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Minutes of a meeting of the JOINT PERFORMANCE MONITORING PANEL AND 
POLICY DEVELOPMENT PANEL held in the Council Chamber, Council Offices, 
Priory Road, Spalding, on Monday, 12 January 2015 at 6.30 pm.

PRESENT

B Alcock
G R Aley
D Ashby
F Biggadike
M D Booth
S M Booth

C J T H Brewis
A Casson
P E Coupland
R Grocock
J L King
A M Newton

R Perkins
R M Rudkin
M D Seymour
S-A Slade
E J Sneath
D J Wilkinson

Apologies for absence were received from or on behalf of Councillors R Clark, 
G K Dark, A Harrison, M Howard and A R Woolf 

In Attendance:  The Executive Director (Place), the Finance Manager, the Interim 
Shared Corporate Improvement and Performance Manager, the Corporate 
Improvement and Performance Team Leader and the Finance Business Partner.

Action By
14. ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN 

Consideration was given as to who should preside over the 
special joint meeting of the Performance Monitoring Panel and 
Policy Development Panel.

AGREED:

That Councillor B Alcock be elected Chairman for the duration of 
the special joint meeting of the Performance Monitoring Panel and 
Policy Development Panel. 

15. DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS: 

There were no Declarations of Interests. 

16. DRAFT BUDGET, MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN AND 
          DRAFT CORPORATE PLAN   

Consideration was given to the report of the Portfolio Holder for 
Strategic Finance and Strategic Planning, the Portfolio Holder for 
Internal Services, Performance and Business Development, and 
the Executive Director (Place) (S151), which outlined the draft 
Corporate Plan and priorities (2015-19); 2015-16 revenue and 
capital estimates for the General Fund; the proposals for the 
setting of discretionary fees and charges; the outline position to 
2018-19; the Medium Term Financial Plan and the Capital 
Strategy.
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Although the budget and the Corporate Plan were linked, the 
issues were considered separately by the joint Panel.

Budget

The Medium Term Financial Plan set out the framework within 
which the budget was to be set to ensure that it enabled the 
Council to achieve its corporate objectives.  The capital strategy 
set out the framework for the capital budget setting.

During recent years, the Council, alongside many public sector 
service providers, had experienced a period of unprecedented 
financial pressure, including in various combinations; public sector 
funding cuts as part of national austerity measures, all time low 
returns on cash deposits and a national economic downturn 
affecting jobs, housing and business growth.  During the same 
period, that basis on which the public sector was funded had 
undergone substantial reform; radical changes that affected the 
Council’s financial funding position (directly and indirectly) 
included National Welfare Reform, Localisation of Council Tax 
Relief, Business Rates Retention and New Homes Bonus.  In 
addition, there had been the reduction, and in some cases, the 
removal of a range of grant funding sources.

The Council faced an increasingly difficult and complex challenge 
of identifying savings in the future, as the need to deliver further 
efficiencies continued.  Against this backdrop, the basis of the 
budget setting for 2014-15, which utilised reserves in the short 
term, was an integral part of a clear financial strategy to identify 
and deliver the more complex transformational changes in the 
medium and longer term, which were required to meet the 
significant financial challenges of future years.

Securing a sustainable financial position across the medium term 
remained a key challenge for the future.  In keeping with good 
financial practice, to secure longer term stability, the Council 
would focus its future financial strategy on the medium term.  This 
would drive a shift in financial focus, away from the traditional 
incremental approach to annual budgeting to a more strategic 
outcome focussed approach.

Delivering efficient and effective services that represented value 
for money remained a critical aspect of the Council’s business. To 
continue to drive down cost whilst maintaining service 
commitment would demand innovative approaches to service 
delivery alongside a commercial focus to maximise income in 
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order to continue to provide the widest benefit to communities.

The Authority was able to present a balanced budget for 2015-16.  
Section 2 within Appendix A to the report set out the draft revenue 
budget, and highlighted the cost pressures, efficiency savings, 
and changes in funding that created this position.  As part of that 
budget, the Authority intended to apply an element of New Homes 
Bonus which was the funding received as a result of successful 
delivery of housing growth in the district.  The draft budget also 
introduced new income sources arising from the Council’s 
planned delivery of a range of new housing solutions in the 
coming year via a new Housing Growth Company that it was in 
the process of setting up, alongside other income generating 
opportunities.

In addition to the covering report, the Executive Director (Place) 
provided the Panel with a presentation, outlining the main issues.  
Members thanked the officer for the presentation which was a 
helpful addition to the information provided within the report.  
Consideration was given to the information provided and the 
following questions and issues were raised:

 Was the amount in relation to the New Homes Bonus a one off 
amount or on a sliding scale?

o The assumed amount to be allocated was £262,000 
and it was assumed to continue year on year for the 
life of the medium term plan.  The New Homes 
Bonus would be awarded every year for 6 years.

 When related to the predicted increase in the Council Tax 
base, relating to the number of houses built, the amount 
seemed very conservative.

o The amount was based on returns and growth over 
the past year.  A strategic view needed to be taken.  
The figures would be reviewed before the final 
version of the budget was agreed.                                     

 Power Station appeal – Did officers know when the appeal 
would be heard?

o The appeal had been heard, and the Authority had 
been told that it would be told the outcome in the 
new year.  The Executive Director (Place) advised 
that she had written to the LGA to ascertain whether 
they could influence the timing of when the Authority 
would be told the outcome, but this had been 
unsuccessful.  A response to the appeal was still 
awaited.
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 How did the relationship between Revenue Support Grant 
(RSG) and National Non-Domestic Rates (NNDR) compare to 
previous years?

o Analysis comparing the current situation to previous 
years had not been undertaken.  Previous years had 
been calculated very differently.  It was stated that 
this could be done if members required it.  
Councillor Brewis confirmed that this would not be 
necessary.  

 With regard to raising other income, what action was being 
taken with regard to the Asset Management Action Plan?

o As part of the corporate planning process, the Asset 
Management and Corporate Management Team 
would look initially at areas where positive outcomes  
were the most attainable.  Although assets needed 
to be considered, revenue income was the most 
important consideration, and the progress that 
secured revenue contributions had to be prioritised.  
The Authority had to look at issues where an 
improved income could be gained from assets, for 
example, making best use of the Council office 
space.

 The pie chart included in the presentation by the Executive 
Director (Place), which provided a breakdown of where 
income was received for every £1 that SHDC spent, was 
informative. It clarified that Council Tax and Business Rate 
income was a relatively small part of the overall income.

o The total figure for reserves was detailed in 
Appendix D to the report, and this showed which 
items were allocated and which were 
unencumbered.

 It had recently been agreed to allocate  £850,000 towards an 
asset purchase.  Although the Authority had ultimately been 
unsuccessful in this purchase, did the Revenue Reserves 
figure of £13.5million include amounts for issues such as this?

o Monies linked to the property purchase issue were 
still included within funds, giving the Authority the 
ability to pursue similar asset purchases in the 
future.

 It was very difficult to achieve growth and gain extra revenue 
from capital investments etc.  Did the Authority have the 
expertise to achieve this?
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o Councils could be effective, for example, stimulating 
growth through planning or ensuring that the 
workforce had skill sets to match the skills agenda.  
Although stimulating new business was important, it 
was also important to retain current businesses.  
The Council was focussing its resources on 
securing grants e.g. recent investment in planning.

 How would monies from the new housing company find their 
way into revenue support for the Council? How could capital 
be converted to revenue?

o There were a number of ways in which this could 
happen.  Rental income could be achieved from 
market rental properties.  If the Council had its own 
development company, it could perform certain 
functions itself and thus avoid paying another 
company to do this, thus retaining fees for the 
General Fund/HRA. Finally, if the Council set up the 
separate company, it could lend to it at commercial 
rates, with a higher rate interest being charged.

 When the Authority borrowed £67million for self financing of 
the HRA, had it hampered its ability to borrow for other 
purposes?

o No, it had not.  The Authority had had little choice 
when the previous subsidy regime had been applied 
to the housing stock however, it had not hampered 
the housing fund’s ability to borrow.

 What was the benefit in reducing the South Holland element of 
the Council Tax charge for the forthcoming year, instead of 
freezing it?

o The Executive Director (Place) advised that she 
could not comment on this. It was a Council Tax 
policy decision – members, not officers, set  policy. 

 In respect of Appendix C (Spalding Special Expenses 
Account), why was there a variance of £18,200 between the 
2014/15 budget and the 2015/16 budget for the Sir Halley 
Stewart Playing Field?

o The variance reflected a one-off project to refurbish 
the gates.  This was taken from reserves and not 
from the Council Tax payer.

 How was investment in foreign countries affected by exchange 
rate fluctuations.

o Currently, this was not an issue as all investments 
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were held with British based banks, with the 
exception of one investment with Handelsbank.

 Did the Authority have effective knowledge/information with 
regard to changing credit ratings of banks/companies where 
investments were held?  

o Credit rating companies now had much tighter 
controls, and the Council’s approach was set out in 
its Treasury Management Policy.

 Reference was made to recycling credit negotiations with 
Lincolnshire County Council (LCC) which had now been 
finalised, with recycling credits ceasing on 31 March 2015.  
The five year phased income reduction would have an impact 
of £43,000 in 2015/16.  Members asked whether funding 
would still be received from LCC for Waste Supplementary 
Services?

o It was understood by the Environmental Services 
Manager that LCC would continue to pay for the 
Waste Supplementary Services.  This had been built 
into finances for the medium term.

 The Chairman responded that it had been agreed that it was 
more advantageous for the Authority to undertake its own 
recycling scheme than to join the County Council’s scheme.  
Could SHDC do this without the County Council?

o The Executive Director (Place) clarified that the 
impact of recycling credit charges was detailed on 
Page 11, and that the projected amount that the 
Authority would lose each year was shown here.  
With regard to the changes proposed by the County 
Council, SHDC had maintained its position against 
these longer than any other authority, and that 
everything that could have been done had been.  
Agreement had now been reached with the County 
Council.

 Members asked whether officers were reasonably certain that 
the forecast budget reflected reality, in terms of recycling.

o The Executive Director (Place) responded that, on 
the basis of information received to date,  it did.

 Members commented that the bar chart on Page 8 did not 
provide information on what each bar represented.

o It was stated that this was a printing error.  The 
information would be circulated to members with the 
missing information, and also confirmation that the 
totals were for the 7 districts and not cumulative.  
SHDC was shown as the fourth bar along.



- 21 -

JOINT PERFORMANCE MONITORING 
PANEL AND POLICY DEVELOPMENT 
PANEL - 12 January 2015

 On Page 23, the likelihood and impact risk relating to Housing 
Benefit Overpayments was high.  Members asked why this 
was so, and whether this was an issue that the Performance 
Monitoring Panel needed to consider monitoring in the future?

o The Executive Director (Place) explained that the 
calculation of the subsidy with respect to Housing 
Benefit errors was very harsh.  The current situation 
was that a relatively small value error in Housing 
Benefit to the value of £634 had an impact on the 
subsidy of a penalty of just under £100,000.  She 
advised that Compass Point Business Services 
(CPBS) were appealing against the level of the fine, 
she believed that they had a valid challenge, and 
that they had a good chance of winning the appeal 
as this was an isolated incident.  The Director stated 
that, should the appeal be unsuccessful,  it was right 
that scrutiny should potentially look into this issue, 
and understand steps taken to mitigate any potential 
risks of housing benefit overpayments and of 
receiving fines.  It was important to ensure that error 
levels were correct and error rates were reduced.  

 On the General Fund Capital Programme 2015/16 to 2019/20 
(page 33), the projected amount of £550,000 for Gypsy and 
Traveller sites seemed like a lot of money, especially when 
compared to the figure of £83,000 for 2013/14?

o Members were advised that this budget was 
externally funded and would therefore not impact on 
the Council’s budget.

 It was felt that there was a risk that the remaining amount may 
not be sufficient, in light of the amount already spent on the 
first site.

o The Finance Business Partner advised that she 
would liaise with the relevant manager regarding 
this issue and feed back to members.

 On Page 41 under ‘Risk Management’, it was stated that ‘each 
capital investment would be closely reviewed to assess its 
VAT implications’.  Were officers satisfied that this was an 
issue that was secure?

o The Executive Director (Place) responded that she 
had no concerns regarding the Authority’s ability to 
monitor the technical accounting side of capital.  
She agreed that it was correct that the Authority 
needed to monitor these issues when entering into 
each project, but she did not believe that it was 
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exposed to unmitigated risks in this regard. 

AGREED:

That the following conclusions on the joint Panels’ consideration 
of the budget be communicated to the Cabinet:

a) That members of the joint Performance Monitoring Panel and 
Policy Development Panel were satisfied with the information 
provided, and that the additional presentation had been helpful 
in light of issues raised;

b) That on the basis that the budget was presented to the joint 
Panel, members were reasonably confident that there was a 
good foundation for the future.

c) That the joint Panel accepted the situation with regard to 
Waste Supplementary services, assuming that the full impact 
of the changes was reflected within the report and that the 
service would not be altered at a later date; and 

d) That consideration be given to the issues raised within the 
discussion.

(Councillor Brewis left the meeting at 8.15pm, following 
discussion of the above item). 

Corporate Plan

The Council had an existing Corporate Plan that ran from 2011 to 
2015.  As this expired shortly, a new Corporate Plan had been 
drafted in order to set the vision for the organisation, and this was 
attached at Appendix I to the report.  Four priorities were 
proposed:

 To develop safer, stronger, healthier and more independent 
communities whilst protecting the most vulnerable.

 To have pride in South Holland by supporting the district and 
residents to develop and thrive.

 To provide the right services, at the right time and in the right 
way.

 To encourage the local economy to be vibrant with continued 
growth.

These priorities would be supported by a series of Critical 
Activities that the Council would undertake.  The progress of 
these would be monitored through the Corporate Delivery Plan 
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and Performance Management Framework. Progress would be 
reported on a quarterly basis to Scrutiny and the Cabinet.

Consultation on the draft Corporate Plan and budget would take 
place during the month of January and early February 2015, to 
enable any feedback to be considered and changes made as 
appropriate in the final documents, which would go forward for a 
decision in February.

The existing Corporate Plan 2011-15 would be closed down via a 
review undertaken of key achievements, and these were included 
within the proposed new plan.

The joint Panel had already considered the draft Corporate Plan 
at a special meeting on 3 December 2014. The suggestions made 
at that meeting had been considered, and the Corporate 
Improvement and Performance Team Leader highlighted within 
the revised draft those changes that had been taken on board.

Members considered the draft document and requested that the 
following suggestions and comments be taken into consideration:

 There was still no support within the document for art and 
culture.

 Page 86 – Reference was made to an increasing demand for 
high quality housing, commercial developments and business 
support facilities.  However, there was very little mention of 
improving/updating leisure facilities.  If more housing and 
business development was to take place, a commitment to 
improved leisure and cultural facilities had to be considered.

 Reference was made to improved rail links but no mention 
was made to improving road links.  This should be addressed.

 The Wash in the South Holland area was not promoted as an 
area for leisure and tourism.  Its promotion in this respect 
should be encouraged.

 At the last meeting, it has been suggested that tourism 
aspirations should not be so high, that the area’s main focus 
was food excellence.  It was felt that this was a mistake, and 
that tourism in the area should be promoted more.

 Under the ‘Our ambition’ section on page 84, reference should 
be made to the environment, in respect of its protection. 

Councillor Harrison was unable to attend the meeting, but had 
provided a list of proposed changes to the document. These 
consisted of minor grammatical issues and proposed re-wording 
and additions.  The Chairman and officers had been provided with 
these proposals prior to the meeting, and it was agreed that 
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officers should take account of them when updating the draft 
document.  

Members also raised the following points with regard to 
accessibility:

 The Corporate Plan should be accessible and available for 
residents in various formats i.e. not just available online.

 As the document was a live version which could be updated, 
version control needed to be applied to ensure that the most 
correct document was being viewed.

AGREED:

a) That the Performance Monitoring Panel and Policy 
Development Panels note the updated draft of the Corporate 
Delivery Plan; and

b) That all of the issues and suggestions made by members, as 
detailed above, be taken into consideration.   

(The meeting ended at 8.31 p.m.)

(End of minutes)


