Notice of Meeting
Cabinet and Corporate Services
Scrutiny Committee
Monday 20 June 2016 at 6.30pm
Committee Room 1, Kensington Town Hall,
Hornton Street, W8 7NX
Contact: Mr M Carver

E-mail: martyn.carver@rbkc.gov.uk

Tel: 020 7361 2477

Website: www.rbkc.gov.uk
Issue Date:

10 June 2016

Town Clerk - Nicholas Holgate
Committee Membership:
Councillors Pat Mason (Chairman), James Husband (Vice-Chairman), Adrian
Berrill-Cox, Barbara Campbell, Emma Dent Coad, David Lindsay, Daniel Moylan,
David Nicholls, Monica Press and Andrew Rinker (one vacancy).

Public Agenda
A1.

Chairman and Vice-Chairman
To confirm the appointment of Cllr Mason as Chairman and Cllr Husband as
Vice-Chairman for the ensuing Municipal Year, as agreed at the special
meeting on 25 May.

A2

Apologies for Absence

A3

Declarations of Interest
Any Member of the Committee, or any other Member present in the meeting room, who
has a disclosable pecuniary interest in a matter to be considered at the meeting is
reminded to disclose the interest to the meeting and to leave the room while any
discussion or vote on the matter takes place.
Members are also reminded that if they have any other significant interest in a matter to
be considered at the meeting, which they feel should be declared in the public interest,
such interests should be declared to the meeting. In such circumstances Members should
consider whether their continued participation, in the matter relating to the interest, would
be reasonable in the circumstances, particularly if the interest may give rise to a
perception of a conflict of interests, or whether they should leave the room while any
discussion or vote on the matter takes place.

A4

Minutes
The minutes of the ordinary meeting held on 23 May and the special meeting
held on 25 May are submitted for confirmation and signature.

A5

Borough Police Commander (Ch. Supt. Sarwar) to attend

A6

Matters arising from the previous meeting

A7

Release of additional funding to deliver Tri-Borough IT working
arrangements – oral update

A8

Managed Services – oral update

A9

Kensington and Chelsea Electoral Registration and Empowering
Young People to Vote

A10 Business Rates devolution for London: Proposals from London
Council’s Leaders’ Committee.
A11 Future Agenda and Scrutiny items Committee Members wish to
suggest (standing item)
A12 Tri-Borough update – oral report (standing item)
A13 Cabinet meeting – 23 June
The agenda for the Cabinet meeting on 23 June will be published shortly.
Members are asked to bring it to the meeting.
A14 Forward Plan - as at 10 June (attached)
A15 Any other oral or written items which the Chairman considers
urgent.
[Each written report on the public part of the Agenda as detailed above:
(i)
was made available for public inspection from the date of the Agenda;
(ii)

incorporates a list of the background papers which (i) disclose any facts or matters on
which that report, or any important part of it, is based; and (ii) have been relied upon to a
material extent in preparing it. (Relevant documents which contain confidential or exempt
information are not listed.); and

(iii)

may, with the consent of the Chairman and subject to specified reasons, be supported at
the meeting by way of oral statement or further written report in the event of special
circumstances arising after the despatch of the Agenda.]

Exclusion of the Press and Public
Local Government Act 1972, as amended by the Local Government
(Access to Information) Act 1985
In accordance with Section 100(A)(4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the Committee is
asked to resolve that the press and public be excluded from the meeting for the following
specific items of business on the grounds that they may involve the likely disclosure of
exempt information as defined in Part I of Schedule 12A to the Act, as amended:

B1

Minutes of 23 May 2016
(Not for publication by virtue of information relating to the financial or
business affairs of any particular person including the authority holding
that information.)

B2

Managed Services Programme update
(Not for publication by virtue of information relating to the financial or
business affairs of any particular person including the authority holding
that information.)
The next ordinary meeting of this Committee is
scheduled to be held on Monday 18 July 2016.

A meeting of the Cabinet and Corporate
Services Scrutiny Committee held at
Kensington Town Hall, Hornton Street,
London W8 7NX at 6.30pm on 23 May
2016
PRESENT
Members of the Committee
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor

Pat Mason (Chairman)
James Husband (Vice-Chairman)
Adrian Berrill-Cox
Barbara Campbell
Emma Dent Coad
David Lindsay
Will Pascall
Andrew Rinker

Others in attendance
Kevin Bartle (Bi-Borough Director of Finance)
Margaret Burns (Workforce Adviser)
Rob Davies (Borough Fire Commander)
Ed Garcez (Chief Information Officer)
Nicholas Holgate (Town Clerk)
Tony Redpath (Director of Strategy and Local Services)
Maria di Sapia (Bi-Borough Head of HR Strategy)
Martyn Carver (Principal Governance Manager)
AGENDA
A1

APOLOGIES
Apologies for absence were received from Cllrs Lomas and Moylan.

A2

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
None.

A3

MINUTES
The minutes of the meeting held on 18 April were confirmed as a correct
record and were signed by the Chairman.

A4

CURRENT I.T. ISSUES – ORAL REPORT
The Chairman advised the Committee that he had asked Mr Garcez to attend
the meeting to explain recent poor IT performance, and specifically why the
Town Hall email system was down on several occasions recently, and why it
had been running slowly. The Chairman wanted to know if this problem was
affecting residents’ ability to contact officers and departments, and if vital
Council services were affected. Mr Garcez said that as part of the upgrade
to Office 365 across the Council, other parts of the system also needed to
be updated. This had caused some performance difficulties. The reason for
this was unclear, although he thought it might be related to cached emails.
Westminster and Hammersmith & Fulham had not experienced such
difficulties in upgrading, although they were running Outlook 2010, not
Outlook 2007.
Mr Garcez commented that officers had moved quickly to address the
problems. Some performance issues had been reported on 3 May. By 9 May
the issues worsened and some users were unable to log on. An interim fix
had been introduced to counter this. By 11 May the service was stable to
the vast majority of users. Microsoft technicians were on site to help in
tackling the problems.
Following a question from Cllr Pascall, Mr Garcez undertook to report to
Committee on progress with the shared ICT contract in the next quarter and
to provide an update on Office 365.
Action by: Mr Garcez

A5

BOROUGH FIRE COMMANDER – ORAL REPORT
Mr Davies, the Borough Fire Commander, attended the meeting to discuss
the review of the fire service and the Adair Tower fire. He circulated a sheet
showing details of the review and its effect on Chelsea Fire Station. Staffing
at Chelsea would be reduced from 14 to 10 firefighters after 30 June as one
appliance would be removed. He was confident that fire service targets
would continue to be met. Cllr Rinker said that response times were good.
He asked that if they slipped could the Council supplement the
equipment/personnel available. Mr Davies replied that former Cllr Gardner
had written to the Commissioner on this matter. Discussions were still being
held about the possibility of the Council funding some community
firefighters.
Cllr Pascall asked whether the joint blue light service discussed at previous
meetings was likely to proceed. Mr Davies said that the Commissioner was
keen to roll this out across London once the trial period had concluded. He
undertook to report back when he next visited the Committee.
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Cllr Lindsay noted that five years ago there had been three fire engines at
Chelsea and that this was now being reduced to one. The Chairman added
that 13 fire engines had been removed across London as part of former
mayor Johnson’s final Fire Brigade budget reduction. He also advised that
the new Mayor of London, Sadiq Khan, had asked for a review of the service
across London to ensure that it was still fit for purpose. The Borough Fire
Commander said that the review report would go to the London Fire and
Emergency Planning Authority (LFEPA) in November 2016.
In respect of the fire at Adair Tower on 31st October 2015, Mr Davies said
that he could not comment on the police investigation. However, the brigade
had been targeting housing blocks for home safety visits. Fire doors at Adair
Tower were being replaced with self-closing fire doors.
The Chairman thanked Mr Davies for attending and undertook to invite him
back in six months’ time.
A6

AGENCY STAFFING CONTRACT
The Chairman said that he had hoped the Committee could have scrutinised
this four-year contract at the April meeting but the Key Decision had not
been signed-off until the 18th April, the day of the meeting, and was not
notified to members until 21st April. The Chairman said that when the KD
appeared on the Forward Plan in March, he asked for the report, but there
was none. When he asked again some weeks later, he was told there was a
report but it could not be released because the department was discussing
changes with the Cabinet Member. Consequently, he considered that this
KD had been implemented without prior scrutiny. He spoke of the need to
involve scrutiny before key decisions were taken.
Mrs Burns commented that RBKC and LBH&F operated different pay models
for agency staff. Some Members expressed concern that staff were being
made redundant and their posts were being filled with agency staff. Officers
explained that this was not the case: temporary staff were being used to fill
gaps in the run-up to the reorganisation. Recruitment to permanent posts
had been put on hold until the reorganisation had been completed.
Redundancies were not made before reorganisation.
Members commented on the high number of agency staff in general. Mr
Holgate said there should be fewer in time if budgets became more stable.
Agency staff were more likely to be used where there were particular skill
shortages across London, such as in the surveying field, or where a
reorganisation was pending.
The report was received and noted.
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A7

MATTERS ARISING FROM THE PREVIOUS MEETING
Paragraph 1 – Anti-extremism strategy
The Chairman spoke of concerns among the community about the existing
Prevent Strategy and how the government’s proposed Counter-Extremism
and Safeguarding Bill could possibly hinder or stop co-operation with the
police and security services at a time when community co-opertion was vital.
He said that the Muslim community and youth projects such as Making
Communities Work and Grow in Golborne were already doing brilliant antiradicalisation and extremism prevention work with young people through
Prevent and other programmes that any new government initiative should
recognise. The Chairman said that one criticism regularly voiced about
Prevent is that it appeared to equate, for example, the so-called ISIS with
perfectly legal campaigning environmental and opposition organisations such
as Palestine Solidarity Campaign, or some Kurdish groups. This alienated
those people who were utterly opposed to ISIS but are opposed to some
injustice somewhere.
Mr Redpath commented that officers were trying to interpret Prevent at a
local level to allay such concerns.
However, if Members were hearing
concerns about its operation at a local level they should let officers know.
Mr Redpath encouraged Members to talk to the Prevent team as they were
helpful and knowledgeable. He undertook to circulate a contact list to
Members.
Action by: Mr Redpath
The paragraph was received and noted.
Paragraph 2 – Forward Plan
The paragraph was received and noted.

A8

TRI-BOROUGH UPDATE - ORAL REPORT
Mr Holgate advised the Committee of the recent appointment of Mrs Clare
Chamberlain as interim Executive Director of Children’s Services.

A9

MANAGED SERVICES PROGRAMME – ORAL UPDATE
Mr Bartle provided an oral update on progress with the Managed Services
Programme. He was confident that a complete set of accounts would be
ready for the auditors by 30 June deadline. He added that the confidential
paper attached as B3 had been prepared on 22 April and undertook to
circulate the most recent version to Members after the meeting.
Action by: Mr Bartle
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Mr Bartle commented on other areas of concern, further details of which are
included in the confidential part of the minutes.
A10 CABINET AGENDA FOR 26 MAY
The reports on the Cabinet agenda were noted.
A11 FORWARD PLAN - AS AT 13 MAY
The forward plan was received and noted.
A12 FUTURE AGENDA AND SCRUTINY ITEMS
Cllr Dent Coad suggested that a paper on Section 106 spending be brought
to Committee.
Action by: Governance Services
A13 OTHER URGENT ITEMS
None.
EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC FROM THE MEETING:
RESOLVED – to exclude the press and public from the meeting for the
following specific items of business on the grounds that they may involve the
likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in Part I of Schedule 12A
to the Act, as amended:
B1

AGENCY STAFFING CONTRACT
A summary of the discussion is included in the minutes above.

B2

ANTI-EXTREMISM STRATEGY
A summary of the discussion is included in the minutes above.

B1

MANAGED SERVICES PROGRAMME UPDATE
Mr Bartle advised on the progress with the programme.
No other matters were discussed.
The meeting ended at 8.35pm.
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At a special meeting of the Cabinet and
Corporate Services Scrutiny Committee
held at the 7.44pm at conclusion of the
Annual Council Meeting on 25 May 2016
at Kensington Town Hall, Hornton Street,
London W8 7NX

PRESENT
The Worshipful The Mayor
Councillor Mrs Elizabeth Rutherford
The Deputy Mayor
Councillor Will Pascall
Members of the Committee
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor

Adrian Berrill-Cox
Barbara Campbell
Emma Dent Coad
James Husband
David Lindsay
Pat Mason
Daniel Moylan
Monica Press
Andrew Rinker
AGENDA

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
Apologies for absence were submitted by Councillor David Nicholls.
A1

MEMBERSHIP
The membership of the Committee as circulated around the Council Chamber
was noted.

A2

APPOINTMENT OF CHAIRMAN AND VICE-CHAIRMAN
It was moved by Councillor Husband, seconded by Councillor Lindsay and
RESOLVEDThat the Councillor Pat Mason be appointed as Chairman for the ensuing
Municipal Year.
It was moved by Councillor Mason, seconded by Councillor Lindsay and

RESOLVEDThat the Councillor James Husband be appointed as Vice-Chairman for the
ensuing Municipal Year.
No other matters were considered.

The meeting ended at 7.45pm

Chairman

A6
THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA
CABINET AND CORPORATE SERVICES SCRUTINY COMMITTEE –
20 JUNE 2016
REPORT BY DIRECTOR OF STRATEGY AND LOCAL SERVICES
MATTERS ARISING FROM THE PREVIOUS MEETING
ON 23 MAY
1.

ANTI-EXTREMISM STRATEGY

1.1

Mr Redpath encouraged Members to talk to the Prevent team as they
were helpful and knowledgeable. He undertook to circulate a contact
list to Members.

1.2

Contact details were sent via email to members of the Committee on
10 June.

2.

MANAGED SERVICES PROGRAMME

2.1

Mr Bartle…said that the confidential paper attached as B3 had been
prepared on 22 April and undertook to circulate the most recent version
to Members after the meeting.

2.2

The confidential update report was emailed to Members of the
Committee on 27 May.

3.

FUTURE AGENDA AND SCRUTINY ITEMS

3.1

Cllr Dent Coad suggested that a paper on Section 106 spending be
brought to Committee.

3.2

A report is being prepared for the Committee’s meeting on 18 July.
FOR INFORMATION
TONY REDPATH
Director of Strategy and Local Services

Public background papers used in preparation of this report:
Public minutes of the meeting held on 23 May.
Officer Contact:
M. Carver, Governance Services, The Town Hall, Hornton Street, W8 7NX
(Tel: 020 7361 2477) Email: martyn.carver@rbkc.gov.uk
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A9
THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA
CABINET AND CORPORATE SERVICES SCRUTINY COMMITTEE
20 JUNE 2016
REPORT BY THE CHAIRMAN
KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA’S ELECTORAL REGISTER
AND EMPOWERING YOUNG PEOPLE TO VOTE
In April 2016, Tony Redpath, the Council’s Director of Strategy and Local
Services, circulated a paper to Councillors produced for Cabinet Members
setting out what he believed the electoral registration issues are, what the
Electoral Registration Team has been doing to increase voter registration,
suggesting additional steps that might be taken, and asked for Councillors
views on the recommendations, and if we have any additional ideas.
I have no idea how many Councillors responded to this paper or if the
Cabinet Member taking up former Cllr Gardner’s responsibilities has had
time to digest this information, but given that Councillors are always
exercised about getting residents signed to vote up when elections are in
sight, I thought the Committee should give our views on Mr Redpath’s very
useful report.
I am particularly interested in better targeting young people and ethnic
minorities who we all know are under-represented on the Electoral Register,
as well as people who regularly move from one rental property to another.
I have read a spread of articles and reports that suggest many young
people don’t vote or register to vote because they believe that political
parties, governments and Local Authorities etc do not speak about the
issues that most concern them.
At the same time, politicians and media commentators often say that young
people don’t vote because they are too busy partying or don’t understand
the issues. But I do not believe this is true. You only have to read the 2013
UK Youth Parliament Manifesto – included in the Agenda – that
demonstrates young people have a wide knowledge of the issues important
to them, and have a passion to work for change. The lesson would seem to
be that if we engage more with the issues important to young people, they
will register to vote in greater numbers.
Commenting on the 23rd June European Referendum, the Prime Minister
was recently reported to have noted that up to 900,000 people in the UK,
who may be eligible to vote, are missing from the Electoral Register, and
no doubt many of those will be young people, ethnic minorities and rental

etc movers. Other commentators responded by saying that the missing
voters were likely to be partly the effect of introducing Individual Electoral
Registration.
Whether or not IER has had the effect of reducing registration in RBKC, it
is welcome that our Electoral Registration Team has a plan that the
Committee may be able to add to.
FOR INFORMATION
Councillor Pat Mason
Chairman

KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA’S ELECTORAL REGISTER
1. Is the number of electors on the register in decline?


The graph below shows the numbers of electors on the registers of
boroughs within inner London between 2010 and 2015. Insofar as a
general trend is evident, there was a modest increase in electors
from 2010 to 2013 (from 2,207,317 to 2,265,417), followed by a
slightly greater fall (back to 2,151,155) in the last two years. Some
boroughs buck this general trend – Westminster’s electorate has
been in decline throughout this period, with the exception of last
year. Kensington and Chelsea follows the general trend and is
mirrored most closely by Hammersmith and Fulham, Islington and
Lewisham, although the growth in electors in Kensington and
Chelsea was somewhat smaller and the decline has been a little
larger than in these other boroughs.



Currently there is limited data available for changes within
individual wards in the Royal Borough, but officers will search more
widely for information and carry out a ward-based analysis if
possible.

2. What factors may have contributed to the decline?


Officers have considered the possible factors behind this decline and
concluded that the following are probably the most significant:
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(a) Individual elector registration
The nationally-prescribed process for the transition from householdbased electoral registration to individual elector registration required
Councils to go to great lengths to ensure that their electoral registers
were as accurate as they could possibly be. Postal reminders,
household enquiry forms and elector registration forms were sent to
households numerous times during the period of transition. Because it
is illegal not to register to vote, the letters towards the end of this
process threatened the imposition of fines.
In the Royal Borough we posted an additional reminder letter to all
households who had not transferred or registered any electors under
the new system. Canvassers called in person at every non-respondent
address on at least three occasions, at differing times of day. These
efforts were supported by national and local media campaigns and a
variety of local community engagement activities. Local political parties
also supported the Council’s efforts when conducting their own
canvassing and publicity activities.
Local authorities’ usual annual revision of their register is a more
modest affair than this. To a greater or lesser degree, revised registers
in ordinary years retain some electors who have actually left the area.
The more intensive efforts this year, together with clear Government
instructions to remove electors where there was insufficient evidence
that they were still resident, means that most areas in London saw a
reduction in the number of electors on their registers. This “cleaning
up” of registers is likely to be a significant contributor to the drop in
numbers of electors across central London between 2013 and 2015.
It is possible, of course, that in the transition to the new register
electors have been removed who should have been retained. Such
cases ought to be rare – it would not have been easy for a resident to
miss, evade or ignore every one of the many efforts to communicate
with them about the need to transfer to the new register. After the
new register was published a final letter was sent to the address of
electors who had been removed. Since then, yet another letter has
been sent, to 91,000 households, confirming the names of those who
are now on the register. This yielded 70 responses requesting changes,
and the registration of 86 new electors.
The forthcoming GLA elections will be a good test of whether there are
other electors who should have remained on the register. Poll cards
were issued on 21 March. Re-registrations or new registrations will be
possible up to and including 18 April.
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There will continue to be an annual canvass exercise across the whole
borough each Autumn, with a new register produced each December.
In between canvasses, reviews of electors are carried out on a daily
basis, using data provided by various Council records (such as Council
Tax, benefits and the Registrar’s Service) and notifications from other
local authorities. The Electoral Services Team now employs a visiting
officer to carry out occasional visits to HMOs and other complex
dwellings to ensure the register is accurate.
(b)

Changes in the make-up of an area’s population

Only electors who are nationals of the UK or Ireland or a European
Union or Commonwealth country are entitled to register to vote in the
UK. So if over time a borough experiences a reduction in these
nationalities and an increase in numbers of residents from regions such
as the Americas, far-eastern Europe and the Far East, then the
numbers of people eligible to register to vote in that borough will
decline.
Based on ONS population estimates, between 2004 and 2013 the
numbers of residents 18 years and over with nationalities that bar
them from voting in the UK increased by 7,300 from 30,000 to 47,300;
those eligible to register declined by 17,300; while the overall
population of the borough declined from 163,000 to 152,000. The
methodology used to calculate these estimates means the data are
subject to large confidence intervals, but even so they suggest a
significant reduction in the numbers of RBKC residents eligible to
register to vote.
(c)

Population churn

We know from the 2001 census that 19% of people in the borough at
that time had been living at a different address 12 months before
census day. Directly comparable data were not collected for the 2011
census, but it is estimated that by 2015 the rate of churn had
increased to 22%.
People’s propensity to register to vote is likely to be affected by
whether they anticipate staying in an area long enough to make
registration worthwhile. The larger the proportion of people in an area
who are staying there for only a short period of time, the lower the
proportion of eligible people who are likely to bother to register. The
population churn in Kensington and Chelsea was already comparatively
high in 2001 and has increased since then. This increasing level of
churn is likely to have a negative effect on the number of people on
the electoral register.
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As an example of the impact of this churn, between mid-December
2015 and mid-March 2016 4,113 were deleted from the register; 3,899
were added to the register; and 533 electors moved within the
borough. In total, 9,617 changes were made to the register, an
average of more than 3,000 changes per month.
(d)

Second home ownership and/or vacant properties

A person’s name may appear on the electoral register only if they
reside at an address within the electoral area. Residence is not defined
in law, but it has been held by the courts to entail ‘a considerable
degree of permanence’. Based on this criterion, while it is possible for
a person to be registered to vote in two different electoral areas, it is
unlikely that ownership of a second home that is used only for
recreational purposes would meet the residency qualification. So if
there is an increase in the number of second homes in an area, that is
likely to reduce the numbers of people in the area who are eligible to
vote.
A Savill’s report published in 2014 found that 31% of dwellings in the
borough purchased in the previous year had been bought as second
homes. Tax base exemptions reveal an increasing number of
properties being used as second homes in the borough, from 6,406 in
2011 to 8,069 in 2015.
The same problem occurs, of course, in areas with increasing numbers
of properties being purchased and then being deliberately left vacant.
The Savill’s report found that 30% of dwellings purchased in the
previous year had been bought as investments or for redevelopment.
The 2011 census found 9,169 vacant homes i.e. 11% per cent of the
total housing stock was vacant for most of the year. In wards such as
Brompton and Hans Town between a fifth and a quarter of all homes
were found to be vacant.
The difficulties of gaining accurate data on the occupancy of dwellings
in the Royal Borough are well-known, but the data above suggest that
changes in home ownership patterns are contributing to a decline in
the numbers of residents eligible to register to vote in the Royal
Borough.
3. What more might we do?
3.1. The decline in eligible residents makes it all the more important that
as many eligible residents do actually register. Officers have so far
been unable to find a very accurate way to gauge the proportion of
eligible residents who are actually registered to vote. This is
because while data on the “numerator” can accurately be drawn
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from the existing register, data on the denominator relies on
population estimates which become less accurate the further in time
one travels from a national census. Our best estimate is that
between 10-20% of eligible residents are not yet on the register.
3.2. The Electoral Services Team runs a programme of activities to
encourage eligible residents who have not yet registered to do so. A
copy of the latest programme is at Annex A.
3.3. Additional steps could include the following:


further analysis to understand the extent of and pattern of
registration in the borough, if possible by looking at ward-level
data;



promoting on-line registration, especially among young people
(e.g. we have produced register-to-vote cards with a QR code
that takes people to the appropriate page of the Government
website);



revisiting the programme of promotional activities we undertake,
to see whether there are alternative or additional activities that
would be worthwhile;



enlisting more support from partners, especially in the third
sector but also in the wider public sector (GP surgeries etc), who
could also help to encourage residents to register;



examining the value of new developments, such as media
products which can target groups that are traditionally underrepresented on the register (notably young people and ethnic
minorities).



seeking views from all elected members, and from local civic and
voluntary organisations, on steps that might be taken to increase
levels of registration.

4. Conclusion
4.1. For a variety of reasons the numbers of registered electors in RBKC
has declined in recent years. There is reason to think that some of
the trends that have given rise to this decline will continue, so
further falls in the number of registered electors can be expected.
This places a premium on ensuring that a high proportion of eligible
residents get on the electoral register. Additional steps to secure
this are proposed in the paragraph 3.3 above.
April 2016 AJR/ENDS
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ANNEX A
Registering to Vote and the London Mayoral Elections
Engagement Plan - January – April 2016




the plan below is primarily targeted at raising awareness of:
independent electoral registration (IER)
the registration and electoral process
the London Mayoral Elections
London Mayoral Elections Timetable
to register to vote
to apply for a new postal vote or make changes to an existing one
a new proxy vote application
Polling Day
apply for the replacement of a lost or spoilt postal vote
an emergency proxy application

deadline:
Monday 18 April
Tuesday 19 April
Tuesday 26 April
Thursday 5 May
between 28 April and 5 May
Thursday 5 May

EVENTS to raise awareness of registering to vote (IER) and voting at the London Mayoral and Assembly Elections on 5 May 2016 - there is an offer to
register to vote on the spot at the events by way of a form or electronically directly on the ipad – forms can also be taken away and posted back
target audience
activity/event/location
Date 2016
comments
Students
Refreshers Fair
27 January
stand at Imperial College London
10.30am – 3.30pm
All
stand in Ladbroke Grove Library
4 February
National Campaigns:
10am – 12pm
4 February - National Voter Registration Day
1-7 February – National Voter Registration Drive
events publicised on the RBKC website and in The Cuppa/tweets

stand in Kensington Central
Library
2pm – 4.30pm
All

All

Ask Nick 9
Stand at St Mary the Bolton, The
Boltons, SW10 9TB
6.30 – 8.00pm
stand at Brompton Library
2pm – 4pm

23 February

event publicised through usual comms channels for this event

3 March

monthly library engagement events leading up to the London Mayoral
Elections

stand at Kensal Library
2pm – 4pm

24 March

Stand at Notting Hill Gate Library
10.30am – 12.30pm
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT TEAM PARTNERED EVENTS
Residents of Holland City Living Local Life – mini
Ward
discussion in Holland Ward
St Helen’s Church
All
stand on Portobello Green
9 am – 4 pm

7 April

20 January

The stand included marketing materials about the election process and the
London Mayoral Elections

5 February

National Voter Registration Drive Week
(NVRD)

WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS AND SOCIAL MEDIA
Attainers
Secondary Schools and Sixth Form Colleges in RBKC:
An article was written and published in the weekly circular that goes out to all schools on Monday 11 January 2016. It was aimed
at secondary schools and sixth form colleges (students 16+) and covered:
 raising awareness of IER
 the electoral and registration process
 the possibility of introducing a workshop or event re above as part of the school curriculum
 offering some administrative support and marketing materials if needed
All inc BME

email to Voluntary Organisations and Community Groups that are funded by
RBKC explaining IER, registration timetable for the London Mayoral Elections,
offering a poster translated in other languages of service users and including a
poster to display

w/b 15 February

All

email to GPs surgeries and medical centres explaining IER, registration
timetable for the London Mayoral Elections and including poster to display

w/b 15 February

Older Residents

the visiting officer in the Electoral Services team visits sheltered housing
schemes and care homes in RBKC and will take posters to display where
relevant

on-going

All and Home Movers

Council Tax:
a leaflet about the London Mayoral Elections will be included in all Council Tax
bills sent out for 2016/17

March

all Council Tax bills now have a link included to RBKC’s register to vote web
page

March and on-going

RBKC residents

there will be an article included in the next edition of the Royal Borough
newsletter

mid-March

RAs

Residents Association Direct (RAD) e-newsletter

All/BME

Voluntary Organisations Direct (VOD) e-newsletter

RBKC residents

The Cuppa is an e-newsletter sent to all residents who subscribe to it

All

the register to vote RBKC web-pages are updated regularly

there will be an article in the next edition of RAD
going out in February
There will be an article in the next edition of VOD
going out in February
article(s) will feature in The Cuppa at key times –
there is an article in this month’s Cuppa about
registering to vote and the London Mayoral
Elections and up-coming local events
on-going

All

RBKC Local app

there is now a register to vote tab which links
directly to the rtv page on the Electoral
Commission website

Businesses/RBKC
residents

RBKC Local App
leaflets have been sent out to all businesses and residents with the annual
Business Rates/Council Tax bills. The leaflet is about the RBKC Local App and
makes reference to the ‘registering to vote tab

March

All

RBKC twitter accounts:
Tweets are used where relevant

on-going

All

aposter will be put up on the poster site outside Central Library and any other
relevant sites

February

a range of marketing materials have been produced to promote and use at events and to offer to partners to help with engagement/awareness

MANIFESTO
2013

INTRODUCTION
The UK Youth Parliament Manifesto tackles
a wide range of topics affecting young
people, from public transport to education
for life, once again proving that today’s
generation of young people are far from
apathetic about the world they live in.
The aim of the manifesto is to inform
and influence local and national decision
makers, particularly those deciding their
manifestos in political parties.
It was created by young people, locally
elected to represent the views of their
peers, and is re-drafted and approved by
Members of Youth Parliament every year at
our Annual Sitting. MYPs are then balloted
to choose a shortlist of campaigns from the
manifesto that is put to the public ‘youth’
vote to determine what we should debate
in a House of Commons sitting to decide
our national campaign.
“Safe, Affordable and Accessible Transport”;
“Getting Ready for Work”; “An Equal
Minimum Wage”; and “Marriage for All”
topped the poll of over 250,000 children
and young people across the UK, and a fifth
topic – “Education for Life” – was added by
MYPs. Transport was the chosen topic for
2012, and was the subject of a Youth Select
Committee enquiry and report. Education
for Life was chosen for 2013.
We will be looking for candidates in
elections to say where they stand on these
issues to help inform first time voters.
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OUR
COMMUNITY
In this section:
•

Make public transport cheaper, better and accessible for all

•

Proud to be British

•

End child poverty now

•

Fund our youth services, don’t cut them

•

Empowering local authorities

•

A free press that acts legally and morally

•

Equality and diversity in the media

•

Local produce

•

Rural areas

•

The social divide

•

Community advice centres

•

Equal treatment in finance for young people

•

Fair representation of young people in the media

•

Increased media coverage

•

A fair universal credit system for benefits

•

Advertising volunteering opportunities in accessible places

•

Transport – cycling

•

Transport – driving
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We believe that rail fares in the UK are
too expensive and we should improve
competitiveness in the rail system in order to make
the system work more efficiently and drive fares
down. The ticketing system for rail travel across
the UK is among the most expensive in Europe
and the most confusing; we believe that the fares
system should be standardised across the country.
We believe a national code of practice for public
transport should be introduced to ensure
consistency in the cleanliness, frequency,
reliability, and treatment of young people across
the UK. We believe that there should be more
rigorous punctuality targets for public transport
operators which provide train and bus services and
that systems need to be put in place to penalise,
scrutinise and challenge transport companies
which consistently fail to meet their targets.
We believe that there should be better transport
links between rural communities and that the
local authorities and the UK government should
look into providing community transport for
rural areas that currently have little or no public
transport services. We believe that this would
encourage more socialising between those areas
and help alleviate isolation.
We believe that public transport providers need
to ensure that young people with disabilities can
access their services by providing fully accessible
vehicles and adequate space for wheelchair
users, raising staff awareness of the needs of
young people with disabilities - both visible and
invisible disabilities, and providing travel at a
reduced cost for support workers.
2. Proud to be British
We believe that British nationalism should
celebrate both our individual identities and
beliefs and our unity. We believe that everyone
should unite around a collective British identity to
create a more harmonious and connected society.

OUR COMMUNITY

1. Make public transport cheaper, better and
accessible for all
We believe there needs to be cheaper, subsidised
public transport for young people who are in
full time education or under the age of 18. These
young people should not pay more than half of
the adult fare for buses.

3. End child poverty now
We believe that no child should live in poverty.
Every child matters and deserves a good quality
of life.
4. Fund our youth services, don’t cut them
We believe that cuts to youth provisions
are damaging, unfair and being done with
haste. Youth service cuts have affected young
people from all over the UK and caused many
support groups that are a lifeline to so many
young people to close. We believe that youth
services provide vital support to young people’s
development, give them a meaningful role in
society and provide positive and active ways for
them to spend their time.
We believe young people do not deserve to face
youth service cuts due to the repercussions of
mistakes that we did not make, and we believe
it is the duty of youth representatives to give
a platform to young people’s concerns around
youth service cuts in their local areas and tell
decision-makers how much young people value
youth services.
Properly funded community and youth
services help to include young people in their
communities and foster mutual respect. We
believe that as a direct result of cuts to youth
services, there has been more anti-social
behaviour as young people become less engaged
in their communities, with fewer positive activities.
5. Empowering local authorities
We believe that local authorities should be
empowered to allow different services into
school to provide support, help and expertise to
students, for example the police, youth services,
voluntary groups and companies.
6. A free press that acts legally and morally
We believe that the UK press should have the
freedom to publish any material as long as the
information published has been retrieved in a
legal and moral manner.
We believe that the press should give a fairer
representation to different aspects of our society
and report on issues in a balanced way.
7. Equality and diversity in the media
We believe that the media promotes unrealistic
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8. Local produce
We believe that businesses such as grocery stores
should be encouraged to support local producers
and to include a minimum of local produce in
their stores.

13. Fair representation of young people in the
media
We believe we need to tackle the unfairly
negative portrayal of young people within
our society. This is evident through the use
of stereotypes in the media that label young
people as yobs or thugs, and also the use of
the mosquito device in communities to move
young people away from public places. We
think a young people’s press service should
be established to combat negative reporting
and that the Press Complaints Commission
should recognise ageism against young
people as discrimination.

9. Rural areas
We believe that people who live in rural areas are
sometimes negatively stereotyped as being all
the same by the media, and we would like UKYP
to actively challenge that stereotype and make a
concerted effort to represent the issues of rural
areas as well as the city.

14. Increased media coverage
There should be increased opportunities to
discuss campaigns, important issues and to raise
awareness of UKYP and other youth projects,
locally, regionally and internationally. This could
include a UKYP radio programme and a diversity
of social media streams, press activity and events.

10. The social divide
We believe that the social divide between the rich
and the poor in the UK needs to be recognised
and addressed as it is driving a wedge through
communities. No one should be disadvantaged
due to having less money, and youth services in
particular should be accessible to all.

15. A fair universal credit system for benefits
We believe that the universal credit system,
which simplifies the benefits system by bringing
together a range of working-age benefits into
a single payment, will give young people easier
access to what they are entitled to and smooth
their transitions into and out of work. We believe
that there needs to be information and advice for
disadvantaged and vulnerable young people about
the universal credit system to ensure they don’t
end up with less support under a new system.

images of the perfect appearance which are
unrepresentative and unnatural. The images of
models in magazines are airbrushed and false; we
do not believe that they promote a healthy body
image. We believe that by addressing some of
negative body stereotyping that happens in the
media, there would be less discrimination and
sexism towards women.

11. Community advice centres
There should be advice centres in every
community, easily accessible for young people,
where they can access confidential information,
advice and support from a trained professional.
These services should be marketed to enable
young people to know the service exists as well
as promoting common problems that they face.
12. Equal treatment in finance for young
people
We believe that personal financial services, for
example banks, building societies, and insurance
companies, should give equal treatment to
young people. Retail finance staff should be
trained to give sufficient support and advice
to young people when they are using their
service. Young people should receive finance
skills education within the curriculum so they
know not to put up with poor products or bad
customer service.
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16. Advertising volunteering opportunities in
accessible places
We believe that a broader range of volunteering
opportunities for young people needs to be
more widely advertised both online and offline
so young people can positively contribute to
their communities.
17. Transport – cycling
We believe that any young person should be
able to attend free cycling proficiency courses in
order that they understand the principals of road
safety, if they wish to ride a bike. Cycling on the
UK’s roads can be very dangerous and we want
young people to be able to safely take advantage
of this free and healthy means of transport.

OUR COMMUNITY

18. Transport – driving
We believe that the cost of driving for young
people is very high and that it prevents them
from being able to take advantage of being
able to drive. We believe that parking should be
cheaper for people below the age of 21, and that
to offset the costs of insurance, road tax should
also be cheaper for those under 21.
We believe that all young people – not just
drivers and cyclists – should have road awareness
training to teach them about safety on the roads.
There are high numbers of road accidents which
involve young people and road safety awareness
would help to bring this down.
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OUR
DEMOCRACY
In this section:
•

Young people in control of all youth budgets

•

Votes for 16 and 17-year-olds in all public elections

•

Involve young people in the political system

•

Widening access to senior public office

•

Youth representation

•

Guidance on consulting with young people
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20. Votes for 16 and 17-year-olds in all public
elections
We believe that 16 and 17-year-olds are long
overdue the right to vote in public elections in
the UK.
21. Involve young people in the political
system
We believe that before young people reach the
voting age they should be thoroughly involved
in our democracy through a series of measures
such as youth elections, referendums for young
people, youth committees, and conferences and
events for young people on political issues. We
believe there needs to be a legal obligation on
both MPs and local authorities to involve young
people in decision-making. Such measures would
both inform and educate young people and give
them practical experience of politics.

23. Youth representation
We believe that as members of the UK Youth
Parliament, we should consult with young people
in our constituencies in order to feed their views
on national matters of importance back to the
Youth Parliament.
We also believe that we should be consulted
more by MPs and the UK government on the
global issues that are important to us.
24. Guidance on consulting with young people
There should be guidance for local authorities to
follow when consulting and giving young people
a voice. A set of minimum standards of youth
involvement would ensure that all young people
have the same opportunities to get involved in
local decision making. There should be funding
to enable this to happen and such funding
should be guaranteed and maintained to enable
continued support for youth services.

We believe there should be more active
engagement from local MPs and councillors
with their local schools, so that young people
feel involved with and understand the political
process from an earlier age.
We believe all young people have the right to be
represented and consulted through local youth
councils and their members of youth parliament
(MYPs). We believe that local and national
decision makers should engage with youth
councils and young people to ensure that they
are representing the views of young people.
22. Widening access to senior public office
We believe that there needs to be legislation and
a sharing of good practice to widen participation
and improve the diversity and representation of
people who take public office in positions within
the UK Parliament, the devolved assemblies, the
public sector, the legal sector and the private and
voluntary sectors.
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OUR DEMOCRACY

19. Young people in control of all youth
budgets
There should be more information and advice
about ways that young people can get involved
with youth budgets to ensure money is spent
on the things young people want and need.
Decisions made about spending youth budgets
should be youth-led.

OUR
EDUCATION
In this section:
•

No to tuition fees, yes to graduate tax

•

A diverse range of further education courses

•

Making the transition between education stages better

•

A curriculum to prepare us for life

•

Spontaneous school inspections

•

Individualised learning for all

•

A coordinated examination timetable

•

Zero tolerance towards bullying in schools

•

Alcohol and drug abuse

•

Education Maintenance Allowance (EMA)

•

Education, skills and work experience
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26. A diverse range of further education
courses
We believe that institutions providing further
education should offer a wider range of courses
and different qualifications, which are both
academic and vocational. Students must have the
right to impartial information and advice, given
in their best interest, about further education.
27. Making the transition between education
stages better
Students should receive more support for the
transitions between different stages of their
education. Information on how to apply to higher
education through the Universities and Colleges
Admissions Service (UCAS), needs to be given
when students first start further education.
Advice on UCAS applications also needs to be
clearer and more accessible to young people.
28. A curriculum to prepare us for life
We believe that the place of citizenship
education and PSHE in the curriculum should
be radically overhauled through a youth-led
UK-wide review; they are really important for
young people’s growth and development as
they teach vital life skills and can be the first
steps to engaging young people in political life.
Teaching staff should be specifically trained to a
national standard to deliver citizenship education
following this review. The review should explore
the meaning and scope of “citizenship” along the
following lines:
Political education: Young people should
be taught the basics of democracy and their
rights and roles in society through an impartial
political education. There should be more active
engagement from local MPs and councillors with
their local schools, so that young people feel

involved in, and understand the political process
from an earlier age
Sex and relationships education (SRE): Every
young person across the UK should receive
the same high-level standard of SRE in schools.
Young people should get SRE from either
teachers qualified in this specific field or
health professionals. We encourage third party
organisations to deliver relevant sessions in
schools and colleges. SRE should have a weekly
place in the lesson timetable. SRE needs to
include information on both the physical and
emotional aspects of relationships.
Cultural awareness: The curriculum should aim to
promote equality, diversity and an awareness and
understanding of special educational needs. The
syllabus should include basic sign language skills.
Community cohesion: The curriculum should
encourage young people to make a positive
difference within our communities through
volunteering.
Finance skills: There needs to be compulsory
financial education within the curriculum. This
should give young people practical advice on
managing their money, for example information
on the processes involved in opening bank
accounts and applying for a mortgage. This will
help students prepare for later life.
Sustainable living: There needs to be a place
within the curriculum for young people to
learn about how they can live sustainably, and
adapt their lifestyle in order to conserve natural
resources and look after the planet.
Citizenship education test: We believe there
should be a standard citizenship test in schools
within the citizenship curriculum. This would
reflect the test that non UK citizens have to
complete in order to receive British citizenship.
29. Spontaneous school inspections
We believe that the UK government and
Parliament need to carefully consider
the underlying reasons behind schools’
underachievement, for behaviour, school
leadership, and teaching methods, and, where
appropriate, offer advice, solutions and increased
investment. There should be spontaneous
schools inspections by the Office for Standards in
11
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25. No to tuition fees, yes to graduate tax
We don’t support the system of university tuition
fees. We instead support a graduate contribution,
in which graduates pay a percentage of their
salary after they finish higher education
(depending on how much they are earning) for
a set period of time. This would mean that the
total contribution a person makes is linked to
the benefit they obtain from higher education.
This system would ensure young people are not
leaving university saddled with a lifetime of debt.

OUR EDUCATION

Education, Children’s Services and Skills (OFSTED)
to get a view of what a school is really like, and
inspectors should offer support and solutions.
Students should be involved in these inspections
and any accompanying consultations.
30. Individualised learning for all
We believe that learning should be personalised
for all young people. Young people should be
able to take courses that are most appropriate
to their skills, needs and abilities. In order to
achieve this we believe that class sizes should
be significantly reduced. Local authorities also
need to provide a wide range of curriculum
opportunities to meet the needs of all young
people, in particular vocational routes and
applied academic courses. The provision of
alternative skills training, such as modern
apprenticeships, will help combat the UK’s
current skills shortage. Schools need to
prioritise individualised learning over meeting
government targets for GCSE and A-level exams.
Young people not in education, employment or
training also need to be given additional support
to identify and achieve their aspirations.
31. A coordinated examination timetable
Examination boards need to work more closely
together to coordinate course specifications and
exam timetables in order to minimise clashes
that cause worry and disruption to students.
Examination boards also need to ensure clarity in
the setting of exam questions.
32. Zero tolerance towards bullying in schools
Schools should have a zero tolerance policy
to bullying. The policies and guidance about
preventing and dealing with bullying should
be written by students in consultation with
teachers and relevant professionals. We believe
that schools need to have professional advice
and peer support for both the victim and the
bully, better training for staff about bullying, and
improved information and advice for students
about bullying.
33. Alcohol and drug abuse
We believe that all young people should have indepth drug and alcohol abuse education through
PSHE lessons in school, and that there should be
more interaction between the police and schools
to raise awareness. We believe that proper
12

education would limit the numbers of young
people who abuse drugs and alcohol.
We believe that all young people should have
access to under-18 rehabilitation programmes
that are free and confidential, so that young
people have the best opportunity to recover from
these problems early in life.
34. Education Maintenance Allowance (EMA)
We believe it is important that financial support is
available to young people who need it in order to
stay in education. However, we do also recognise
that there were some changes needed to the
previous Education Maintenance Allowance
scheme to ensure that funds are directed towards
those who need them most and to towards
covering vital costs of education.
35. Education, skills and work experience
Young people need to be better prepared for
working life. This can be done through better
education, skills development, work experience
and apprenticeships, as well as a mentoring
scheme linking young people to professionals to
help inspire them to learn about different career
choices.

OUR
EMPLOYMENT
In this section:
•

Better work experience and careers advice

•

An equal national minimum wage for all

•

Tax breaks for young entrepreneurs

•

Combating youth unemployment

•

Apprenticeships

•

Competition and regulation

•

Co-operatives

•

Equality and diversity in the workplace

•

Manufacturing

•

Living wage

•

Equal maternity and paternity leave
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36. Better work experience and careers advice
We believe that all young people, between the
ages of 13 and 18, should have the opportunity
to participate in work experience, in an external
working environment, for a minimum of one
week in a field of their choice.
Each school should ensure all students can access
a professionally trained careers adviser, or make
use of external services such as Connexions,
for impartial and personalised careers advice.
Careers advice services should also do targeted
work to engage those not in education,
employment or training.
37. An equal national minimum wage for all
We believe that paying young people a lower
national minimum wage than their adult
counterparts because they are younger is age
discrimination, and this is unacceptable.
38. Tax breaks for young entrepreneurs
We believe that young entrepreneurs, and those
attempting to start their own businesses at a
young age, should receive tax breaks to help
them develop their enterprise.
39. Combating youth unemployment
We believe that every local authority that faces
youth unemployment rates of 20% or more
should have to put into place a strategy for
tackling this problem. Such strategies should
be based around developing the skills of young
people, and investing in jobs, apprenticeships
and internships for young people within both big
corporations and small and medium enterprises
in the local area. Young unemployed people
should have their own personal advisor to
provide support and guidance on their route into
employment. The UK government and devolved
administrations should have to review these local
strategies to make sure targets to reduce youth
unemployment are being met.
We believe that the rate of youth unemployment
is far too high and that young people need more
support through education to help equip them with
the right tools to enter the employment market.
We believe that all young people should be given
help and advice about building up their CVs and
obtaining work experience to help make them
as employable as possible. Young people have a
14

lot to offer the jobs market and local employers
should be made aware of the advantages of
young people in employment.
40. Apprenticeships
We believe that there should be a wide range
of apprenticeships open to young people from
all backgrounds. Apprenticeships are a vital
opportunity for young people to decide their
future, and young people should be provided
with plenty of information about them as part of
careers education in school, to help them take
full advantage.
We believe that every young person should be
offered the opportunity to do an apprenticeship,
as interchangeable with work experience.
41. Competition and regulation
We believe that monopolies and oligopolies are
bad for the consumer and their formation should
be prevented as far as possible. We welcome the
Competition Commission’s role in investigating
takeovers and mergers which result in more than
25% market share.
We believe that it is important to promote small,
local businesses and that they should be offered
commercial tax breaks in their first year of trading
in order establish themselves in the market.
42. Co-operatives
We believe that co-operatives represent an ideal
business model and that young people should be
taught more about them in school, to encourage
them to become involved.
43. Equality and diversity in the workplace
We believe that discrimination on the basis of
age, gender, ethnicity and disability is still too
common in the workplace and community,
and this makes it more difficult for young
people from these backgrounds to enter the
workplace. We believe this discrimination should
not be tolerated so that we all have the same
opportunities as each other and we are able to
benefit from diversity.
44. Manufacturing
We believe that the government should invest in
UK manufacturing – especially in the domestic
market – as a means of creating jobs and
opportunities for learning for young people.

OUR EMPLOYMENT

45. Living wage
The national minimum wage should be raised
in line with the living wage, as calculated by the
Centre for Research in Social Policy, in order to
guarantee workers the decent standard of living
they deserve.
46. Equal maternity and paternity leave
We believe that raising children should be the
right and responsibility of both parents. We
believe that either a father or a mother of a child
should be able to take statutory paternity or
maternity leave and be supported financially to
do so without fear of job loss or negative impact
on their career.
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OUR
ENVIRONMENT
In this section:
•

16

A greener future for Britain

OUR ENVIRONMENT

47. A greener future for Britain
We believe that to create a greener future for
Britain there needs to be:
A national co-ordination of recycling:
A national scheme should be implemented
so each local region plays the same part in
protecting our environment. Shops across the UK
should also increase their use of recyclable bags
and packaging.
A focus on renewable energy:
We believe that there should be a greater use of
renewable energy sources, like wind-power or
tidal-power. This will reduce our carbon footprint
and make us less reliant upon imported fossil
fuels.
We believe that the government should use the
revenues derived of carbon taxes to invest in
developing sources of renewable energy, and
sustainably aid projects such as reforestation.
We believe that the government should do more
to promote the financial benefits that individual
households would reap in choosing to install
their own solar panels. We believe that the
government should offer financial incentives per
unit of electricity renewable energy that each
household produces.
We believe that the UK should build more
wind farms as an effective means of providing
sustainable source of energy, to reduce the
nation’s carbon footprint. The UK should be
setting a global trend in cost effective, green
energy.
A reduction of our energy usage:
The government needs to support households
and schools in embracing energy efficient
technologies, such as power saving televisions,
and promote the production of renewable
energy.
We welcome the increase in air passenger duty
announced in the autumn statement 2011 as we
believe that this will help to reduce emissions
from one of its most significant sources. Carbontaxes should be increased in real terms each
year in order to encourage a reduction in carbon
dependency.
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OUR
HEALTH
In this section:
•

Independent health clinics in schools

•

Our minds matter – better mental health services for young people

•

A youth-friendly National Health Service

•

Smear testing from 16 years of age

•

Euthanasia: the right to end your own life

•

Mental health education

•

Childhood obesity
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We believe it must be made clear to young
people that it is their legal right to be able to
use these services in confidence, which means
the nurse or health worker will not talk about
what students have said to other people such as
teachers, without permission unless they feel that
the young person or others need safeguarding
from danger.
49. Our minds matter – better mental health
services for young people
We believe that mental health education should
be made compulsory in our curriculum. This
should provide information about common
clinical conditions including depression and
challenge stereotypes and taboos surrounding
mental health issues.

52. Euthanasia: the right to end your own life
We believe that the UK should adopt the
euthanasia and assisted-suicide laws of the
Netherlands. We believe that those who are
terminally ill, or who are living in suffering that
is unbearable with no prospect of improvement,
should be entitled to end their own lives with
the assistance of a doctor who acts within the
criteria of due care that provides appropriate
safeguarding.
53. Mental health education
Mental health education and services should be
improved and better promoted. Young people
should be consulted on how this should be done.
54. Childhood obesity
There should be a specialist service for tackling
obesity in young people including direct support
for obese young people.

We believe the UK government should increase
provision of mental health services for young
people and improve the existing facilities by
making them accessible, free of charge and age
appropriate. Young people with mental health
conditions should receive treatment in mental
health services that work exclusively with young
people.
50. A youth-friendly National Health Service
We believe that all services provided by the
NHS should be available at times which are
appropriate for young people. We also believe
that if the support and guidance that young
people need is not available in their local area
through then the NHS should provide the funds
to allow those individuals access to the private
health sector.
51. Smear testing from 16 years of age
We believe that all young women should have
smear tests from the age of 16 as part of the NHS’
cervical screening programme, in order to tackle
rates of cervical cancer in the UK. Smear testing
should be optional for young women who are
below 16 on the NHS.
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48. Independent health clinics in schools
We need health clinics available in every school
to provide free and confidential care, treatment,
and advice for students. These clinics should
promote ways to help keep students healthy
such as healthy eating.

OUR
JUSTICE
In this section:
•

Fund an education programme to reduce gun and knife crime

•

Tackle gang culture

•

Mutual respect: improve the relationship between police and young people

•

Make stop and search based on evidence, not prejudice

•

A written UK constitution based on human rights

•

Giving young offenders a chance

•

Equality of relationships

•

Integration of illegal immigrants

•

The media and phone hacking

•

The criminal justice system – no votes for prisoners

•

UN convention on the rights of the child

•

Young people as consumers

•

Rehabilitation of offenders

•

Legal rights

•

Support our troops and their families

•

Reduction of nuclear weapons

•

Make military intervention a last resort
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56. Tackle gang culture
We believe that we need to involve schools,
youth services and the local police to address
gang culture in the UK and to tackle ‘postcode
wars’ between youths in different areas.
We believe there is clarification needed within
the current legislation for ‘gangbos’ - civil
injunctions that can be granted by the civil courts
if the local council or the police can show there
is a 50/50 chance that a person has engaged in,
encouraged or assisted gang-related violence.
What constitutes a gang needs further definition,
and a ‘gangbo’ may be used on young people
who have only been stereotyped as being
involved in gang activity.
We believe that we need to stop the use of dogs
as weapons in the UK. These dangerous dogs
are not intended to be kept as pets, but solely to
intimidate and injure others. They are used as an
alternative to carrying either a gun or knife. We
need to do more to address this culture of attack
animals and protect such animals.
57. Mutual respect: improve the relationship
between police and young people
To develop a greater mutual respect between
police and young people there needs to be more
interaction between the police and the youth
community, which can be achieved through
initiatives within the youth service and in schools
and colleges.
Understanding and navigating the legal and
justice system within the UK can be confusing for
young people due to its complexity. We believe
that it is paramount that all young people have
access to free, clear and comprehensive legal
aid and support, and that information about

the law across the UK is transparent and easy to
understand for young people.
58. Make stop and search based on evidence,
not prejudice
We condemn any form of discrimination or
prejudice directed not only towards young
people, but also people from the black and
minority ethnic communities, within the use of
stop and search by the police. We feel that young
people should be given more information on
their rights when it comes to stop and search,
and how the procedure by the police must
comply with the law and police codes of practice.
Young people need to know that there will be
punishments in place for officers who unfairly
practice stop and search.
59. A written UK constitution based on human
rights
We believe that the UK should have a written
constitution to protect our citizens’ rights and
codify our political system; clearly laying out the
rights and remits of all the departments of state,
including Parliament, the courts and the crown.
This would give the judiciary a fair base to make
decisions from, and it could also be used to
regulate military intervention by the UK.
We believe that parliamentarians should listen
to and recognise young people’s views on
constitutional reform as they are the voters of the
future and should be engaged in the process.
We believe that voters should have the power to
recall their MP (to force a by-election), if that MP
if found to have committed serious wrongdoing,
if that MP grossly deviates from their manifesto,
or if that MP defects to a different political party.
We believe that young people, as constituents
too, should also be aware of and empowered to
use this power of recall if they so wish
60. Giving young offenders a chance
We believe in the rehabilitation of both minor
and major offenders through programmes which
give new and useful skills and then effectively
support their rehabilitation both during and
after they serve their sentence. We believe
that young people who commit crimes should
do community service as this offers them an
opportunity to engage in the local community
and rehabilitate. We also believe that community
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55. Fund an education programme to reduce
gun and knife crime
We believe that gun and knife crime in the UK is
a growing problem which needs to be tackled.
We believe that more funding needs to go
into raising awareness of the consequences of
gun and knife crime among young people and
their communities, particularly within areas
affected by this type of crime. Such education
programmes need to be focused on informing
young people about the dangers of gun and
knife crime at a younger age.

OUR JUSTICE

service should be more widely used for any
prisoners serving custodial sentences.
61. Equality of relationships
We believe that all people in the UK should
have equal rights to marriage. We believe that
same-sex marriage should be legal in the UK and
should give equal rights and benefits attributed
to marriage’s legal status in society.
We believe that the UK should promote equality
of sexuality internationally by ceasing trade with
countries which do not tolerate same-sex and
interracial relationships.
62. Integration of illegal immigrants
We believe that there should be a process to
grant citizenship to illegal immigrants who have
already been living in the UK for a prolonged
period of time. We feel that this would allow
them to meaningfully contribute to society
through taxes and becoming part of the
community, rather than being sidelined. We feel
that for those who have been living and working
in the community for a long time, this is the most
practical and humane solution.
We believe that there should be support for
young people immigrating alone. For young
immigrants new to Britain, life is very difficult and
they should have the right support in getting
help and seeking asylum. This is very important
as these young people may be very vulnerable.
63. The media and phone hacking
We firmly disagree with the practice of phonehacking and believe that anyone engaged in it
should be brought to justice.
64. The criminal justice system – no votes for
prisoners
We believe that it is right that convicted criminals
serving custodial sentences should not be
allowed the vote. We believe that in committing
a crime, you forfeit the right to elected
representation.
65. UN convention on the rights of the child
We believe that UK government should
immediately ratify the UN Convention on the
Rights of the Child (UNCRC) and all its protocols,
in order to fully demonstrate a commitment to its
principals and incorporate it into UK law.
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66. Young people as consumers
We believe that shops should not discriminate
against young people by imposing maximum
numbers in their shop at one time. We believe
that it is against the law to discriminate against
anyone on the basis of age.
We believe that there needs to be a change in the
way that young people are labelled as shoplifters
and trouble-makers in commercial centres.
67. Rehabilitation of offenders
There should be a greater move away from
custodial sentences, towards rehabilitation, for
young people who commit offences. This should
include community involvement schemes,
restorative justice and positive media stories.
68. Legal rights
Young people should be educated on their legal
rights locally, nationally and internationally and
on how to access them.
69. Support our troops and their families
We believe our troops, and their families, should
be supplied with adequate equipment, and the
healthcare and specific support services they
need.
70. Reduction of nuclear weapons
We support the reduction of nuclear weapons
across the globe via the use of diplomacy and
international relations.
71. Make military intervention a last resort
We believe that the UK Parliament and
government should only use military
intervention as a last resort. We believe that this
approach to military intervention is imperative to
solving delicate and potentially volatile situations
and should only be used, when necessary, to
promote and protect human rights on a global
scale. It should not be used to further our own
trade links.

OUR
LEISURE
In this section:
•

Make leisure and cultural activities affordable
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72. Make leisure and cultural activities
affordable
We believe that leisure and cultural activities
need to be affordable, with discounts for young
people, and that opportunities for young people
need to be well advertised.
Young people should be involved in the
processes of cultural decisions, for example
decisions on the European capital of culture,
and the decisions made should bear in mind the
impact on young people.
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OUR
WORLD
In this section:
•

No change to EU relationship without a referendum

•

International development

•

Cultural awareness and international relations

25

OUR WORLD

73. No change to EU relationship without a
referendum
We believe in the principle of the UK’s
membership of the European Union. We believe
the EU should open up to more democratic
and transparent practices. Any future changes
in the relationship between the UK and the EU,
including the adoption of the Euro, should be
approved through a referendum.
74. International development
We believe that as a relatively wealthy and
powerful nation on the international stage,
we must ensure that all citizens can enjoy the
minimum standards of living as set out in the
United Nations’ (UN) Millennium Development
Goals.
We believe that the UK government should
maintain continued commitment to spending
the UN agreed target of 0.7% of national income
on development assistance.
We believe that young people should have the
opportunity to gain an understanding of the
underlying causes of poverty, international
development issues and what action can be
taken to support change for a more just and
sustainable world.
75. Cultural awareness and international
relations
Relationships should be built with Europe
and should be improved in order to spread
knowledge and cultural awareness of other
nations around the world. Opportunities for
intercultural/European exchange, learning, work
placements and employment should also be
made available.
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ABOUT THE
UK YOUTH PARLIAMENT
The UK Youth Parliament is an initiative run by the
British Youth Council which enables young people
aged 11-18 to use their energy and passion to change
the world for the better.
There are currently over 600 members, and deputy
members, of Youth Parliament who have been elected
in annual youth elections throughout the UK. Once
elected, MYPs organise events and projects, run
campaigns and influence decision makers on the issues
which matter most to young people. All MYPs meet
twice a year at the UK Youth Parliament regional and
national annual sittings.
Visit: www.ukyouthparliament.org.uk

ABOUT THE
BRITISH YOUTH COUNCIL
The British Youth Council is the National Youth Council of
the UK. A youth-led charity, we empower young people
aged 25 and under to influence and inform the decisions
that affect their lives. We support young people to get
involved in their communities and democracy locally,
nationally and internationally, making a difference as
volunteers, campaigners, decision-makers and leaders.
In addition to the UK Youth Parliament, the British Youth
Council also runs a number of other youth-led networks
and programmes - including the Young Mayor Network
and Local Youth Council Network - which encourage
young people to get involved in democracy and
campaign to bring about change.
Visit: www.byc.org.uk
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To find out more, please contact BYC:
E: mail@byc.org.uk
W: www.byc.org.uk
Facebook: British Youth Council
Twitter: bycLIVE
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THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA
CABINET AND CORPORATE SERVICES SCRUTINY COMMITTEE –
20 JUNE 2016
REPORT BY THE TOWN CLERK
BUSINESS RATES DEVOLUTION FOR LONDON:
PROPOSALS FROM LONDON COUNCIL’S LEADERS’ COMMITTEE

Members of the Scrutiny Committee have occasionally expressed interest
in the progress of the Government’s plans to devolve business rates fully to
local authorities.
While the Government remains some way from setting out a new system,
London Councils’ Leaders discussed the attached paper on 7 June and
endorsed it. It is circulated for Members’ information and for discussion:
the Town Clerk is assisting officers at London Councils on this matter and
would welcome Members’ views.
FOR DISCUSSION

NICHOLAS HOLGATE
Town Clerk
Public background papers used in preparation of this report:
None.
Officer Contact:
M. Carver, Governance Services, The Town Hall, Hornton Street, W8 7NX
(Tel: 020 7361 2477) Email: martyn.carver@rbkc.gov.uk
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Leaders’ Committee
Business rates devolution for London
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Guy Ware

Date:
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Guy Ware

Telephone:

0207 934 9675

Summary

Job title:

Item

5

Interim Director: Finance, Performance &
Procurement

Email: guy.ware@londoncouncils.gov.uk

Leaders Committee in December 2015 agreed a set of overarching
ambitions for the potential devolution of business rates to London, and
established a small working group to oversee the development of
proposals. Since then further details of the Government’s thinking have
emerged, including the commitment set out in the March 2016 Budget to
“explore with London options for moving to 100% business rates
retention ahead of the full roll out of the business rates reforms.”
Government intends to consult formally on the approach to business rate
devolution in July 2016.
This report sets out the latest position and seeks Leaders’ endorsement
of a ‘statement of principles’ for the design and management of devolved
business rates in London, as the basis for a potential joint submission
with the Mayor of London to Government before the end of June.

Recommendations

Leaders are asked consider the report and to:
(1) amend and endorse as appropriate the ‘statement of principles’
for business rate devolution in London, as set out in Appendix 2
(2) seek agreement with the Mayor of London to submit the
statement of principles jointly by the end of June, and to delegate
final approval of any significant amendments required elected
officers via the urgency procedure
(3) note that there will be ongoing discussions to explore with
Government the early introduction of elements of business rate
devolution in a London ‘pilot’.

Business rates devolution for London
The Government’s reform proposals
1. In October 2015, the Chancellor of the Exchequer announced substantial changes to the way
local government will be funded by 2020 1. The full £26 billion of business rates collected
each year will be devolved to local government (100 per cent retention), RSG will be
abolished and local authorities will be expected to deliver additional responsibilities with the
extra net funding these changes imply. The uniform (national) business rate will be abolished
and local authorities will be able to reduce business rates locally to attract businesses. Areas
with city-wide elected mayors will be able to levy an increase in business rates (up to a 2 per
cent cap), subject to a majority vote of the business members of the LEP.

2. Subsequent announcements in the November Spending Review, the Local Government
Finance Settlement in February 2016, and the March 2016 Budget added some detail to the
proposals and made changes to business rates which will impact on the future scheme. In
summary:
•

Current spending plans include £2.3 billion of RSG in 2019/20; this will be
replaced by retained business rates by 2020.

•

Services identified as possible candidates for transfer to local funding included
support for people currently receiving Attendance Allowance, the administration of
Housing Benefit for pensioners and TfL’s capital grants. The transfer of TfL capital
grant of approximately £1 billion p.a. from April 2017 was subsequently confirmed
in the March Budget.

•

The introduction of 100 per cent retention will be underpinned by a review of
needs assessment – which will be required to support future “top up” and “tariff”
arrangements to balance councils’ resources and relative need to spend.

•

The temporary relief for small businesses was made permanent and the
thresholds at which businesses become liable for the tax were increased; the
combined effect of these changes will be to reduce the overall taxbase by about
£1.5 billion by 2019-20. This will reduce the level of additional responsibilities that
can be transferred to local government and funded from retained rates; in the
meantime the Government will compensate councils for the loss of income within
the current system.

•

From 2020 the rate at which business rates increase will be changed from the
Retail Price Index (RPI) to the – generally lower – Consumer Price Index (CPI). As
a result the resources available to local government (before taking account of any

1

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/chancellor-unveils-devolution-revolution

growth or decline in the economy and the business rate tax base) will grow more
slowly than would otherwise have been the case. Based on the OBR’s current
projections for the difference between RPI and CPI in 2020-21, we estimate that
by 2040 business rates could be around £9 billion a year lower than they would
otherwise have been – a cumulative loss of nearly £80 billion over twenty years.

3. The March 2016 Budget also announced the Government’s desire to “explore with London
[along with Greater Manchester and Liverpool] options for moving to 100% business rates
retention ahead of the full roll out of the business rates reforms.”

Context – the current business rates retention system
4. Introduced in 2013-14, the current business rates retention system sees 50 per cent of
business rates collected by boroughs pooled centrally by government and used to fund
Revenue Support Grant (RSG) and other specific grants. In London, the remaining 50 per
cent is split between the GLA (20 per cent) and local billing authorities (30 per cent). A
system of equalisation sees 25 boroughs receiving a top up from, and 8 paying a tariff to,
central government, in order that boroughs receive an amount assessed by government as
meeting their needs (the funding baseline).

5. Any business rates growth above the expected baselines is split between central
government, the GLA and the local authority in proportion to these shares, with tariff
authorities paying an additional levy to government, capped at 50p in the pound. For
authorities that do not achieve the baseline target there is a safety net, which means that an
authority cannot lose more than 7.5 per cent of its funding baseline in any one year.

6. London boroughs currently collect £6.6 billion p.a. in rates, with the GLA retaining £1.3 billion
and boroughs collectively retaining £2.0 billion prior to top-up and tariff adjustments.
However, a number of limitations with the current system, notably the negative impact of
business rates appeals, mean boroughs may not achieve these targets in full. London
Councils has consistently argued that the current retention scheme fails to sufficiently
incentivise growth: this is confirmed by the lack of substantial growth in overall retained rate
income across London, and the lack of correlation between growth and rates retained by
individual boroughs, since the introduction of the system.

7. Under the current arrangements, the relative needs and resources of the boroughs are
broadly balanced: their top-ups and tariffs net out to a small aggregate top-up of £13 million.
In addition the GLA pays a tariff of £358 million. As a result, the combined London tariff

results in just over 10 per cent of London’s “retained” rates flowing out of the capital to
support the rest of England, leaving approximately £3 billion to support London’s services.

8. However, the revaluation of business rates planned to take effect from April 2017, will
significantly alter this picture. Although there will be some differences between boroughs and
between commercial sectors, the GLA currently estimates that the revaluation could increase
the business rates payable in London by up to £1 billion. Under the current system the
overall national take from business rates will not be affected by the revaluation – a relative
increase in London values will lead to a corresponding reduction in rates elsewhere in the
country, leading in turn to an increase in London’s tariffs, and a greater proportion of
London’s rates “topping up” spend elsewhere. Without corresponding changes in the
accountability for, and management of, business rates, this change could generate
considerable concerns for the relationship between London’s government and its business
ratepayers.

The process of reform
9. The Department for Communities and Local Government and the Local Government
Association have established a joint Steering Group to develop proposals for consultation
and implementation. The Steering Group is supported by four Working Groups focussing on:
•

Needs and redistribution

•

System Design

•

Additional responsibilities

•

Accounting and Accountability

The groups are jointly chaired by CLG and the LGA, and the papers published on the LGA
website 2. London Councils, the Society of London Treasurers and the GLA are represented
and actively involved in the work of each group.

10. The Government intends to consult in July 2016 on the issues that will require legislative
change (largely the technicalities of the business rate system) and on priorities for the
transfer of responsibilities (which may require legislation where statutory duties are
devolved). Work on the needs and redistribution model is expected to take longer, with
substantive consultation in Summer 2018, leading to overall implementation of a 100 per
cent scheme in 2019-20.

11. Leaders’ previously expressed ambition for reform (see paragraph 13 below) incorporates
substantial elements of devolved control over the setting, collection and distribution of
2

http://www.local.gov.uk/business-rates

business rates. We have been working on the assumption that we would need to set out a
collective outline proposition for London devolution to Government in advance of this
summer’s consultation in order to ensure that the consultation can reflect – or at least not
preclude – London’s proposals.

12. As noted above, the Government is also keen to explore ways to pilot the introduction of the
scheme ahead of full roll-out. Such pilots could not realistically include substantial devolution
of control that required legislative change. However, we will review the work undertaken so
far, and the design principles set out in in this report, to assess the potential for early
implementation of parts of the system.

London Councils’ ambitions for reform

13. At its meeting on 8 December 2015, Leaders Committee considered a report setting out the
Government’s announcements to that point, the way the current 50% retention scheme
works, and a set of issues to be taken into account in developing a proposition for a devolved
business rates scheme for London. In summary, Leaders endorsed four overarching
ambitions for the proposed reforms, stating that rates retention and the transfer of
responsibilities should:
•

Be contingent on improvements to the business rates system

•

Support London’s ambitions for devolution and public service reform

•

Support the devolved governance of London

•

Be the start, not the end, of fiscal devolution

14. Leaders further agreed to establish a small working group, chaired by Mayor Jules Pipe, to
oversee and provide political direction to the work of developing proposals and seeking joint
agreement with the Mayor of London. The group includes Councillors Kober, Perry, O’Neill,
Roe and Dombey; it has met three times, supported by an officer group with input from Chief
Executives, Treasurers and the GLA. The group’s terms of reference are attached as
Appendix 1.

15. Discussions with CLG civil servants indicated that the Government would be keen to
consider a proposal for a regional approach to devolving business rates to London. This was
confirmed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, Greg Clark, in a
meeting with Mayor Pipe and Cllr O’Neill in January 2016.

16. The former Mayor of London confirmed the GLA’s commitment to joint work on a collective
proposition for London at a meeting of the Congress Executive on 1 March. GLA officials
have signalled to the new Mayor the need for early consideration of an outline proposal if a
preliminary submission is to be made ahead of the consultation timetable.

17. The Leaders’ working group has considered both the overall rationale for seeking a collective
devolution deal for London, and each of the key issues that would need to be addressed to
design and manage a system that could achieve London’s ambitions. Emerging ideas and
proposals have been widely discussed with Chief Executives, Treasurers and GLA officials.
Group Leaders have also shared the draft paper on an informal basis in recent weeks.

18. The Government’s ambition is to increase growth by incentivising local authorities. London’s
continued economic growth is vital to the country as a whole, but needs to be managed.
Devolving business rates will help build and underpin a collective, London-wide approach to
incentivise, prioritise and manage both the infrastructure investment and the public services
London needs to continue its contribution to the public life and economic success of London
and the UK.

19. London’s population will continue to grow rapidly – and much more rapidly than that of the
rest of the country. This brings opportunities and challenges not only in the successful
management of the capital’s economic growth, but also in securing a sustainable financial
future for its public services. In considering the future assessment of relative needs and the
package of services to be devolved, it will be essential that a devolved arrangement for
London secures genuinely devolved control over a level of resources sufficient to manage
the financial risks involved.

20. A set of principles that could govern the design of a devolved London system and its
governance is set out in Appendix 2. Subject to Leaders’ consideration and endorsement of
this statement of principles, the next steps required will be:
•

For the Chair to seek agreement of the Mayor of London for a joint submission of
the statement to Government as soon as practicable. If necessary, any significant
amendments could be considered by elected officers via the urgency procedure.

•

For officers to explore with CLG officials aspects of the proposals that could be
implemented in advance of the wider rollout of business rate retention. Any such
pilot proposals would be reported back for consideration by Leaders at a future
meeting.

Recommendations
21. Leaders are asked consider the report and to:

(1) amend and endorse as appropriate the ‘statement of principles’ for business rate
devolution in London, as set out in Appendix 2
(2) seek agreement with the Mayor of London to submit the statement of principles jointly by
the end of June, and to delegate final approval of any significant amendments required
elected officers via the urgency procedure
(3) note that there will be ongoing discussions to explore with Government the early
introduction of elements of business rate devolution in a London ‘pilot’.

Financial Implications for London Councils
None
Legal Implications for London Councils
None
Equalities Implications for London Councils
None

APPENDIX 1

Devolution of Business Rates Working Group
Terms of Reference
1. Context
Leaders Committee on 8 December 2015 considered a report on the issues raised by the
Government’s proposal to devolve 100% of business rates to local government by 2020.
The proposed reforms raise a wide range of complex policy and technical challenges. In
order to guide London Councils’ work and lobbying, Leaders’ Committee endorsed the
overarching ambitions that rates retention and the transfer of responsibilities should:
•
•
•
•

Be contingent on improvements to the business rates system
Support London’s ambitions for devolution and public service reform
Support the devolved governance of London Councils
Be the start, not the end, of fiscal devolution.

Leaders also agreed that London Councils Chair (and Finance Portfolio Holder) Mayor
Jules Pipe convene a small group of Leaders, supported by London Councils officials,
Borough Chief Executives and Finance Directors, to oversee and provide political
direction to this work, and to seek joint agreement with the Mayor of London where
appropriate.

2. Membership
Elected members:
Mayor Jules Pipe (Chair)
Cllr Claire Kober
Cllr Dave Perry
Cllr Teresa O’Neill
Cllr Philippa Roe
Cllr Ruth Dombey

Hackney
Haringey
Harrow
Bexley
Westminster
Sutton

Lab
Lab
Lab
Con
Con
LD

Borough Officers:
Chris Naylor
Nicholas Holgate

Chief Executive, CELC
Finance Lead
Town Clerk

Alison Griffin
Leigh Whitehouse

Director of Finance
Director of Finance

Duncan Whitfield

Strategic Director of
Finance and Governance

The group will be supported by London Councils staff.

Barking and
Dagenham
Kensington and
Chelsea
Bexley
Kingston-uponThames
Southwark

3. Frequency of meetings
To be determined. The group will hold an initial meeting early in 2016. Thereafter,
meetings will need to be arranged to support London Council’s effective contribution to
the Government’s implementation working groups and consultation processes.
4. Role
The working group is not a decision-making body. Its role is to provide a senior forum for
discussion and for political direction to the development, promotion and communication of
proposals to achieve Leaders’ four overarching ambitions set out in section 1. It will be
supported in this role by senior officers from London Councils and the GLA.
Specifically, the working group will:
•

Consider and prioritise practical proposals for reforming the business rate system
in London. Reforms might include, but not be limited to:
o The valuation and appeal system
o Changing the basis of taxation to reflect the value of business activity, not
just physical business premises
o Devolved responsibility for setting the rate multiplier
o Revision of funding baselines to reflect changes in population-driven
demand for services
o The approach to, and frequency of, revaluations and resets
o A review of the definition and role of the Central List
o Flexibility to amend mandatory reliefs

•

Develop lobbying positions for the additional services to be transferred to London
Government and funded by retained business rates. Such transfers should:
o Promote the service devolution and reform ambitions set out in the London
Proposition
o Be accompanied by a real transfer of control, influence and accountability
o Promote transparency in the funding of local public services

•

Consider proposals and develop lobbying positions in conjunction with the Mayor
of London for devolved control and allocation of fully-retained business rates within
London. Such regional governance should seek to:
o Manage the risk of income reductions
o Maximise the incentives for growth
o Invest some of the proceeds of growth in solving the problems and
ensuring the sustainability of the capital as a whole
o Ensure an appropriate distribution of resources between all parts of
London Government

•

Consider London’s appetite for, and opportunities to promote, further fiscal
devolution, in order to secure control by London Government of a greater
proportion of the resources it needs, through a wider variety of sources.

The group will report periodically to Leaders’ Committee and the Executive Committee in
order to update all Leaders on progress, secure broader input into the debate and to seek
approval for emerging proposals where appropriate.

APPENDIX 2:

Devolving Business Rates to London: Principles
1 Context
Councils in England will collect around £26 billion of business rates by 2020, exceeding the Government's
current funding plans for local government by around £11bn. The Government intends to allow local
government as a whole to retain the rates, and to maintain “fiscal neutrality” by phasing out Revenue
Support Grant and transferring additional responsibilities to local councils to match the resources available.
The 2016 Budget indicated that reform of business rate retention will begin in April 2017 with the GLA
retaining additional rates of around £1bn to fund TfL capital grants, and the commitment to “explore with
London [along with Greater Manchester and Liverpool combined authorities] options for moving to 100%
business rates retention ahead of the full roll-out of the business rate reforms.”
London government has long held the view that it should be granted control of a wide range of local taxes,
including business rates – a view expressed, for example, in the London Finance Commission report of
2013. London’s continued economic growth is vital to the country as a whole; maintaining that growth –
and managing a rapid increase in population – will be a huge challenge. Devolving business rates (and
other revenue streams) will help build a joint, city-wide approach that can incentivise, prioritise and
manage the public services and the infrastructure investment London needs to continue its contribution to
the public life and economic success of the UK.
London’s population will continue to grow rapidly – and much more rapidly than that of the rest of the
country. This brings opportunities and challenges not only in the successful management of the capital’s
economic growth, but also in securing a sustainable financial future for its public services. In considering
the future assessment of relative needs and the services to be transferred, it will be essential that any
London deal secures genuinely devolved control over a level of resources sufficient to manage the financial
risks involved.
It is clear that fundamental change in the business rate system will now happen: the way the system
operates, the way the income is distributed between councils and the services it funds will all change. The
Government intends to begin formal consultation in July. In order to inform that consultation and to
respond to the opportunity of a “London pilot”, it is therefore imperative that London government agrees a
set of principles that would inform the design of each of the key elements of a devolved retained business
rate system for the capital.
We expect to work with Government and the other pilot areas to translate these principles into a fully
operational scheme and, in doing so, to help inform the development of business rate retention for the
country as a whole.

2 “100% retention”
Nobody is proposing that each individual authority keeps all of the rates it collects irrespective of spending
need. Some form of “tariff and top-up” scheme will continue to equalise needs and resources. However, it
is not essential to manage that equalisation at a national level: the “fiscal neutrality” principle of matching
additional responsibilities to the available resources allows for different approaches in different parts of the
country, which would be consistent with the recommendations of the London Finance Commission and in
line with local and central government’s broader devolution ambitions.
London currently collects £6.6 billion in rates, of which it retains in principle 50%. The needs and
resources of the boroughs and the City are broadly balanced: their top-ups and tariffs net out to a small
aggregate top-up of £13 million. This reflects the wide disparity of circumstances across the capital. In
addition, the GLA pays a tariff of £358 million. As a result, the combined London tariff results in just over
10% of London’s “retained” rates flowing out of the capital to support the rest of England, leaving

approximately £3 billion to support London’s services.
In future it would be equally possible to design systems in which either London achieves devolved control
of business rates whilst continuing to contribute some proportion of those rates to a national system, or
where London fully retains 100% of the rates it collects, but where further responsibilities – and therefore
spending need – would also be transferred. This would not result in London having extra money to spend
on the same services being delivered elsewhere, but in London being required to deliver additional services
that are currently funded through other means.
At this stage, London wishes to explore options that could either fully retain the rates collected or
continue to contribute some level of resources to the rest of England.

3 The borough/GLA split
In principle the allocation of resources should follow the responsibilities to be funded. The future split of
rate income between the Boroughs and the GLA should as a starting point reflect the agreed package of
responsibilities undertaken by each. Future revision of that split should be periodically agreed and
managed by London government, in line with changes in responsibility over time and any “resets” of the
system (see section 6).
However, there may also be an argument – as with council tax – for the Mayor to set a proportion of the
rate on a London wide basis, with boroughs setting the largest component. Under such an arrangement, the
Mayor might also be able to offer discounts or reliefs on his/her proportion in addition to existing powers
which allow the GLA to fund local discounts.
London would want to explore the relative advantages and disadvantages of options for either a defined,
periodically-reviewed split of income between the boroughs and the GLA, or for the establishing a
separate Mayoral rate. The choice between such approaches should, ultimately, be a matter for London
government.

4 Setting business rates
The Government has indicated that it wants councils to have the power to lower business rates in their area,
and for elected city-wide/combined authority Mayors to be able to raise an additional 2p with the support
of businesses through the LEP.
London’s rate list is different from the rest of the country: it currently accounts for 28% of the national total
Rateable Value, but only 16% of the properties. This implies, on average, relatively fewer, larger
businesses, which in turn increases the impact of the key risks of appeals, closure and redevelopment
within the current system. The make-up of the list is also very different. 45% of London’s list by value is
office accommodation; only 9% is industrial: for the rest of the country the figures are 15% offices and
27% industrial. At the same time, the picture is very variable within London. Three boroughs (Westminster,
Camden and Tower Hamlets) and the City account for 50% of the London total; in Lewisham around threequarters of all premises are below the small business threshold, and, following the 2016 Budget, will no
longer pay any business rates at all.
This distinctive pattern underlines the need for a distinctive, devolved approach for London. For the pilot,
London is not seeking the further power to increase headline rates (other than the future Mayoral
supplement which, we would argue, should be in addition to that already agreed to fund Crossrail until at
least 2032 in order to support investment in other potential transport and infrastructure projects.) Following
successful implementation of a London scheme, however, we would want to return to the issues of full
control of rate setting – including the safeguards that would be required to prevent a disproportionate tax
burden on business – along with a broader range of fiscal devolution as envisaged by the London Finance
Commission.

In order to improve the effectiveness of business rates as a tool in managing economic growth and
development, London would seek control of other key elements of the way the tax operates, including
setting future tax liability thresholds, discounts and reliefs.

5 Revaluation
Business premises will be revalued with effect from April 2017, which is likely to lead to an overall
increase in business rates in London. Rating agents’ forecasts have suggested that underlying business rates
liabilities for London ratepayers in 2017-18 could increase by up to £1.1 billion compared to 2016-17, due
to the combined effect of the revaluation and the RPI uplift in the multiplier. Significant variations are
expected however across London, with some sectors/boroughs seeing large increases and others reductions
– so the impact will not be uniform.
Under the current system, this would lead to a corresponding reduction in business rates payable elsewhere
in the country. When business rates were only used to fund local government indirectly, the distributional
effect of revaluations had no impact on councils. Under a national retention system, however, a relative
increase in London rates would lead to an increase in London's aggregate tariff and a
corresponding reduction in the growth rewards and incentives available to the rest of the country. We
believe this would distort and undermine the government's policy aim of using business rate retention to
promote growth across the country as a whole.
It also limits the ability of London boroughs to benefit from the growth in rental values deriving in part
from their investment in making their local areas more attractive as a business destination. This is because,
while growth from net new floor space/developments is retained in full, the effect of rental growth at
revaluations is not – even though the latter is likely to reflect increased profitability and therefore additional
tax revenues for central government. In effect, the business rates tax take in London could increase by over
£1 billion in April 2017 – without the GLA/Mayor and boroughs deriving any additional financial benefit
(although they are likely to bear the brunt of any complaints from ratepayers).
GLA Economics has estimated that if current differential trends in rental value growth continue, then by
2040 over 60% of all business rates income will be generated in London – double the current rate – unless
rates in the rest of the country are allowed to increase at a rate which reflects their own economic
investment and growth.
As part of the pilot, we would therefore seek to manage future revaluations within London, and to
"decouple" their impact from the national system in order to prevent the capital’s robust property market
from continuing to distort the operation of the national system.

6 Resets: balancing needs and resources
When the present 50% retention system was introduced it was envisaged that periodic "resets" would
recalculate the business rate and funding baselines for each authority, reflecting business growth and
changes in relative need during the previous period. It was acknowledged that this would limit the growth
incentive by limiting the period in which councils could benefit from any given business development and
might introduce perverse effects and incentives in relation to the timing of developments. However, it was
considered preferable on balance to ensure that differences between councils’ needs and resources did not
become too great over time. However, in 2015, the Independent Commission on Local Government
Finance concluded that the disparity of needs and resources was as great within sub-national regions as
across the country 3, and that regional funding systems were therefore feasible without promoting inequality
between them.
As with revaluations, we would seek to manage future resets of business rate and funding baselines, and
their impact, within London.
3

See Financing English Devolution, page 26

Top-ups and tariffs are currently calculated by comparing the business rates a council is expected to collect
(after deducting central and precepting authority shares) with its relative need to spend (expressed in its
funding baseline). To underpin the new system the Government intends to review the way relative need is
measured: it is anticipated that this work will take two years. London will contribute to the technical work
required through its representatives on the joint CLG/LGA Steering Group and working groups.
It is possible that this national review could lead to significant changes in baseline funding allocations for
London authorities, including the GLA, and we will need to present a robust case to ensure that key drivers
of need in London are adequately represented in the national formula that emerges.
In particular, London’s population continues to grow at a much faster rate than that of the rest of the
country. Whilst this in part reflects the success of London’s economy – and will help deliver its future
growth – it also represents a huge challenge to the financial sustainability of London’s public services.
Both the overall quantum and the distribution of resources within London will need to be sufficient to
manage the risks involved.
While we would not seek to invent a needs formula from scratch, London would wish to be able to vary it
over time to reflect London’s rapidly-changing circumstances, including significant issues such as
housing need, population growth/churn and specific London cost pressures.
Changing needs assessments inevitably creates “winner and losers” and, depending on the scale of change,
may require transitional arrangements to protect councils from too rapid a reduction of funds. In practice,
however, such “damping” can undermine the incentive effects of retaining growth, particularly if that
growth is top-sliced to fund the damping mechanism. There is no simple solution to this problem, but
London has previously expressed a clear ambition to take responsibility for itself for balancing competing
priorities within a devolved system.
Translating a relative needs formula into a funding baseline against which business rate baselines can be
compared should also take account of the availability of council tax for each authority. In the long run, we
would seek the power to amend the way council tax operates within London, where a banding system based
on 1991 valuations is no longer fit for purpose, and creates significant distortions and perverse outcomes.
In the short term, however, we recognise the need to incorporate the existing council tax base into the
calculation of business rate redistribution within a devolved London scheme.
London therefore seeks the ability to determine and periodically reset funding baselines for its
authorities, taking into account the overall balance between spending need, council tax base, the speed
of change and the desire to maintain incentives within a devolved system.

7 Additional responsibilities
Fiscal neutrality requires the transfer of responsibilities to match the increased resources to be retained by
local government. The Government has already announced that the GLA will retain additional business
rates to fund TfL’s core capital investment grants – estimated at £960 million in 2017-18. Other grants and
services that could be funded directly from rates in future have also been explicitly mentioned, including
Attendance Allowance, Public Health, and Housing Benefit administration. A variety of other grants and
services is currently being considered by civil servants and by the working group: it is clear that there will
not be enough money in the system to fund everything that has already been explicitly or informally
floated.
It is also important to recognise that the current system does not fully fund all of the responsibilities which
local authorities have been required to fulfil. London faces particular pressure, for example, from the costs
of homelessness and supporting those with No Recourse to Public Funds. In finalising the package of
additional responsibilities at national level, and in any devolved regional settlement, the government must
give due consideration to the future impact of these unfunded burdens.

In advance of the 2017 revaluation, however, and of agreement to the proportion of rates to be retained
within London, it is not possible to quantify precisely the resources available to fund any package of
additional responsibilities for London. As a principle, London will seek to prioritise the transfer of
responsibilities that maximise its ability to improve the life of Londoners, the effectiveness and efficiency
of its public services, and the future economic success of the capital.
This will include responsibilities that:
•
•
•

have a direct relationship to business (such as skills and employment support);
support our existing proposals for devolution and public sector reform (including health and social
care integration, skills, employment and crime); and
help tackle key infrastructure challenges, including housing and transport.

It would not be appropriate or acceptable to transfer the risk of future spending commitments that London
government is unable effectively to influence. Any transfer of responsibility must therefore be based on a
realistic assessment of its in-built spending pressures and be accompanied by a corresponding
devolution of policy control.
In support of its broader ambitions for devolution and public service reform, London would also wish to
continue exploring approaches that transferred service responsibilities – and appropriate revenue sources –
above and beyond those that could be financed entirely by retained business rates.

8

Distributing the benefits of growth
Under the current 50% retention system, boroughs in theory benefit from 30% of growth in rates in their
area above the assumed baseline: 20% goes to the GLA and 50% to Government. In practice, the impact of
appeals and the timing of the initial baseline calculations have meant that there has to date been no real
correlation between boroughs’ economic growth and retained business rate income.
These problems should as far as possible be designed out of the system in the transition from 50% to 100%
retention. In the longer run, the retention and distribution system must be capable of delivering greater and
more certain rewards if it is genuinely to incentivise growth.
However, London’s economy is a complicated system in which different parts of the capital will have
different, but inter-related, roles to play. For the economy to keep growing in a sustainable manner, we
need to expand the overall business premises capacity, but also to find ways to house, train, transport and
provide access to leisure and culture for millions of people around the capital. We may therefore want to
use some of the proceeds of growth to facilitate additional investment, and to create targeted rewards that
incentivise contributions to the capital’s overall success beyond hosting new business properties. The
design of these rewards and incentives should be integrated with that of setting funding baselines.
London would therefore wish to devise its own distribution scheme to reward the boroughs’ and the
GLA’s contributions to London’s overall growth, and to facilitate investment.

9

Managing risk – safety nets and the central list
Tax bases can fall as well as rise. At present a “safety net”, funded by a levy on growth for tariff
authorities, protects councils against a fall of more than 7.5% of their retained rates. The Government has
indicated it does not expect to operate a levy in the new system.
The “Central List” includes transport, communications and utilities infrastructure properties not currently
allocated to individual authorities. It will account for about £1.4 billion of rates by 2019/20. This could in
future be used in part to fund a range of risk management issues, including a safety net, the impact of
appeals and civil emergency funding.

Each of these ideas has merit, but all would be dependent on far greater clarity about the composition of the
list, accountability for changes, both within the list and between the central and local lists, and use of the
overall rates collected.
For example, the central list currently includes a large proportion of Transport for London’s network and
rail infrastructure, including the London Underground, DLR and TfL station carparks, which might
logically be transferred to the local rating list, so that London retains the full benefits of the investment it
makes to improve the capital’s transport infrastructure. We would support transferring all of Transport for
London’s assessments on the central list to the local rating list in London.
However, depending on the approach to “100% retention” there may also be a case for broader transfer of
properties. Under a fully-devolved approach, which would see London’s financial risk as well as potential
reward maximised, we would expect to see most if not all of the central list that relates to properties within
London transferred to the local list.
London’s future approach to managing risk should not be separated from the questions of the overall
proportion of rates retained (see section 2) or the degree of devolved control over the business rate taxbase
(sections 4-6). In essence, the greater the degree of autonomy, the more reasonable it will be to expect
London to manage its collective risk for itself. Conversely, the more London remains part of a national
system, and the more limited its control of the taxbase, the more London should expect to look to
Government to share some of that risk.

10 Governance
A regional approach to managing business rates in London will require appropriate mechanisms to ensure
that robust, timely and accountable decisions can be taken to raise and distribute tax revenues. The London
Finance Commission identified a set of principles upon which such governance could be based. These were
expanded in evidence submitted to the CLG Committee inquiry into fiscal devolution in April 2014 (and
included as an annex to this note).
London government will collectively build on those principles to define and establish appropriate
arrangements to manage devolved business rates.

Annex:
Governance Principles
Extract from a joint letter from Boris Johnson, Mayor of London and Mayor Jules Pipe, Chair of London
Councils to Clive Betts MP, Chair of the Communities and Local Government Committee, 10 April 2014,
submitted as evidence to the Committee’s review of Fiscal Devolution:
Following careful consideration, London government is already agreed on the following set [of principles]
that reflects and builds on those set out in the [London Finance Commission] report:
1. Each element of London government should have a stake: Elected leaders of all London local
authorities and the Mayor of London must be able to feel confident about the governance
arrangements for the new finance system
2. No exclusion: No one borough or group of boroughs can be excluded from the benefits of
London’s success or become disempowered from addressing local needs.
3. No over-riding: Interests of the Mayor cannot be overridden by the boroughs or vice versa.
4. No deadlock: Arrangements must prevent or break deadlock. We believe that this can be
achieved through suitable voting arrangements and clarity about which tier of government is
responsible for decision-making, as reflected in the principles below.
5. Enforcement: The system must enforce binding decisions and these decisions must reflect a clear
initial consensus – even if there are disagreements from time to time about individual decisions.
6. Simplicity and clarity: The reformed system should be as simple as possible. It should avoid the
need for annual decision-making between different sections of London government. It should
seek to distinguish clearly the responsibilities of the GLA, Boroughs and London Assembly.
7. Stability… Existing responsibilities should be maintained where possible.
8. … But potential for reform. Provisions in the ‘devolution settlement’ should enable, by
agreement, periodic property tax reform and changes to any within-London distribution
arrangements. Such reforms would be distinct from the ‘Day 1’ operation of a devolved system.
There should also be a presumption that the more significant reforms were proposed, the longer
they would be phased in.
9. Practical operations: decisions would be taken by the Mayor or Borough politicians as
appropriate. However, a joint GLA and London Councils Officer Group would provide standing
technical advice and support for politicians to decide matters where there is significant joint
interest under the above arrangements. This might be independently chaired.
10. Decision rules: Any new system would require a set of decision rules, some of which would be
reflected in legislation. For instance, Parliament might legislate for periodic property revaluations
to be carried out by devolved authorities. There are various options for the rulebook governing
changes within London following devolution but here is one example:
• Mayor would need to agree any decision and by converse would have a veto
• Boroughs would need to agree to any decision by their own rules (e.g. two-thirds
majority)
• The London Assembly would retain its existing powers to amend or reject the Mayor’s tax
and spending decisions, which would be enhanced commensurate with the increase in
the Mayor’s powers.
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THE ROYAL BOROUGH OF KENSINGTON AND CHELSEA
CABINET AND CORPORATE SERVICES SCRUTINY COMMITTEE
20 JUNE 2016
REPORT BY THE CHAIRMAN
FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
Over the past year, I have noticed a decline in the number of reports about
the work that the officers and departments that fall within the remit of the
Cabinet and Corporate Services Scrutiny Committee are doing. I don’t know
if this is due to the ever-expanding Tri and Bi-Borough process and the
ceaseless departmental reviews that take place that may be reducing
officer numbers and the Council’s ability to report to scrutiny, but I believe
it is still the duty of the Committee to keep up to date with what is
happening.
We also need to hear from other Cabinet Members apart from the Leader
of the Council and Cllr Lightfoot who attends during the annual budget
process, although Cllr Lightfoot may choose to accept an invitation to tell
us about some of the other issues he is dealing with.
So, over the course of the year, I have asked the following Cabinet
Members and Senior Officers, who don’t already attend the Committee
regularly or from time to time, to attend the Committee to tell us about the
main issues they and their departments are working on:
-Cllr Gerard Hargreaves, Cabinet Member for Civil Society.
-Cllr Paul Warrick, Cabinet Member for Facilities Management
Procurement Policy (Procurement falls with the Committee’s remit).

&

-Cllr Warwick Lightfoot, Cabinet Member for Finance and Strategy.
-Ray Brown, Director of Customer Services.
-Moyra McGarvey,
Management.

Bi-Borough

Director

of

Audit,

-Martin Fitzpatrick, Head of Media and Communications.
-Richard Egan, Head of Investment and Development.

Fraud

and

Risk

-Maria Di Sapia, Covering the responsibilities of Bi-Borough Head of Human
Resources Strategy and Organisational Development.
-Debbie Morris, Bi-Borough Director of Human Resources.
-Stuart Priestley, Chief Community Safety Officer.
I hope that the Committee believes this will be a useful exercise.
Are there other Cabinet Members and officers I should invite?

Councillor Pat Mason
Chairman

Forward Plan of Key Decisions
June - September 2016

10 June 2016
09:55

Introduction
The Council is required by law to publish once a month a Forward Plan of Key Decisions proposed to be taken over the coming four months. Key decisions are defined as
any executive-side matter that is not already delegated to officers which:
i - involves income or expenditure of £100,000 or more and/or
ii - is likely to have a significant impact on the community in one or more electoral wards.
1 - For example (a) a decision to close a facility, alter
services or carry out street works would be a key
decision whereas (b) a matter which has no obvious
impact on local people, such as an internal Council
policy, would not. Where a decision is likely to have a
significant impact, but only on a very small number of
people, this will not be a key decision if it is under the
financial threshold; however, in accordance with good
practice, the decision-maker should ensure that those
affected are informed in sufficient time for them to have
an input into the decision-making process.

3 - In the case of any strategy or plan, the key decision
or decisions will be made at the meeting where the
strategy or plan is discussed - or through the individual
Cabinet Member decision route as appropriate.
Subsequent discussion and decisions about the
finalising of any text consequent upon such
considerations will not be deemed to be a key decision.
4 - Grants of £20,000 or more to voluntary organisations
are deemed in normal circumstances to have a
'significant impact on the community' and will therefore
be key decisions.

2 - Responses to consultation documents or
representations on external issues where the comments
to be submitted are consistent with Council policy and/or
are part of an on-going dialogue within that established
policy will not constitute a key decision. However, where
a significant or substantive new response is required,
this will constitute a key decision.

5 - In any case of uncertainty, the matter in question
shall be treated as a key decision. Furthermore the
Leader or any Cabinet Member can give notice that they
wish themselves to take any executive-side decision
within their portfolio that would otherwise fall within an
officer's delegated authority (i.e. recall a specific
delegated matter) subject to the usual requirements
around advance publicity on the Forward Plan.
6 - Any matter that does not fall within the above
definition is delegated to the relevant officer of the
Authority - albeit that any officer can, where he sees fit
to do so, consult with the relevant decision-taker prior to
taking any decision falling within his delegated authority.

The attached Forward Plan is a list of all such key decisions. This represents a snapshot of the key decisions in the system on 10 June 2016. An updated version is
published on the first working day of each month. An online version is also available on the Council’s website at http://www.rbkc.gov.uk/howwegovern/keydecisions/ which is
updated each day.
The Council also offers a weekly e-mail bulletin of new and updated Key Decisions listed in an easy to digest format. You can subscribe via the Council’s website at
http://www.rbkc.gov.uk/myrbkc/ or contact the Cabinet Office to subscribe to this free service. To contact all decision makers please e-mail Cabinet.coordinator@rbkc.gov.uk
or call the Town Hall Cabinet Office on 020 73613950.

Councillor Nicholas Paget-Brown
Leader of the Council
Corporate Services, Governance Services, Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

10 June 2016
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Classification of Key Decisions Criteria
Decision-Maker Legend.
The current Cabinet and its Member portfolios
comprise:

Decision Rating Legend.
Decisions are currently rated according to the following
criteria:

Decision Confidential/Exempt Information Category Legend.
Decisions are currently wholly or partially exempt for the
following reasons:

Full Cabinet (K).

♦ - Routine/low public interest: A key decision that is of a

1 - Information relating to any individual.

Cabinet Member for Adult Social Care and Health Cllr Mary Weale (A).
Cabinet Member for Civil Society - Cllr Gerard
Hargreaves (C).
Cabinet Member for Education and Libraries - Cllr
Emma Will (E).
Cabinet Member for Environment, Environmental
Health and Leisure - Cllr Tim Ahern (T).
Cabinet Member for Facilities Management and
Procurement Policy - Cllr Paul Warrick (M).
Cabinet Member for Family and Children's Services Cllr Elizabeth Campbell (S).

relatively routine nature where the Scrutiny Committee
would not wish to get involved.

2 - Information which is likely to reveal the identity of an
individual.

♦♦ - High impact OR high public interest: Such a key

3 - Information relating to the financial or business affairs of
decision would meet all the above criteria on impact, or
any particular person (including the authority holding that
could be expected to be of particular public interest. This information).
decision would be expected to feature planned
consultation with the Scrutiny Committee.
4 - Info relating to any consultations/negotiations, or
contemplated consultations/ negotiations in connection with
♦♦♦ - High impact/high public interest: A key decision any labour relations matters arising between the Authority
or a Minister of the Crown and employees of/or officethat is likely to have a major impact on service users,
holders under the authority.
residents or businesses and where there is prospect of
significant public interest. This decision would be
expected to feature planned consultation with the Scrutiny 5 - Information in respect of which a claim to legal
professional privilege could be maintained in legal
Committee and the public.
proceedings.

Cabinet Member for Finance and Strategy - Cllr
Warwick Lightfoot (F).
Cabinet Member for Planning Policy, Transport and
Arts - Cllr Tim Coleridge (P).
Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Housing,
Property and Regeneration - Cllr Rock FeildingMellen (H).
Leader - Cllr Nicholas Paget-Brown (L).

Corporate Services, Governance Services, Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

6 - Information which reveals that the authority proposes (a)
to give any enactment a notice under or by virtue of which
requirements are imposed on a person; or (b) to make an
order or direction under any enactment.
7 - Information relating to any action taken or to be taken in
connection with the prevention, investigation or prosecution
of a crime.
8 - Confidential information given to the Council by a
government department on terms which forbid its public
disclosure, or information that cannot be publicly disclosed
by a court order.
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June 2016
To contact all decision makers please e-mail Cabinet.coordinator@rbkc.gov.uk or call the Town Hall Cabinet Office on 020 73613950.
Decisions marked with a '‡' under 'Report available' contain exempt information. A summary of the exempt information is available on request.

Key Decision to be considered

Rating Decision Maker

Anchor tenancy for the new community
centre on the Wornington Green estate
Ref: 04827/16/V/A
A new community centre will be provided
during Phase III of the redevelopment of
the Wornington Green estate. The Cabinet
member is invited to agree that at the
appropriate time the Venture Community
Association should be invited to submit a
proposal to act as the preferred anchor
tenant of the new centre.
Contact Officer Tony Redpath

♦♦

CONTRACT FOR THE RECRUITMENT
RESOURCING AND HR CONSULTANCY
SERVICES LOTS
Ref: 04807/16/L/AB
Once every four years, a framework
agreement is procured called the Local
Government Recruitment Partnership
(LGRP), originally known as the London
Borough Recruitment Partnership (LBRP).
The LBRP Framework allows all London
Boroughs to join. Approval is sought for
RBKC to join the framework.
Contact Officer Debbie Morris

♦

Main Consultees

Date to be
implemented

Report
available

Referral
Committees

Cabinet Member for Civil Society
Cllr Gerard Hargreaves

Venture Community
Association

Not before
30 Jun 16

No

Cabinet and Corporate
Services Scrutiny
Committee

Leader
Cllr Nicholas Paget-Brown

No external consultation

Not before
02 Jun 16

Yes ‡

Cabinet and Corporate
Services Scrutiny
Committee

Corporate Services, Governance Services, Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Exempt by virtue of Category 3
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June 2016
To contact all decision makers please e-mail Cabinet.coordinator@rbkc.gov.uk or call the Town Hall Cabinet Office on 020 73613950.
Decisions marked with a '‡' under 'Report available' contain exempt information. A summary of the exempt information is available on request.

Key Decision to be considered

Rating Decision Maker

Main Consultees

Date to be
implemented

Report
available

Referral
Committees

None

Not before
15 Jun 16

No

Cabinet and Corporate
Services Scrutiny
Committee

Replacement of the Storage Area Network
and Associated Support and Maintenance
Contract
Ref: 04747/16/C/AB
Procure Storage Area Network hardware
and software to house Council data for the
Council’s two Data Centres. Enter into a
contract for the support and maintenance
of the hardware and software.
Contact Officer Barry Goodall

♦

Closure of Accounts 2015-16
Ref: 04819/16/K/A
To set out the draft financial position for
the 2015-16 financial year (subject to final
closing entries and external audit).
To agree year-end transfers to/from
reserves as outlined in the report.

♦

The Full Cabinet

None

Not before
24 Jun 16

No

Cabinet and Corporate
Services Scrutiny
Committee

♦

Leader
Cllr Nicholas Paget-Brown

Computer and
Communications Group

Not before
29 Jun 16

No

Cabinet and Corporate
Services Scrutiny
Committee

Contact Officer

Cabinet Member for Finance and
Strategy
Cllr Warwick Lightfoot

Exempt by virtue of Category 3

Nicholas Holgate

Release of additional funding to deliver TriBorough IT working arrangements
Ref: 03743/12/F/A
To release reserve funding to finance the
engagement of IT specialists and
temporary staff to allow existing officers to
be dedicated to Tri-Borough working
projects.
Contact Officer Marion Sinclair

Corporate Services, Governance Services, Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
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July 2016
To contact all decision makers please e-mail Cabinet.coordinator@rbkc.gov.uk or call the Town Hall Cabinet Office on 020 73613950.
Decisions marked with a '‡' under 'Report available' contain exempt information. A summary of the exempt information is available on request.

Key Decision to be considered

Rating Decision Maker

Revenue and Capital Outturn 2015-16
Ref: 04820/16/K/A
To report outturn revenue and capital
expenditure for the financial year 2015-16.
Contact Officer

Date to be
implemented

Report
available

Referral
Committees

♦

The Full Cabinet

None

Not before
22 Jul 16

No

Cabinet and Corporate
Services Scrutiny
Committee

♦

The Full Cabinet

None

Not before
22 Jul 16

No

Cabinet and Corporate
Services Scrutiny
Committee

Nicholas Holgate

Budget Monitoring 2016-17 - Quarter 1
Ref: 04821/16/K/A
To agree budget virements and/or
transfers to/from reserves as outlined in
the report.
Contact Officer Nicholas Holgate

The criteria selected to produce this report was:

P

Main Consultees

Before printing think about the environment

Number of Decisions for June - September 2016 included:

7

Total Number of Decisions included:

7

Current Key Decisions yet to be Implemented and Referral Committee = Cabinet and Corporate Services Scrutiny
Committee.
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