  
 
London Sustainable Development Commission 
Cllr Claudia Webbe (LB Islington) 
 
London Electric Vehicle Partnership (LEVP) 
No nominations are needed as this partnership no longer convenes. 
 
Urban Design London (UDL) 
Cllr Daniel Moylan (RB Kensington & Chelsea) 
Cllr Nigel Haselden (LB Lambeth) 
 
London Waterways Commission 
Cllr James Beckles (LB Newham) (post meeting note) 
Cllr Lynda Rice (LB Barking & Dagenham) 
Cllr Terry Paton (RB Kingston) 
 
Thames River Basin District Liaison Panel (Thames LP) 
Cllr Alan Smith (LB Lewisham) 
 
London City Airport Consultative Committee (LCACC) 
To be confirmed 
 
London Waste & Recycling Board 
Cllr Bassam Mahfouz (LB Ealing – Labour) 
Cllr Nicholas Paget-Brown (RB Kensington & Chelsea – Conservative) 
2 x Labour representatives to be advised in due course. 
 
London Cycling Campaign (LCC) 
Cllr Feryal Demirci (LB Hackney) 
 
 

 
 



 

 

Executive 
 

Month 6 Revenue Forecast 2016/17  Item no:  9 
 

Report by: Frank Smith Job title: Director of Corporate Resources 

Date: 17 January 2017 

Contact Officer: Frank Smith 

Telephone: 020 7934 9700 Email: frank.smith@londoncouncils.gov.uk 
 

 
Summary This report summarises actual income expenditure recorded in the 

accounts as at 30 September 2016 (Month 6), provides a projected 
outturn figure for the year and highlights any significant forecast variances 
against the approved budget. A separate forecast is provided for each of 
London Councils three funding streams. The Executive is also provided 
with an update on London Councils reserves. The summary forecast 
outturn position is as follows: 

 M6 Actual Budget Forecast Variance 
  £000 £000 £000 
Total expenditure 194,824 397,981 394,668 (3,313) 
Total income (195,452) (395,489) (393,803) 1,686 
Use of reserves (486) (2,492) (2,623) (131) 
Net deficit/(surplus) (1,104) - (1,758) (1,758) 
Net expenditure by Committee     
Grants (1,071) - (854) (854) 
Transport and Environment 1,285 - (767) (767) 
Joint (1,318) - (137) (137) 
Net deficit/(surplus) (1,104) - (1,758) (1,758) 
 
Recommendations The Executive is asked to note the overall forecast surplus as at 30 

September 2016 (Month 6) of £1.758 million and note the position on 
reserves as detailed in paragraphs 14-16. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



  



  

Month 6 Revenue Forecast 2016/17 
 
Introduction 
 
1. London Councils revenue expenditure budget for 2016/17, as approved by the Leaders’ 

Committee in December 2015 was £398.193 million. The budget was then adjusted by 

£68,000 to reflect the decision of this Committee to bring forward the £23,000 underspend in 

respect of NOTIFY in 2016/17, plus a £45,000 adjustment in respect of running costs. In 

addition payments in respect of the taxicard contract have been reduced by £280,000 on 

confirmation of borough funding for the scheme for 2016/17, making a revised expenditure 

budget for 2016/17 of £397.981 million. 

 

2. The corresponding revenue income budget approved by the Leaders’ Committee in 

December 2015 was £398.193 million, which included an approved transfer of £2.469 million 

from reserves; £1.651 million of which related to the return of funds to boroughs from 

reserves. An additional transfer from reserves of £23,000 was made to cover the NOTIFY 

carry forward balance (see paragraph 1), plus additional central recharge income of £45,000, 

together with a reduction in Taxicard funding from the boroughs of £280,000. Total revised 

income, therefore, is budgeted to be £397.981 million, of which £2.492 million is a transfer 

from reserves to produce a balanced budget for the year.  

 

3. This report analyses actual income and expenditure at the half year stage of the current 

financial year and highlights any significant variances emerging against the approved budget. 

This report would ordinarily have been presented to the November 2016 Executive meeting; 

however, that meeting was cancelled. The forecast outturn position as at the three-quarter 

year stage (31 December 2016) of the current financial year will be presented to the next 

meeting of the Executive in February. 

 
4. After excluding the £721,000 projected underspend on taxicard, the projected surplus of 

£1.758 million is broken down as follows: 

• A projected net underspend of £96,000 in respect of officer employee costs; 

• A projected net deficit of £252,000 in respect of TEC traded services;  

• A projected net underspend of £46,000 relating to commissions in respect of the S.48 

grants scheme; 

• A net projected underspend of £828,000 relating to slippage in the start of the new 

2016+ joint borough/ESF funded programme;  

• A forecast underspend of £80,000 in respect of the commissioning budget;  



  

• A forecast underspend of £200,000 in respect of journeys undertaken by independent 

bus operators as part of the Freedom Pass scheme;  

• A forecast underspend of £500,000 in respect of Freedom Pass issuing/reissuing 

costs;  

• Forecast deficits of £131,000 in respect of LEP funding towards the YPES, although 

this will be covered by an additional transfer from reserves, and £5,000 in respect of 

overall investment income; and 

• Projected additional income arising from Lorry Control enforcement and replacement 

Freedom Passes of £95,000 and £174,000 respectively, although this is offset by a 

projected deficit of £12,000 on income from the issue of replacement Taxicards.  

 

5. Table 1 below details the overall forecast position, with Tables 2-4 showing the position for 

the three separate funding streams. 

Table 1 – Summary Income and Expenditure Forecast 2016/17, as at 30 September 
2016. 

 M6 Actual Budget Forecast Variance 
Expenditure £000 £000 £000 £000 
Employee Costs 2,416 5,378 5,282 (96) 
Running Costs 1,646 2,814 2,814 - 
Central Recharges 8 487 500 13 
Total Operating Expenditure 4,070 8,679 8,596 (83) 
Direct Services 4,826 8,574 8,561 (13) 
Payments in respect of Freedom 
Pass and Taxicard 

 
180,907 

 
368,677 

 
367,261 

 
(1,416) 

Commissioned grants services 3,227 7,505 7,459 (46) 
London Funders Group - 60 60 - 
ESF commissions - 1,880 205 (1,675) 
One-off borough payments 1,651 1,651 1,651 - 
Improvement and Efficiency work  - 265 265 - 
YPES Regional/Provider 
Activities 

 
33 

 
50 

 
50 

 
- 

Commissioning and Research 120 640 560 (80) 
Total Expenditure 194,834 397,981 394,668 (3,313) 
Income     
Contributions in respect of 
Freedom Pass and Taxicard 

 
(183,227) 

 
(368,790) 

 
(368,231) 

 
559 

Borough contribution towards 
grant payments 

 
(4,252) 

 
(8,505) 

 
(8,505) 

 
- 

Borough contribution towards 
YPES payments 

 
(180) 

 
(180) 

 
(180) 

 
- 

Income for direct services (1,797) (8,974) (8,765) 189 
Core Member Subscriptions  (5,491) (5,706) (5,706) - 
Borough contribution towards 
LCP payments 

 
(326) 

 
(326) 

 
(326) 

 
- 

Government Grants (25) (1,131) (198) 933 
Interest on Investments (39) (75) (70) 5 
Other Income (115) (289) (289) - 



  

Central Recharges - (1,513) (1,513) - 
Transfer from Reserves (486) (2,492) (2,623) (131) 
Total Income (195,938) (397,981) (396,426) 1,555 
Net Expenditure (1,104) - (1,758) (1,758) 
     
Applied to Funding Streams     
Grants Committee (1,071) - (854) (854) 
Transport and Environment 
Committee 

1,285 - (767) (767) 

Joint Committee Functions (1,318) - (137) (137) 
Net Expenditure (1,104) - (1,758) (1,758) 

 
Revenue Forecast Position as at 30 September 2016 – Grants Committee 
 
6. Table 2 below summarises the forecast outturn position for the Grants Committee: 
 

Table 2 – Summary Forecast – Grants Committee 
 M6 Actual Budget Forecast Variance 
Expenditure £000 £000 £000 £000 
Employee Costs 190 382 415 33 
Running Costs 10 18 18 - 
Central Recharges 8 155 168 13 
Total Operating Expenditure 208 555 601 46 
Commissioned grants services 3,227 7,505 7,459 (46) 
London Funders Group - 60 60 - 
ESF commissions – 2016+ - 1,880 205 (1,675) 
One-off payment to boroughs 486 486 486 - 
Total Expenditure 3,921 10,486 8,811 (1,675) 
Income     
Borough contributions towards 
commissioned services 

 
(4,252) 

 
(8,505) 

 
(8,505) 

 
- 

Borough contributions towards 
the administration of 
commissions 

 
 

(248) 

 
 

(495) 

 
 

(495) 

 
 

- 
ESF Grant – 2016+ - (1,000) (173) 827 
Interest on Investments (6) - (6) (6) 
Other Income - - - - 
Transfer from Reserves (486) (486) (486) - 
Total Income (4,992) (10,486) (9,665) 821 
Net Expenditure (1,071) - (854) (854) 

 
7. The projected surplus of £854,000, is broadly split between the following: 

• A projected underspend of £68,000 in respect of S.48 borough funded commissioned 

services relating to 2016/17, offset by the additional one-off payment of £22,000 to 

Ashiana, as agreed by the Grants Committee in March 2016, leaving a net projected 

underspend of £46,000; 

• A projected net underspend of £828,000, including administration costs, due to slippage 

in anticipated payments made in respect of the new 2016+ programme, based on the 

assumption that the programme becomes operational by the end of the third quarter of 

2016/17 and that the funding will be applied at this point, offset by grant receipts; and 



  

• A projected overspend position of £20,000 in respect of the administration of S.48 

commissions. 

 
Revenue Forecast Position as at 30 September 2016 – Transport and Environment 
Committee 
8. Table 3 below summarises the forecast outturn position for the Transport and Environment 

Committee: 

Table 3 – Summary Forecast – Transport and Environment Committee 
 M6 Actual Budget Forecast Variance 
Expenditure £000 £000 £000 £000 
Employee Costs 285 652 568 (84) 
Running Costs 116 297 297 - 
Central Recharges 0 74 74 - 
Total Operating Expenditure 401 1,023 939 (84) 
Direct Services 4,755 8,426 8,413 (13) 
Research - 40 40 - 
Payments in respect of Freedom 
Pass and Taxicard 

 
180,907 

 
368,677 

 
367,261 

 
(1,416) 

One-off payment to boroughs 340 340 340 - 
Total Expenditure 186,403 378,506 376,993 (1,513) 
Income     
Contributions in respect of 
Freedom Pass and Taxicard 

 
(183,227) 

 
(368,790) 

 
(368,231) 

 
559 

  Income for direct services (1,798) (8,892) (8,703) 189 
  Core Member Subscriptions  (97) (97) (97) - 
Government Grants - - - - 
Interest on Investments (2) - (2) (2) 
Other Income (24) (84) (84)  

  Transfer from Reserves - (643) (643) - 
Total Income (185,118) (378,506) (377,760) 746 
Net Expenditure 1,285 - (767) (767) 

 
9. The projected surplus of £767,000 is made up of the following: 

 
• A projected overall deficit of £252,000 in respect of TEC parking traded services, after 

considering an estimate of the level of borough/TfL/GLA usage volumes during the first 

quarter. This is attributable to a number of areas.  

 

 Firstly, there is a projected net deficit of £185,000 in respect of environmental and 

traffic appeals (ETA). The estimated number of notice of appeals and statutory 

declarations received at the half-year stage amounts to 20,293, giving a projected 

number for the year of 40,586, 12,299 less than the budgeted figure of 52,885. The 

current throughput of appeals is 2.45 appeals per hour, compared to a budget figure 

of 2.76. Throughput has been affected by the move to a new case management 

system and new procedures for considering statutory declarations and witness 



  

statements. However, with the bedding in of the new systems and further planned 

enhancements, officers expect to see an increase in throughput over the final quarter 

of the year and beyond. 

 Secondly, the transaction volumes for the TRACE parking systems used by boroughs 

and TfL over the first half of the year have significantly reduced, although use of the 

TEC system has increased. This has resulted in a projected net deficit of £69,000; 

and 

 Finally, the fixed cost of the parking managed services contract with NPS is projected 

to marginally underspend by £2,000. 

 

• A projected underspend of £61,000 in respect of employee costs. The cost of staff 

providing direct services (included within the direct services administration charge) is 

estimated to overspend by £23,000, although this is offset by an underspend on staffing 

costs attributable to non-operational and policy staff of £54,000. In addition, the maternity 

cover budget is estimated to be underspent by £30,000. 

 

• A projected underspend of £200,000 in respect of the £1.7 million budget for payments to 

independent bus operators, based on trends and claims emerging during the year. 

 

• A projected underspend of £500,000 in respect of the £1.518 million budget for payments 

to in respect of the issuing/reissuing costs of Freedom Passes. 

 

• Based on income collected at the half year stage, receipts from Lorry Control PCN 

income are forecast to exceed the budget of £750,000 by £95,000. 

 

• Based on income collected at the half year stage, income receipts from replacement 

Freedom Passes are forecast to exceed the budget of £550,000 by £174,000. For 

replacement Taxicards, there is a projected deficit on the £36,000 income budget of 

£12,000 for the year. 

 
 Revenue Forecast Position as at 30 September 2016 – Joint Committee Core Functions 
 
10. Table 4 below summarises the forecast outturn position for the Joint Committee core 

functions: 

 

 

 



  

Table 4 – Summary Forecast – Joint Committee core functions 
 M6 Actual Budget Forecast Variance 
 £000 £000 £000 £000 
Expenditure     
Employee Costs 1,941 4,344 4,299 (45) 
Running Costs 1,520 2,499 2,499 - 
Central Recharges - 258 258 - 
Total Operating Expenditure 3,461 7,101 7,056 (45) 
Direct Services 71 148 148 - 
Commissioning and Research 120 600 520 (80) 
Improvement and Efficiency work - 265 265 - 
YPES Regional/Provider 
Activities 

 
33 

 
50 

 
50 

 
- 

One-off borough payment 825 825 825 - 
Total Expenditure 4,510 8,989 8,864 (125) 
Income     
Income for direct services (29) (82) (82) - 
Core Member Subscriptions  (5,114) (5,114) (5,114) - 
Borough contribution towards 
YPES payments 

 
(180) 

 
(180) 

 
(180) 

 
- 

Borough contribution towards 
LCP payments 

 
(326) 

 
(326) 

 
(326) 

 
- 

Government Grants (25) (131) (25) 106 
Interest on Investments (31) (75) (62) 13 
Other Income (123) (205) (205) - 
Central Recharges - (1,513) (1,513) - 
Transfer from Reserves - (1,363) (1,494) (131) 
Total Income (5,828) (8,989) (9,001) (12) 
Net Expenditure (1,318) - (137) (137) 

 
11. A projected underspend of £137,000 is forecast against the approved budget in respect of the 

joint committee core functions. Employee costs are projected to underspend by £45,000, 

primarily due to holding off recruiting to certain current vacant posts. In addition, there is a 

forecast underspend of £80,000 in respect of the commissioning budget. Additional income of 

£25,000 is forecast to accrue in respect of the YPES managed Accelerated Learning Project. 

 

12. These are offset by a projected shortfall of £13,000 in respect of investment income, plus a 

potential shortfall of £131,000 in respect of LEP funding for the YPES. Officers will continue 

to liaise with GLA officials to determine whether or not a contribution towards this service will 

be received in respect of 2016/17. If this income does not materialise, it will be offset by an 

additional transfer of £131,000 from uncommitted reserves, which is reflected in Table 4. 

Externally Funded Projects 
 
13. The externally funded projects are estimated to have matched income and expenditure of just 

over £7.3 million for 2016/17, including funding for the new ESF 2016+ programme. This is 

based on a review of the indicative budget plans held at London Councils by the designated 



  

project officers, which confirms that, at this stage, there is no projected net cost to London 

Councils for managing these projects during 2016/17.  

Reserves 
14. The forecast reserves position for each of the three funding streams for the current year and 

beyond is illustrated in Table 6 below (inclusive of the decisions regarding the use of reserves 

by the Leaders’ Committee and TEC following the December 2016 budget setting meetings): 

 
Table 6 – Forecast reserves after all current commitments 
 Transport and 

Environment 
Committee (£000) 

Joint 
Committee 

(£000) 

Grants 
Committee 

(£000) 

 
Total 
(£000) 

Unaudited General 
Reserve at 31 March 
2016 

 
3,269 

 
6,379 

 
634 

 
10,282 

Unaudited Specific/ESF 
Reserve at 31 March 
2016 

 
1,000 

 
- 

 
1,358 

 
2,358 

Provisional reserves at 
31 March 2016 

 
4,269 

 
6,379 

 
1,992 

 
12,640 

Committed in setting 
2016/17 budget 

 
(303) 

 
(515) 

 
- 

 
(818) 

One-off payment to 
boroughs 2016/17 

 
(340) 

 
(825) 

 
(486) 

 
(1,651) 

Balances c/f into 
2016/17 

 
- 

 
(23) 

 
- 

 
(23) 

Provision for support to 
3rd sector via City Bridge 

 
- 

 
- 

 
(38) 

 
(38) 

Borough ESF 2008-15 
programme closure 
provision 

 
 

- 

 
 

(300) 

 
 

- 

 
 

(300) 
Provisional 
commitments for 
2017/18 -2019/20 

 
 

(2,628) 

 
 

(2,119) 

 
 

(2,116) 

 
 

(6,863) 
Forecast surplus/(deficit) 
2016/17 

 
767 

 
137 

 
854 

 
1,758 

Uncommitted reserves 1,765 2,734 206 4,705 
 

 
15. The current level of commitments from reserves, as detailed in Table 6, come to £9.693 

million over the short-medium term and are detailed in Table 7 below: 

Table 7 – Commitments from Reserves 2016-2020 
 2016/17 2017/18 2018-20 Total 

 £000 £000 £000 £000 
Approved transfer from JC general reserves 164 164 - 328 
Approved transfer from TEC general reserves 303 288 - 591 
NOTIFY system developments 23 - - 23 
Accumulated YPES funds 150 443 456 1,049 
Slippage of ESG grants funding  - - 1,885 1,885 
One-off repayment to boroughs in 2015/16 1,651 826 - 2,477 
Challenge Implementation Fund - 525 - 525 



  

Support to the health transition process 201 201 - 402 
2020 Freedom Pass reissue - - 1,800 1,800 
TEC priority projects - 200 - 200 
ESF 2008-15 programme closure 300 - - 300 
Support to 3rd sector via City Bridge Trust 38 75 - 113 
Totals 2,830 2,722 4,141 9,693 

 
Conclusions 
16. This report highlights the projected outturn position for the current year, based on 

transactions undertaken up until 30 September 2016 (month 6), together with known future 

developments. At this point, a forecast underspend of £1.758 million is projected for 2016/17, 

across the three funding streams. Uncommitted reserves are currently projected to be £4.7 

million by the end of the current financial year, after considering recommendations for the use 

of uncommitted reserves within the budget proposals for 2017/18, which were approved by 

the Leaders’ Committee on 6 December 2016 and TEC on 8 December 2016. 

  

17. The next forecast will be presented to the Executive in February 2017, which will highlight the 

projected position at the three quarter year stage of the 2016/17 financial year.  

Recommendations 

18. The Executive is asked to note the overall forecast surplus as at 30 September 2016 (Month 

6) of £1.758 million and note the position on reserves as detailed in paragraphs 14-16. 

 
  

Financial Implications for London Councils 
 
No additional implications other that detailed in the body of the report. 
 
Legal Implications for London Councils 
 
None 
 
Equalities Implications for London Councils 
 
None 
 
Appendices 
 
None 
 
Background Papers 
 
London Councils Revenue Forecast File 2016/17 
 
 
 



 

 

Executive 
 

Audited Accounts 2015/16  Item no:  10 
 

Report by: David Sanni Job title: Head of Financial Accounting 

Date: 17 January 2017 

Contact 
Officer: 

David Sanni 

Telephone: 020 7934 9704 Email: david.sanni@londoncouncils.gov.uk 
 

 
Summary This report presents the audited statement of accounts for 2015/16 for 

adoption and compares the results to the pre-audited position reported to 
the Executive at their meeting held on 21 June 2016.  
 

  
Recommendations The Executive is asked: 

• to note that there was no significant change to the pre-audited 
financial outturn for 2015/16 for each of London Councils’ three 
committees; and 

• to formally adopt each of the three statutory accounts attached at 
Appendices A to C. 

 
  



  
   

Introduction 
 
1. At their meeting on 21 June 2016, the Executive was informed of the provisional pre–audited 

consolidated financial outturn of London Councils for the year ended 31 March 2016. The 
external auditors, KPMG, completed their work on the financial accounts and have issued 
unqualified opinions on all three accounts. London Councils’ Audit Committee approved the 
audited accounts at their meeting on 22 September 2016.  
 

Audited Accounts 
 
2. The audited statutory accounts are included at appendices A to C of this report. Table 1 

below compares the pre-audited and audited net surplus for the year (including the transfer 
to/from reserves) for each of the three accounts.  

 
Table 1 – Comparison of the Comprehensive Income and Expenditure Statement pre-
audited and audited Net Surplus for 2015/16  
Accounts Pre-Audited (£000) Audited (£000) Difference (£000) 
Joint Committee (1,096) (1,096) - 
Grants Committee (1,167) (1,167) - 
TEC (1,030) (1,030) - 
Total (3,293) (3,293) - 

 
3. There was no change to the pre-audited net surplus for the year.  
 
4. Table 2 below compares the pre-audited and audited level of reserves (excluding the 

Pension and Accumulated Absences Reserves) as at 31 March 2016 for each of the three 
funding streams.  

 
Table 2 – Comparison of pre-audited and audited reserves as at 31 March 2016  
Accounts Pre-Audited (£000) Audited (£000) Difference (£000) 
Joint Committee 6,379 6,379 - 
Grants Committee 1,992 1,993 1 
TEC 4,269 4,269 - 
Total 12,640 12,641 1 

 
5. The movement on the level of reserves of the Grants Committee is due to rounding 

differences.  
 
Annual Governance Statement  
 
6. An Annual Governance Statement (AGS) is included in the audited accounts in accordance 

with the Code of Practice on Local Authority Accounting in the United Kingdom (the Code) 
and guidance issued by CIPFA/SOLACE. The AGS was approved by London Councils Audit 
Committee at their meeting on 22 June 2016. KPMG reviewed the AGS as part of their audit 
work and concluded that it complies with the requirements of the Code and relevant 
guidance. 

 
  



  
   

 
Financial Implications for London Councils 
 
The financial implications are incorporated into the report 
 
Legal Implications for London Councils 
 
None 
 
Equalities Implications for London Councils 
 
None 
 
Appendices 
 
Appendix A -  Consolidated Statement of Accounts of London Councils Joint Committee for 

2015/16 
Appendix B –  Statement of Accounts of London Councils Grants Committee for 2015/16 
Appendix C –  Statement of Accounts of London Councils Transport and Environment 

Committee for 2015/16 
 
Background Papers 
 
Final Accounts working files 2015/16 
London Councils’ Executive Report on Pre-Audited Final Accounts 2015/16 of 21 June 2016 
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LONDON COUNCILS JOINT COMMITTEE 
 

CONSOLIDATED STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS 
 

YEAR ENDED 31 MARCH 2016 
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LONDON COUNCILS GRANTS COMMITTEE 
 

STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS 
 

YEAR ENDED 31 MARCH 2016 
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LONDON COUNCILS 
TRANSPORT AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
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Executive 
 

Report of decision taken under  
Urgency Procedure  

 Item no:  11 

 

Report by: Derek Gadd Job title: Head of Governance 

Date: 17 January 2017 

Contact Officer: Derek Gadd 

Telephone: 020 7934 9505 Email: Derek.gadd@londoncouncils.gov.uk 

 

 

Summary London Councils’ urgency procedure was used to secure a decision 
on: RSA Growth Commission  

Recommendations The Executive is asked to note the decision taken under the urgency 
procedure. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

London CIV resources and budget 

Background  

The RSA Inclusive Growth Commission follows on from the Cities Growth Commission, 
which concluded in 2015. 
 
The 12 month independent inquiry aims to ‘understand and identify practical ways to make 
local economies across the UK more economically inclusive and prosperous’, and is 
chaired by former BBC economics editor Stephanie Flanders. The commission will seek to 
‘devise new models for place-based growth, which enable the widest range of people to 
participate fully in, and benefit from, the growth of their local area’. 
 
The interim report can be found here. It set out a series of recommendations focused on: 
 

• Integrating economic and social policy 
• Devolution that is social as well as economic 
• More funding to support inclusive growth at a local level 
• Prioritising prevention and early intervention. 

 

Summary 
London Councils is one of the sponsors for the Commission, and has been involved in the 
ongoing research and engagement process o the Commission, including facilitating a ‘deep 
dive’ event in Barking and Dagenham 
 
As part of their wider research the RSA are carrying out a call for evidence to feed in to 
their final report on what makes inclusive growth.  

 

Recommendations 

• Elected Officers of Leaders’ Committee  were asked to agree the London Councils 
submission by close of business on Wednesday 21st December 2016.  The Urgency 
was approved.  

 

https://www.thersa.org/action-and-research/rsa-projects/public-services-and-communities-folder/inclusive-growth-commission
https://www.thersa.org/discover/publications-and-articles/reports/emerging-findings-of-the-inclusive-growth-commission
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