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LONDON BOROUGH OF TOWER HAMLETS 
 

MINUTES OF THE OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
 

HELD AT 4.02 P.M. ON MONDAY, 1 FEBRUARY 2021 
 

ONLINE 'VIRTUAL' MEETING - HTTPS://TOWERHAMLETS.PUBLIC-
I.TV/CORE/PORTAL/HOME 

 
Members Present: 
 
Councillor James King (Chair) 
Councillor Bex White (Vice-Chair) 
Councillor Bex White (Vice-Chair) – Scrutiny Lead for Children & 

Education 
Councillor Faroque Ahmed – Scrutiny Lead for Community Safety 

& Environment 
Councillor Marc Francis  
Councillor Denise Jones  
Councillor Gabriela Salva Macallan – Scrutiny Lead for Health and Adults 
Councillor Leema Qureshi – Scrutiny Lead for Resources and 

Finance 
Councillor Andrew Wood  
  
Co-opted Members Present: 
 
Halima Islam – Co-Optee 
James Wilson 
 

– Co-Optee 

Officers Present: 
 
Adam Boey – (Senior Strategy & Policy Manager - 

Corporate) 
Sharon Godman – (Divisional Director, Strategy, Policy 

and Performance) 
Afazul Hoque – (Head of Corporate Strategy & 

Policy) 
Denise Radley – (Corporate Director, Health, Adults & 

Community) 
James Thomas – (Corporate Director, Children and 

Culture) 
David Knight – (Democratic Services Officer, 

Committees, Governance) 
 
 

1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
Nil items 
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2. DECLARATIONS OF DISCLOSABLE PECUNIARY INTEREST AND 

OTHER INTERESTS  
 

I. Councillor Marc Francis due to his wife Councillor Rachel Blake being 
the Deputy Mayor and Cabinet Member for Adults, Health and 
Wellbeing; and  

II. Councillor Bex White due to her father being resident in a Care Home 
within Tower Hamlets. 

 
3. REQUESTS TO SUBMIT PETITIONS  

 
Nil Items 
 

4. REPORT/PRESENTATION  FOR CONSIDERATION  
 

4.1 Review of the changes to the Medium Term Financial Strategy (MTFS)  
 
The Committee received and commented on the review of the Medium-Term 
Financial Strategy the Committee (Attached as an appendix to these 
minutes) has been working on an appraisal of the budget proposals from the 
from the Executive that were published with the papers for the Committees 
meeting on the 25th of January 2021. The main points of the discussion on the 
review of the changes to the MTFS may be summarised as follows: 
 
The Committee: 
 

 Noted that this meeting had been convened considering the new 
elements for the Council’s Budget Capital Programme, Housing 
Revenue Account (HRA) and other changes to proposed savings that 
were considered at the Cabinet meeting on 27th January 2021. 

 Commented that more information was needed regarding any 
overspends in the HRA projects that were referenced to in the papers 
published as part of the Cabinet agenda for the 27th of January 2021. 

 Noted that in the report to Cabinet on 27th January 2021 reference had 
been made about a report by Savills on the borrowing and investment 
capacity within the HRA, and Members wanted to know when a copy of 
that report will be circulated as they wished to know if the additional 
1,000 new homes could be delivered e.g. to have confirmation which 
projects would be carried out by which Housing Company. 

 Expressed concerns around the asset transfer of land or buildings 
which the Authority owns and what that would mean if the Council were 
to look at different vehicles for delivering this programme and the 
sustainability implications of such different approaches. 

 Noted that whilst this is a really challenging budget the report identifies 
what needs to happen to make this a better budget and that decisions 
made are necessary. 

 Questioned why cutting services (£13.5M savings proposals for 2021-
22) to allow for topping up of reserves (e.g. £7M New Homes Bonus) 
when reserves are sufficient. 

Page 2



OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY COMMITTEE, 
01/02/2021 

SECTION ONE (UNRESTRICTED) 

 

3 

 Noted proposal to: Provide further poverty relief by making up to 
£100K available (one-off for 2021-22) to foodbanks who are under 
financial pressures in meeting community needs; and expand the 
Resident Support Grant to £150K (one-off for 2021-22) for vulnerable 
people to access – funded from additional £7million New Homes Bonus 
which is earmarked for reserves. 

 Commented that after a year in which local authority savings plans 
have been squeezed and income reduced, funding gaps in many areas 
for councils are considerable.  

 Commented that there is no real certainty over when income streams 
will start to pick up again and that demand for services will continue to 
be high with many households hit with reduced income or even 
unemployment over the past year. 

 Commented that whilst the Government seems to be anticipating 
councils to put up taxes and the proposal to Council tax recommends 
an increase of 4.99% the Local government Chronicle reported last 
week that looking at a percentage of councils across England that 47% 
have chosen not to impose the maximum increase.  Therefore, 
councils do have a choice and that point should be made clear in the 
report. 

 Commented that whilst recognising that councils are under “no 
obligation” to make substantial council tax increases it would be useful 
to know if data includes other London councils as they tend to have 
lower value tax bases and so even maximum increases will often not 
raise as much as smaller increase in the shires. As a metropolitan 
areas tax base of largely band A and band B flats generates less 
income than one with a larger share of detached properties in 
suburban or rural areas. 

 Commented it is incredibly difficult to be make such decisions right 
now and therefore the Committee should look at the Budget again in 
the early summer when more information has become available (i) 
fuller details on the impact that Covid has had on the Council’s 
finances; and (ii) what the additional funding that Government may 
have provided at that time. 

 Commented that calculations will obviously differ between councils, 
depending on the type and scale of cuts they will be forced to consider 
or whether they can plug the gap with reserves for a year. 

 Commented that whilst the Council would have to make deeper cuts if 
they do not avail themselves of the maximum rise the reductions in 
services will most likely cut through local communities to a greater 
extent than any increases in council tax bills. 

 Agreed on the need to understand the impact of the budget proposals 
on residents including vulnerable people such as refugees, disability, 
rough sleepers, mental health, older persons, children, and young 
people. 

 Expressed concern about the proposals to raise fees and charges, 
and savings, in such unprecedented times for local communities.  

 Wanted to see indicators, methodologies, and tools to allow the 
Council to demonstrate value and justify its decisions to the 
communities they seek to serve. 
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 Wanted to see the impact of the savings from 2019-2020 especially 
with reference to the Community Language Service (CLS). 

 Noted that whilst it had been agreed that LBTH could no longer fully 
fund the CLS, it was a service that was really valued, and the Council 
wanted to retain this Service in the Borough. Therefore, LBTH wanted 
to invest in the future sustainability of the service but this had 
proved difficult because of Covid which means that it is in effect 
and unachieved saving from 2019-2021. 

 Agreed that given the continuing pandemic conditions, scrutiny would 
like to see evidence that decisions made last year to reduce funding 
services and be more self-sustaining under normal circumstances, are 
now no longer viable, and needs reviewing including mitigation 
approaches. 

 Agreed that it was important to look at such unmet savings e.g. to 
have a breakdown of certain parts of the Housing Revenue Account 
(HRA) expenditure and income regarding LBTH’s housing stock and 
closely related services or facilities. 

 Agreed that they needed more detail on assumptions, actuals (past 
quarters’/years’ budget headline numbers) and risks (HRA project 
breakdown and consultants’ reports, including Savills reports, and 
reviews) to provide better context for budget proposals; this included 
service/function budgets (i.e. more resolution than which directorate) 
so that multiple impacts within portfolios can be better viewed and 
cumulative impacts to resident and communities can evaluated. 

 Commented that LBTH should produce strategies for 
commercialisation and income generation to ensure that they have 
identified all opportunities for income generation and have plans as to 
how to bring these into effect. e.g. it should identify and analyse any 
risks associated with such strategies and state how LBTH will address 
these. 

 Noted that a report had been presented to Council on 28 October 2020 
regarding substantial changes to the Ideas Stores and Library Service 
due to the increased financial challenge faced by Tower Hamlets and 
queried if the time is right for such substantial changes. 

 Agreed that that Cabinet should therefore consider the 
recommendations arising from a scrutiny challenge session on Revised 
Approach for IDEA Stores and Library Service held on 28 January 
2021. 

 
4.2 2021-2022 Budget Proposals  

 
As a result of a full and wide-ranging discussion on the appraisal of the 
budget proposals. 
 
The Chair Moved and it was: - 
 
RESOLVED to: 
 

1. Thank all those attendees for their contributions to the discussions on 
the changes to the MTFS; and 
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2. Agreed the changes to the review as detailed in the attached Budget 
Scrutiny and Budget Pre-decision Scrutiny Questions and responses. 

 
5. ANY OTHER UNRESTRICTED BUSINESS WHICH THE CHAIR 

CONSIDERS TO BE URGENT  
 
Nil items 
 

6. EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND PUBLIC  
 
As the agenda circulated contained no exempt/ confidential reports and 
there was therefore no requirement to exclude the press and public to allow 
for its consideration. 
 

7. ANY OTHER EXEMPT/ CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS THAT THE CHAIR 
CONSIDERS URGENT  
 
Nil items 
 
 

The meeting ended at 4.59 p.m.  
 
 

Chair, Councillor James King 
Overview & Scrutiny Committee 
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Foreword 

The past year has been an unprecedented tragedy. For councils like Tower Hamlets 
to respond to the COVID-19 pandemic and continue to keep services running as 
appropriate is testament to the continued resilience of local government and local 
communities after a decade of reduction in government grants. 

The Committee recognises that in this context, setting a local budget has been 
extremely difficult. Uncertainty of what will unfold in the next 12 months has carried 
over into the government’s planning and response, which has tested local authorities. 

We commend the Mayor, his Cabinet and officers for the work which has gone into 
achieving a balanced budget and the placing of the council in a relatively firm 
financial position.  

I thank my scrutiny colleagues for their participation and efforts in their review of the 
Budget, and thank Mayor John Biggs, and Cllrs Candida Ronald, Danny Hassell and 
Rachel Blake for engaging with scrutiny in attending the January budget scrutiny 
session, and for being generally helpful and open providing information and 
answering questions, often in detail. 

The Committee have reflected on the budget making process, the overall outlook 
and direction the budget takes and how individual proposals shape that. 

This year the Committee has particularly felt that the proposals are fiscally 
conservative – to the point where savings (and reduction of services) have to be 
made in order to maintain levels of reserves during this dire period.  

The Committee feels that using reserves now is as prudent during the COVID-19 
pandemic as it will be in the long term aftermath of the pandemic. 

The Committee has also tried to interrogate how proposals might affect a recovery 
from COVID-19 in the future. The council needs to demonstrate how its budget and 
strategic direction is geared towards the pandemic and its effects. 

 

 

 

 

 

Councillor James King 

Overview & Scrutiny Committee Chair 
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Summary Recommendations 

Funding and Reserves 

Recommendation 1 - Establish a funding approach that includes a refreshed 
Reserves’ Policy – so that it doesn’t operate in isolation, and is integrated; attach 
confidence levels/levels of assurance against items and aspects projected to 
happen, and reflect on past projections to learn from those things we have 
previously predicted/assumed that have not eventuated. 

Recommendation 1A: Revisit the estimates of the New Homes Bonus. 

Recommendation 1B: Scrutiny to review the council’s approach to 
commercialisation and income generation. 

Fees and Charges 

Recommendation 2 - Review approach to comparing increases (i.e. percentage vs 
absolute - £/p); establish a method to understand impact on affected residents and 
communities for this annual process BEFORE making decisions, or even proposing 
changes. 

COVID-19 impacts 

Recommendation 3 - Looking beyond the council’s response, and into recovery – 
ensuring infrastructure, services and staff are planning to support communities and 
residents in dealing with the expected economic shock which will last for 
months/years. 

Recommendation 3A: Provide further poverty relief by making up to £100k 
available (one-off for 2021-22) to foodbanks who are under financial pressures in 
meeting community needs; and expand the Resident Support Grant to £150k (one-
off for 2021-22) for vulnerable people to access – funded from additional £7million 
New Homes Bonus which is earmarked for reserves. 

Recommendation 3B: Given the continuing pandemic conditions, scrutiny would 
like to see evidence that decisions made last year to reduce funding services and 
be more self-sustaining under normal circumstances, are now no longer viable, and 
needs reviewing including mitigation approaches. 

Budget information 

Recommendation 4: Include more detail on assumptions, actuals (past 
quarters’/years’ budget headline numbers) and risks (HRA project breakdown and 
consultants’ reports, including Savills reports, and reviews) to provide better context 
for budget proposals; this includes service/function budgets (i.e. more resolution 
than directorate) so that multiple impacts within portfolios can be better viewed and 
cumulative impacts to resident and communities can be evaluated. 
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Recommendation 4A: Progress the minimal, essential elements of budget setting 
now, but delay major decisions until more information is available to better 
understand impacts and respond in the summer. 

Council Tax Support 

Recommendation 5: Improve Council Tax Support offer for self-employed 
residents 

Risk Management 

Recommendation 6 - Scrutiny should be sighted on the risk management 
approach that is to be tabled (Treasury Management Strategy) at Audit Committee 
– the TMS is fundamental to the annual budget approach and setting the MTFS. 

Social Care Grant 

Recommendation 7 - Use the Social Care Grant to delay the implementation of 
key savings proposals. 

Savings 

Recommendation 8: The Committee asks that Cabinet consider the 
recommendations arising from a scrutiny challenge session on a Revised Approach 
for IDEA Stores and Library Service held on 28 January.  

 

Recommendations raised in previous years (still applicable): 

 Start the Budget setting process earlier. 

 That the Annual Budget and MTFS reflects the council’s priorities, specifically 
matching spend, funding and savings to Strategic Plan and Borough Plan 
priorities and outcomes – including assessment of beneficial and adverse 
impacts at the proposal stage. 
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1. Recommendations 

Funding and Reserves 

Recommendation 1: Establish a funding approach that includes a refreshed 
Reserves’ Policy – so that it doesn’t operate in isolation, and is integrated; attach 
confidence levels/levels of assurance against items and aspects projected to 
happen, and reflect on past projections to learn from those things we have previously 
predicted/assumed that have not eventuated. 

1.1. The Committee queried cutting services (£13.5m savings proposals for 2021-
22) to allow for topping up of reserves (e.g. £7m New Homes Bonus) when 
the Committee considers that reserves are sufficient. 

1.2. Further, the Committee suggested that such a situation arises from an under-
estimation of projected income, which has happened in previous years, which 
then needs to be offset by increased savings (reduction in services).  The 
problem highlighted is that actual income increased, negating the need for 
savings/service cuts – but these have then been already made, perhaps with 
long-term impact (given increasing service demand in some areas). 

1.3. Of particular concern to the Committee for any changes to services and 
support proposed (saving proposals) is the ability of the following services to 
continue to meet existing demand, and be flexible to rise to meet increasing 
demand in the short to medium term: 

 Support for Learning Service - decision/details pending 

 Libraries - £600k 

 Drug and Alcohol Treatment Services - £552k 

 Children with Special Education Needs & Disabilities (SEND) – 
decision/details pending 

1.4. In order to increase confidence, a fundamental review of the performance of 
projections/modelling of income must occur. 

1.5. The Committee considered that the funding approach isn’t integrated: there is 
not a clear relationship between the reserves policy and new and additional 
government grants over years. 

1.6. The establishment, monitoring and review of the levels of reserves and 
balances are an important element of the council’s financial management 
approach. While reserves are an important mechanism for setting aside sums 
for future use, they are also an opportunity to mitigate against unexpected or 
unprecedented events.  The Committee feels that the current Reserves Policy 
makes no explicit provision for emergencies or unexpected events, not even 
in a strategic context. 

1.7. The Committee considered that given the Reserves Policy is reviewed 
annually, it could be made clearer that reserves’ balances (general fund, 
HRA, earmarked) could be listed along with targets or projections for the 
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MTFS period.  Some local authorities go further, providing a breakdown of key 
line items (e.g. earmarked, capital reserve items) with purpose and projected 
timings for use. 

Recommendation 1A: Revisit the estimates of the New Homes Bonus 

1.8. The Committee notes the government’s intention to replace the New Homes 
Bonus (NHB) grant scheme with one that rewards those local authorities that 
facilitate the development of new housing. 

1.9. However, members have consistently questioned the original estimate of 
income from over the next three years - £10m in 2021/22, £3.8m in 2022/23 
and nil in 2023/24.  The sum actually provided by the government for NHB in 
2021/22 stands at £17m. 

1.10. While it is acknowledged that this total was only announced at the beginning 
of December, this £7m additional funding simply being applied to top-up 
existing reserves.  Additionally, this under-estimate of NHB funding for next 
year hasn’t led to any revision to the estimates for 2022/23 and 2023/24.  In 
the Committee’s view these very conservative estimates are one of the main 
drivers of the projected deficits in those years and the assumed need for 
further savings and increased fees and charges. 

1.11. It is recommended that the Cabinet Member for Resources and the Voluntary 
Sector and Divisional Director of Finance urgently revisit these estimates. The 
council should explore whether those other London Boroughs that are 
significant beneficiaries of NHB are also assuming they will receive a fifth of 
the 2021/22 funding in 2022/23 and nothing at all in 2023/24, and report back 
on this to the Mayor and Cabinet. 

1.12. We also urge the Mayor and Lead Member to reflect upon the 
appropriateness of the proposal to simply place this in reserves instead of 
using it to ease the financial burden on residents struggling financially during 
the economic crisis brought on by the pandemic. 

Recommendation 1B: Scrutiny to review the council’s approach to 
commercialisation and income generation. 

1.13. In further discussions, the Committee reflected that more could be done in 
income generation, and that the Budget paper does identify this opportunity: 
‘Income generation opportunities including through a more commercial 
approach’. Scrutiny has not yet seen the detail of this commercial approach. 

Fees and Charges 

Recommendation 2: Review approach to comparing increases (i.e. percentage vs 
absolute - £/p); establish a method to understand impact on affected residents and 
communities for this annual process BEFORE making decisions, or even proposing 
changes. 
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1.14. The Committee considered that increases for resident parking permits (up to 
135% increase) and market traders (up to 263% increase) are significant and 
inconsistent – with little empirical justification for the specific increases 
proposed. 

1.15. The Committee noted that proposed increases to fees and charges are 
predicated on the level of inflation (CPI as a key factor), then service demand, 
projected cost of services, benchmarking with other local authorities and 
impact of economic factors, including COVID-19, on the council’s residents.  
However, the Committee suggested there needs to be much greater clarity for 
justifying increases above CPI. 

1.16. The Cabinet Member for Resources and the Voluntary Sector reflected that 
evaluation of fees and charges based on percentage increases alone does 
not provide a well-rounded view.  The Committee agrees, and challenges the 
Cabinet Member and her services to develop a better method in determining 
increases in the first instance, and then presenting them clearly in a public 
report so that residents and communities can understand the logic in 
proposed specific increases.  Where the justification is to balance fees and 
charges income against the costs of providing a service, e.g. street markets, 
then more information needs to be supplied as to the actual income and costs 
of each service so that the increase in charges can be more easily 
understood. 

1.17. The Committee continues to be concerned about our understanding of 
impacts on individuals (particularly those with protected characteristics) and 
communities, and doesn’t feel that sufficient impact assessment is being done 
to enable evidence-based decision-making. 

1.18. As the Committee has said previously, there are several models that can be 
used to quantify and measure impact. The Centre for Public Scrutiny 
recommends the ‘Nesta’ model for instance. 

1.19. In further discussions, the Committee continues to be concerned about raising 
fees and charges, and proposing savings, in such unprecedented times for 
communities. Putting impact measurement systems in place will allow the 
council to demonstrate value and justify its decisions to the public. 

COVID-19 recovery 

Recommendation 3: Looking beyond the council’s response, and into recovery – 
ensuring infrastructure, services and staff are planning to support communities and 
residents in dealing with the expected economic shock which will last for 
months/years. 

1.20. The Budget paper recognises the COVID-19 dimension to the council’s 
activities in 2020 and the cost of our COVID-19 response – referencing some 
items such as the rise in cost to Local Council Tax Reduction Scheme of £5m, 
and how the pandemic has impacted the business rates income – a £10.2m 
deficit. 
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1.21. The Committee considered that a further view is needed, for medium term 
impacts on residents and communities as they manage economic shock 
which are still unfolding – and services and infrastructure need to be planning 
for the next economic shock, particularly once furloughs and payment 
holidays end. 

Recommendation 3A: Provide further poverty relief by making up to £100k 
available (one-off for 2021-22) to foodbanks who are under financial pressures in 
meeting community needs; and expand the Resident Support Grant to £150k (one-
off for 2021-22) for vulnerable people to access – funded from additional £7m New 
Homes Bonus which is earmarked for reserves. 

1.22. Further, the Committee considers that given the continued and, in many 
cases, amplified tragedies in Tower Hamlets, there is responsibility for the 
council to respond accordingly and provide poverty relief in recognition and 
response to current hardship. 

1.23. The Committee suggests £100k is made available to foodbanks in recognition 
that they are under financial pressure to continue to provide support to those 
in need of food; and an expanded sum of £150k is available for the Resident 
Support payments programme again recognising that there are people in dire 
need of support – and that both should be funded from the £7m New Homes 
Bonus proposed to be put into reserves. 

Recommendation 3B: Given the continuing pandemic conditions, scrutiny would 
like to see evidence that decisions made last year to reduce funding services and be 
more self-sustaining under normal circumstances, are now no longer viable, and 
need reviewing including mitigation approaches. 

1.24. The Committee discussed whether the council understands the impacts of 
previous reductions to services in the context of new proposed changes and 
COVID-19, and how the resilience of communities is now reduced. For 
example, last year’s decision that the Community Learning Service should 
operate more sustainably, is now not possible in pandemic conditions. 

1.25. The Committee reflected that unmet savings from previous years continue to 
impact the current budget, and along with the pandemic severely impacting 
communities, there needs to be more focus and recognition of these aspects 
to the council’s approach. 

Budget information 

Recommendation 4: Include more detail on assumptions, actuals (past 
quarters’/years’ budget headline numbers) and risks (HRA project breakdown and 
consultants’ reports and reviews) to provide better context for budget proposals; this 
includes service/function budgets (i.e. more resolution than directorate) so that 
multiple impacts within portfolios can be better viewed and cumulative impacts to 
resident and communities can evaluated. 

1.26. The budget presented to Cabinet on 6 January was without HRA, capital 
programme details and assets proposals. In future years, the budget papers 
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should be presented to the Committee as a complete draft budget prior to 
the scrutiny meeting so that the budget proposals can be holistically 
scrutinised. 

1.27. No actual historical information has been provided for comparison purposes 
(as even 2020/21 is based on that year’s budget). When asked why, the 
response was that the departmental structure had changed making year on 
year comparison difficult. But this ignores three points: 

1. Income can still be compared with previous years - it is only the 
departmental cost structure that changed 

2. Costs can be broken down in other ways e.g. total staff costs, total 
utilities, etc, to allow year on year comparison in other ways 

3. It should be possible to isolate those functions which moved 
departments in both actuals and budget to allow comparisons at a 
more detailed level and not all departments changed structure 

1.28. We should have at least the last two years of actual income and costs 
2019/20 and 2018/19 as a comparison (as 2020/21 will be such a strange 
year it might make sense to only include the original budget for this year). 

1.29. In further discussions by the Committee, it is felt that more information is 
needed regarding a budget breakdown of HRA projects – with clarity sought 
about the phase 2 infill – there is substantial risk identified in Cabinet’s 
September 2020 Capital Programme report.  

1.30. Also, Savills reports are mentioned throughout but their findings are not 
presented regarding the 1k new homes. For transparency it is important to 
understand which projects are delivered by which housing companies. 
Finally, regarding asset transfer, there is a need to understand what risk 
there is for specific projects and what this means for different vehicles, and 
the impact on 30 year plan. 

Recommendation 4A: Progress the minimal, essential elements of budget setting 
now, but delay major decisions until more information is available to better 
understand impacts and respond in the summer. 

1.31. The Committee reflected that even at the national level there are difficulties 
in setting a budget during such a volatile environment impacted by the 
pandemic, with the Chancellor delaying the Spending Review until the 
summer At this point we will be better placed to understand budget allocation 
for local government. 

Council Tax Reduction scheme 

Recommendation 5: Improve Council Tax Support offer for self-employed residents 

1.32. The Committee discussed with the Cabinet Member for Resources and the 
Voluntary Sector at the outset of the pandemic about the impact of the 
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lockdown on their income after the Chancellor had announced a £500m 
Council Tax Hardship Fund in his March Budget.  Members noted that the 
government had suspended its use of the Minimum Income Floor (MIF) to 
determine entitlement to Universal Credit.  It was understood that self-
employed residents would be similarly helped through the council’s own 
Council Tax Reduction Scheme. 

1.33. However, claimants have been required to apply under the Section 13A relief 
from Council Tax provisions, which require a very strict and intrusive 
assessment of their expenditure as well as their income. 

1.34. The Committee considered that the extra £4.2m provided was insufficient to 
cover the extra costs incurred by the Council Tax Support (CTS) scheme 
given an estimated extra 3000 claimants; and that there is insufficient 
financial support for self-employed residents at this time of financial crisis. 

1.35. The Committee suggests that the council needs to have a better 
understanding of the number of self-employed CTS claimants who have 
benefitted from becoming entitled to CTS or via the section 13A relief route, 
and what last year’s £4.2m Hardship Fund was used for. 

Risk Management 

Recommendation 6: Scrutiny should be sighted on the risk management approach 
that is to be tabled (Treasury Management Strategy) at Audit Committee – the TMS 
is fundamental to the annual budget approach and setting the MTFS. 

1.36. The global economy has shifted significantly in 2020 and it would be expected 
that changes continue to unfold in 2021 and beyond. Therefore, details 
around borrowing and investment performance for 2020 and projections into 
next year are of particular interest. 

1.37. The Committee reflected that in order to scrutinise the council’s complete 
financial position, review of the proposed Treasury Management Strategy is 
essential. 

1.38. Further, the Committee requested further details around the HRA and capital 
programme and noted that the changes between the 23 September, 6 
January and 27 January Cabinet meetings needed further consideration. 
There was concern expressed at the lack of the detail within the proposals 
regarding the council’s housing vehicles, specifically in respect of risk 
modelling. A further report on the progress of the vehicles and their impact 
should be submitted to the Committee. 

Social Care Grant 

Recommendation 7: Use the Social Care Grant to delay the implementation of key 
savings proposals 

1.39. The sum of £2.9m provided as Social Care Grant over and above the £9m 
originally expected – making a total of £12.3m in 2021. The Committee 
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agrees that this sum will not fill the deficit in Adults Services budgets caused 
by demographic pressures and cannot therefore be a substitute for utilising 
the maximum 3% Adult Social Care Precept recommended by the Chancellor. 

1.40. However, the Committee could not clearly reference £2.9m in 2022/23 and 
2023/24. This needs to be included to more accurately represents funding in 
the MTFS. Like the New Homes Bonus Grant, the Committee considers this is 
overly-conservative, given past experience with the SCG and the Better Care 
Fund, and more accurately presenting income/funding. 

1.41. The Committee asks the Cabinet to use part of this additional sum to delay 
the implementation of any changes to those services (i.e. new savings 
proposals for 2021-22) with impacts on service users, particularly vulnerable 
people. 

1.42. The Committee suggests a delay should apply to the following proposals: 

 Early Years’ Service 

 Education and Partnerships Service 

 Day Opportunities 

 Substance Misuse services 
 
1.43. A moratorium or delay would better allow council to understand impacts on 

residents, and allow time for a redesign of services to meet needs and provide 
best support to those who need it most. 

1.44. On 8 February 2021, the Health and Adult Scrutiny Sub-Committee raised 
questions regarding Grant Thornton’s recommendation around 2021/2022 
budget savings proposals and at the time of this report the Committee were 
awaiting an update. The Committee noted that in future, the schedule for 
budget scrutiny should take into consideration the timing of sub-committee 
meetings, so that recommendations can align with the Committee’s budget 
recommendations. 

Savings 

Recommendation 8: The Committee asks that Cabinet consider the 
recommendations arising from a scrutiny challenge session on Revised Approach for 
IDEA Stores and Library Service held on 28 January  

1.45. The Committee questioned whether the time is right for such a substantial 
change to library services, as was proposed in the public consultation ending 
29 January. 

1.46. The Committee has already drafted recommendations as a result of the 
scrutiny challenge session held on 28 January. 
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Other recommendations – raised in previous years: 

A. Start the Budget setting process earlier 

1.47. The Committee believes that the public consultation process should begin 
earlier to allow for a longer lead time to consider and reflect consultation 
feedback from local residents, members, partners and businesses. 

B. That the Annual Budget and MTFS reflects the council’s priorities, specifically 

matching spend, funding and savings to Strategic Plan and Borough Plan 

priorities and outcomes – including assessment of beneficial and adverse 

impacts at the proposal stage 

1.48. The Committee’s responsibility in scrutinising the budget includes questioning 
how the proposed spending plans fit with the council’s overall aims, objectives 
and priorities. Current budget proposals do not go beyond referring to the 
Strategic Plan in the introduction, and do not link the budget approach (for all 
elements such as funding, reserves, savings) for 2021-22 to the delivery of 
LBTH priorities and outcomes. 
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2. Approach to Budget Scrutiny 

2.1. Budget scrutiny is aligned to the council’s annual budget process, which starts 
with challenging how the budget has been constructed (i.e. during budget 
setting) before it is agreed. 

2.2. The Overview and Scrutiny Committee undertakes quarterly monitoring of the 
budget and engages regularly with the Cabinet Member for Resources and 
the Voluntary Sector as a key component of its work programme. 

2.3. The Scrutiny Lead for Resources engages the Resources Directorate to 
understand and query the budget setting processes and relevant budget 
policies. 

2.4. In setting the budget for the upcoming 2021-22 financial year, the Committee 
was asked to provide their budget scrutiny report earlier than usual: before 
Cabinet’s consideration of the final draft budget on 27 January, and 
submission to Full Council on 24 February. 

2.5. Recommendations in this report are based on the Committee’s discussions at 
the Budget Scrutiny meeting held on 11 January, where Scrutiny Members 
reviewed proposed Fees and Charges for 2021-22, the 2021-22 Budget 
position (particularly funding, savings and reserves) and the longer term 
MTFS over the next three years. 

 

Pre-decision Scrutiny Questions – Cabinet 6 January and 27 
January 2021 

2.6. The Committee looks at decisions before they are made by Cabinet. This is 
an important opportunity to challenge assumptions, consider what risks might 
arise from decisions, and influence decisions.  Scrutiny members bring a 
different perspective to the decision-making process than that provided by 
Cabinet members or officers, which can help decisions to be more robust. 

2.7. Ahead of the draft budget considered by Cabinet on 6 January and the 
revised Budget papers on 27 January, the Committee tabled a number of pre-
decision scrutiny questions. These and their answers can be found at 
Appendix 1. 

 

OSC Budget Briefing 

2.8. On 7 January 2021, the Committee received a briefing from the Cabinet 
Member for Resources and the Voluntary Sector, Cllr Ronald and officers on 
business rates, COVID-funding and gaps, and Council Tax support. 
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2.9. The Committee heard how the Business Rates Retention Scheme works, and 
the impact of a reset on the baseline funding level, tariff to be paid back to the 
government, and the Council’s budget. 

2.10. The Committee was also briefed on how business rates are calculated and 
the challenges and variation in this funding stream which makes budget 
forecasting difficult.  The impact of the pandemic on collection rates and net 
collectable debit was also highlighted. 

2.11. Lastly, the Committee heard about the Council Tax Reduction Scheme and 
about the overall costs of the scheme, over MTFS years, and the mechanisms 
for determining eligibility for residents. 

 

OSC Budget Scrutiny Sessions 

2.12. On 11 January 2021, the Committee held its budget scrutiny session with time 
spent discussing: 

 Fees and Charges proposed for 2021-22 

 Budget proposals, including the MTFS 

 Focus on two areas given their impact on the budget: Health, Adults and 
Community; and Children and Culture 

2.13. Further details of these discussions and key issues can be found in the 
minutes of the meeting on the council website here. 

2.14. On 1 February, the Overview and Scrutiny Committee held a follow-up budget 
scrutiny session to review Cabinet’s 27 January amendments to the council’s 
2021-22 Budget Report and Medium Term Financial Strategy 2021-24, with a 
particular focus on the capital programme and new section on Housing 
Revenue Account. 

2.15. Further details of these discussions and key issues can be found in the 
minutes of the meeting on the council website here. 
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Appendix 1. Budget Pre-decision Scrutiny Questions and responses 

Cabinet – 6 January 2021 
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Further questions asked, and responses received after Cabinet on 6 January 2021: 

Item 6.2 The Council's 2021-22 Budget Report and Medium-Term Financial Strategy 2021-24 

Questions Response 

Q1 The report does not make clear the impact of 
the large COVID deficit in 2020/21 that the Council 
has repeatedly advertised e.g. in its press release 
of 5th August 2020. See points made in 3.5.45. 
Why not? will the budget be updated once this is 
available? 

The government has provided further funding since August 2020, including 
contributing towards the 2020-21 Collection Fund deficit for Business Rates and 
Council Tax, however, there remains considerable uncertainty around the pandemic 
with potential further waves of the virus.  Some Covid extra costs and reduced income 
such as fees and charges are, in the main, short-term pressures which would call on 
reserves in year (if not funded fully by government or mitigated).  The Covid effect on 
the 2020-21 Council Tax and Business Rates Collection Fund deficit impacts the 
Council over 2021-24 and this has been accounted for in the Council Tax and 
Business Rates income for these years in the MTFS, as well as the medium term 
impact of Covid on previous assumptions around collection rates, tax base growth, 
exemptions/discounts and rating changes. 

Q2 Can the Council provide a summary of where it 
has made a worst-case funding assumption? e.g. 
New Homes Bonus ending but with no change to 
other grants programmes 

The Council uses mid-case (prudent) estimates, including cross-checking against 
independent analyses of funding assumptions. 

Q3 The MTFS data in the 1st column for 2020/21 
of Appendix 2 does this exclude the direct impact 
of COVID on costs and funding? if yes, see 
question 1 

Yes.  The new 2021-24 three years budget is built from the starting point of the 
previously agreed 2020-21 budget. 

Q7 Business rates - can we have a breakdown of 
the assumptions behind the fall in business rates 
income? 

The MTFS estimates a 6% reduction in 2021-22 due to the impact of the Covid-19 
pandemic.  The MTFS also estimates the Council share of the 2020-21 deficit to be 
£10.2m (which gives £0.85m per annum to be repaid over the three years 2021-24, 
being 25% after the government provides funding for 75% of the deficit).  The MTFS 
also estimates that the business rates reset will increase the tariff from £6.0m in 2021-
22 to £20.6m in 2022-23 (and therefore decreases retained income in 2022-23 and 
ongoing). 
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Q7 Why is the cost of the Local Council Tax 
Reduction Scheme not shown (or presented as a 
reduction in funding) given how large the number 
have now become? can these be added to the 
MTFS summary as a sub-total. 

The Council Tax Collection Fund is affected by a combination of multiple factors 
including the council tax base (the number of properties adjusted for exemptions and 
discounts), the rate of charge per property and the collection rate.  Therefore, the 
LCTRS as well as the other factors are all included in the modelling to estimate the 
Council Tax Collection Fund income figure. 

Q8 The "Core spending power” analysis published 
by MHCLG on the 17th December 2020 suggests 
a 12% increase in funding available to LBTH in 
2021/22 compared to 2015/16 (inflation has also 
been about 12% in that period suggesting funding 
has remained flat once inflation is included & a per 
capita decrease). Does LBTH agree with this? 

The Core Spending Power (CSP) calculation by government includes an assumption 
that councils will increase council tax by the maximum levels allowed by government 
before requiring local referendums, increasing taxation at a local level to replace 
funding previously funded by central government. 
The CSP does not reflect the changes to Settlement Funding Assessment made for 
authorities with increased Business Rates Retention arrangements. 
The CSP calculation includes the allocation of some short-term grant funding and 
excludes other service specific grants, which also reduces the accuracy of using CSP 
to demonstrate overall funding comparisons between years.   
A flat level of funding (or per capita decrease) would signify that funding has not kept 
pace with increasing levels of need and complexity of need such as for adult social 
care.   

Q9 Please correct the error in 3.5.26 p29, TH has 
every year received the highest NHB in the 
country not one of the highest 

In the final 2019-20 allocations, the Year 9 payment to Newham was £4.215m and 
Tower Hamlets was £3.812m.  Therefore, excluding legacy payments, Tower Hamlets 
does not always receive the highest allocation in any one year. 

Q1. Has the public health grant been considered 
as a funding option for the Key Stage Two 
extension of Free School Meals? If so, is it 
included in the review options going to the 27th 
January Cabinet meeting? 

Yes, the Public Health Grant has been considered and will continue to provide a 
significant contribution towards ensuring Free School Meals for all our primary school 
pupils. In addition (at 3.5.30 in the Cabinet Report) it is being recommended that the 
New Homes Bonus reserve is utilised to fund the Key Stage Two extension of Free 
School Meals until the end of 2023-24 at an estimated cost of £2m per annum (in 
addition to the £1m per annum funding from the Public Health grant). 

Q2. How has the Disabled Facilities Grants and 
Care and Support Specialised Housing Fund been 
incorporated in the MTF? 

These funds are both for capital spend.  The Council’s capital programme takes 
account of the Disabled Facilities Grant.  The Care and Support Specialised Housing 
Fund has been managed for London by the Greater London Authority (GLA). 

Q3. Section 3.5.37 - 0-5 Specialist Community 
Public Health Nursing (Health Visiting) - in contract 
efficiency saving: could you outline what would be 

We have discussed this with the provider and the saving will be made primarily 
through savings from estates efficiencies (e.g.  exploring colocation with Children’s 
Centres). This will be a recurrent saving. 
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included in the contract efficiency saving and why 
this is considered a one-off cost for 20/21 only. 

 

Q4. Section 3.5.43 Covid-19 Support Grants - 
What is the forecasted overspend broken down 
over the below identified areas of the non-ring 
fenced Covid-19 emergency grant and could the 
public health grant be earmarked to include the 
shortfall forecasted? 
Non-ringfenced Covid-19 emergency grant 
(£38.1m); 
Test, Track and Contain Grants (£3.6m); 
Contain Outbreak Management Fund (£2.7m); 
Council Tax Hardship Fund (£4.4m); 
Next Steps Accommodation Programmes (3.3m); 
Infection Control (£2.0m for care homes support) 

The Covid-19 pandemic situation is still changing and therefore the full impact of 
costs and reduced income are not known at this time, and further new tranches of 
funding may be announced.  MHCLG collects national information on costs and 
reduced income from local authorities and it is hoped that the government will fully 
recompense local authorities for the financial impact of Covid-19.  The non-ringfenced 
Covid-19 emergency grant is expected to be fully allocated, as are the Test, Track 
and Contain Grants, Contain Outbreak Management Fund and Infection Control.   
The Council Tax Hardship Fund is insufficient to meet the increased cost of the Local 
Council Tax Reduction Scheme (LCTRS) (which has risen from £26.7m in 2019-20 to 
an estimated £31.8m in 2020-21).  The LCTRS costs are taken account of as part of 
the Council Tax Collection Fund income assumptions for 2021-24 in the MTFS.   
Next Steps Accommodation – additional Covid related rough sleepers spend of £3.4m 
is forecast.  This fully utilises the £820k Next Steps Accommodation Programme 
(Short Term) grant and the £13k Rough Sleepers Grant.  The remaining £2.6m 
pressure would need to be funded through the non-ringfenced emergency grant 
and/or an amount of the £2.5m Next Steps Accommodation Programme (Long Term) 
grant (which is intended for costs incurred from 2020-21 to 2023-24. 

Q5 - What are the risks of Capital borrowing - 
£0.109m (21-22) and £1.271m (22-23) to fund an 
increase in borrowing costs to support the capital 
programme? And in the 27th January cabinet 
meeting will detail of the risk mitigation be included 
in the report?   

There is a risk related to borrowing costs not being met. This risk is mitigated through 
the fact the council has built in necessary budgets relating to borrowing costs within 
medium term financial plans.  
There is also a risk related to timing of borrowing which could impact the associated 
interest rates of borrowing. This risk is mitigated through plans within the treasury 
management strategy. 

Q6 - Section 3.10.09 - Please could a copy of the 
"long term recovery plan for high needs" which 
you state "has been reviewed and accepted by the 
Department for Education" be circulated with the 
budget note to cabinet? 

Previously sent to OSC members 22 January 2021 
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Q7 - As part of the budget note to cabinet could 
the EIA for the SAV / HAC 004 / 21-22, Integrated 
Commissioning Staffing Reductions be circulated? 

The integrated commissioning staffing reductions have already been made and were 
delivered through a combination of vacant posts and voluntary redundancies. The EIA 
is attached. 

Q8 - Regarding saving SAV / CHI 009 / 21-22 and 
SAV / CHI 010 / 21-22: has the risk that 
redistributing this funding may impact on the DSG 
and that the Schools Forum may therefore choose 
to review the services, been factored into the 
redistribution of saving? Could you outline in the 
services which are being redistribution to the 
DSG? What is the threshold for an EIA to be 
considered for savings such as these? 

The services that are included are services that the LA has a statutory duty to provide 
primarily funded through the central block of the DSG. They are not discretionary 
services and therefore we would not expect the Schools Forum to be in a position to 
review the service and not make the saving however at the same time we want to 
ensure a clear and transparent relationship with Schools so both sides are clear on 
what the appropriate duties and funding are. There appears to have been an 
expectation from schools historically that a statutory provision should be met from 
general fund when that would not be the case for the majority of school related costs. 

Q9. Section 3.10.14 regarding the latest DSG 
allocation over the funding blocks for 2021-22. 
What was the reason for including the previously 
separately funded teacher's pay and pensions 
grants of £9.793 m? 

The Department for Education have rolled the previously separately funded grants 
into the DSG baseline so on initial review it looks like a larger DSG increase than is 
actually the case.  The information has been presented in this may to illustrate the 
actual overall cash increase. 

Q10. Why is the cabinet being asked to agree the 
budget note on the Housing revenue Account 
(HRA) Rent Setting Summary while the three-year 
Capital Programme 2021-24 will be included in the 
MTFS Cabinet report on 27 January 2021? 

HRA rental income funds revenue expenditure (as well as the borrowing cost of 
capital expenditure) and forms an integral part of the HRA budget and business plan 
(and therefore earlier agreement of the inflationary increase is good practice to allow 
the finalisation of the HRA budget). 

Q11. What are the "key aspirations" which require 
a Capital Programme additional Council borrowing 
(revenue cost) of £0.1m (21-22) and £1.3m (22-
23) so that a growth budget has been included in 
the MTFS to fund borrowing costs. 

The increased borrowing requirement has resulted from the council’s commitment to 
deliver a new school for George Green on its existing site and the need to fund an 
annual rolling programme to ensure that the council’s assets are maintained to avoid 
deterioration, to address ongoing health and safety requirements and meet statutory 
duties. 

Q12. The LGA has stated "that the Government 
should match the growth in public health grant to 
growth in overall NHS funding under the Long-
Term Plan. This means the public health grant 
would have to increase to at least £3.9 billion by 

The MTFS estimates that the PH grant will increase from £35.4m (2021-22) to £35.9m 
(2022-23) and to £36.6m (2023-24).  The 2021-22 allocation for the Council has not 
been confirmed to date and Public Health would need to fund inflationary growth in 
staffing and commissioned services costs before consideration of allocating funds to 
new services. 
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2024/25." Has the council factored in that there 
could be growth to the public health fund and if so, 
which services could be reviewed so as to 
minimise cuts? 

Q13 - Could you confirm the amount of Improved 
Better Care Fund for 2021-22 in 6.2.3A Appendix 
3 - Draft New Growth Proposals Summary? 

The MTFS estimates an Improved Better Care Fund allocation of £16.316m for 2021-
22. 

6.2.2 Appendix 2 - Medium Term Financial 
Strategy 2020-2024 Detail by Service Area, item 
6.2  
Q4 Can we add a 2019/20 summary column to 
Appendix 2 so that we can see the progression 
over time as well as a have a year for comparison 
not affected by COVID? I have not been able to 
find ‘final' 2019/20 results in an MTFS format 
anywhere 

The 2021-24 MTFS Appendix 2 shows budget movements from the current 2020-21 
budgets to demonstrate the impact of previously agreed and new proposed growth 
and savings for the next three years on the current budgets for each directorate.  The 
current budgets include target adjustments (budget movements between directorates) 
during the year, such as for centralisation of support services, and therefore a 
comparison of directorate budgets with 2019-20 would be affected by these internal 
changes and not reflect a comparison on the same bases.  Please refer to the 
response to Q1 of Item 6.2 above regarding the impact of Covid on in-year short-term 
financial pressures versus medium term financial strategy budgeting. 

Q5 Inflation - CPIH is currently 0.6% as at 
November 2020 versus 1.5% a year ago but the 
inflation assumptions have not changed and 
remain at £6.5 million for 2021/22. The inflation 
budget for 2020/21 was £7.5 million but inflation 
fell in 2020/21 (MTFS now says £3,669). Can we 
have some analysis confirming the benefit in 2020 
from CPI falling and the impact on the MTFS and 
what this means for 2021/22? 

Regarding pay inflation, the Spending Review 2020 has indicated that the 
government will not provide funding for a 2021-22 pay increase, except for an 
increase for those under £24,000 per annum of at least £250, however the pay award 
agreement may agree an increase (which the Council would need to provide funding 
for).   
Regarding non-pay inflation, individual contracts will have inflation clauses within 
them which state what inflation measure (and which reference month is used for this) 
or other measure (e.g. London Living Wage for homecare) or fixed percentage or 
fixed amount the contract value will be increased by.  Therefore, a short-term 
decrease in CPI/RPI may not decrease the contractual inflation requirement. 

Q6 3.6.5 salary inflation. Can we have a summary 
for the last 3 years + plus 2021/22 of agreed 
salary increases versus CPIH inflation - so that we 
can see how Council staff pay has changed 
relative to inflation 

2018-19 Non-teachers’ pay award average increase = 3.06% 
2018-19 CPIH inflation at September 2018 = 2.2% 
 
2019-20 Non-teachers’ pay award average increase = 3.75% 
2019-20 CPIH inflation at September 2019 = 1.7% 
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2020-21 Non-teachers’ pay award average increase = 2.75% 
2020-21 CPIH inflation at September 2020 = 0.7% 
 
2021-22 Non-teachers’ pay award is not yet agreed. 
 

Q10 p91 What does the 50th anniversary of the 
independence of Bangladeshi have to do with 
LBTH? 

Tower Hamlets has the largest Bangladeshi population in the UK and a reputation for 
celebrating and supporting Bengali culture. The 50th Anniversary of the 
Independence of Bangladesh is a significant event for our Bengali residents (32% of 
our population). This commemorative event provides a platform for the council to 
engage with local Bengali arts and cultural organisations to celebrate Bengali culture 
with other residents across the borough and supports Strategic Outcome 8 (People 
feel they are part of a cohesive and vibrant community). 
The borough has a history of supporting equalities-based events to tackle hate crime 
and support cohesion including Black History Month, Chinese New Year, St George’s 
Day etc as well Language Movement Day (Martyrs Day) and the Boishakhi Mela. 
Whilst we are unable to deliver events for Martyrs Day this year (and unable to carry 
out the Mela), the 50th Anniversary provides a focus for the borough to support 
awareness of Bengali culture and promote cohesion. 

Q11 p91 Was an attempt made to seek funding 
from Hackney Council to continue the fireworks? 

Hackney Council has previously stated that they will not provide financial support for 
any events or contribute to the upkeep of Victoria Park. No additional requests for 
funding from Hackney council have been sought, given their position on this matter. 

Q12 What has been the average pay increase 
been for those residents of LBTH in work in the 
last year? 

We do not hold that data. 

Appendix 4 - Savings proposals 21/22 to 23/24  

SAV/ RES/ 007 - What are the council’s Change 
programmes? 
 
 

The council currently has three corporate change programmes which are: 
 

 Frontline Services- focussed on modernising the way we deliver services to the 
community and how people can access them.  This includes putting more 
services online whilst ensuring that those who are digitally excluded are 
effectively supported to access services, as well as changing the way we 
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deliver to maximise efficiency and improve outcomes. 

 Support Services- focussed on improving and streamlining our back-office 
functions. 

 Digital- focussed on modernising our IT systems to support improved delivery.   
 

SAV/ RES/ 003 - What are the plans for these 
assets to be alternatively or additionally used?     
 

Full options appraisals and plans for any building fully or partially released as a result 
of this proposal will be developed once the outcome of the public consultation is 
known and a decision is taken on whether to close or reduce hours at any of the 
Library/Idea Stores.  However, we understand that some of these sites have historical 
and community significance.  It is our intention to pursue options that would keep 
these buildings within our property portfolio but generate an income stream to offset 
the costs of maintaining the asset. 
 

SAV/ PLA/ 009 - What is the MHCLG’s current 
assessments of LBTH’s homelessness prevention 
rates? When and how will investment be made 
into this service to achieve this savings? 

The Council’s success rate for homelessness prevention and  relief is published in the 
self-reported statutory returns which Tower Hamlets submits  to government. 
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-homelessness. 
Typically, the rate of prevention and relief  success is calculated by MHCLG as a 
proportion of all outcomes. 
 
In the last published figures – April-June 2020 – the borough  recorded a prevention 
success rate of 38.6%  For the same period, the prevention success rate was 58%  
across England and 51% for the whole of London respectively.   
 In the last published figures – April-June 2020 – the borough  recorded a Relief 
success rate of 39%.  The service has been opening far more cases each quarter 
than it closes which the service is working to rectify, e.g. the Prevention and Relief 
Duty was accepted for 527 cases in April-June 2020 whilst the respective duty was 
ended and outcomes reported on only 355 cases. Calculating successful outcomes 
as a  proportion of cases opened, then, the borough’s prevention rate in April-June 
2020 was 36% and the borough  achieved a Relief success rate of 21%. 
 
Investment to achieve savings will take two forms and will be required from April 
2021: 
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1 – funding for cash incentives to significantly increase the supply of PRS units 
available to prevent and relieve homelessness    
2 - funding for additional staffing (homelessness prevention caseworkers, PRS 
procurement specialists, TA income recovery officers, dedicated TA move-on officers, 
employment ben cap adviser, service manager). 

SAV/ PLA/ 001 - Can income from this proposal 
only stay within the Directorate Service? 

 

The Council operates a separate Controlled Parking Account in accordance with s.55 
of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 (as amended by the 1991 Road Traffic Act), 
the costs of which are incorporated within the income and expenditure for Highways, 
Roads and Transport Services.  
   
This account records all income and expenditure attributable to on-street parking 
activities, including enforcement.  The account may incur a deficit in the year, in which 
case this deficit must be made good from the General Fund at the year end.  The use 
of any surplus is prescribed by legislation and is restricted largely to reinvestment 
within the service and highways and transportation initiatives, therefore restricting the 
availability of income from the additional mobile cameras outside of the Place 
Directorate. 

SAV /HAC/ 015 - £105k to close Health E1 
Homelessness Drug and Alcohol Service 
What alternative pathways are available for these 
service users? are they appropriate to their 
needs? 

The Reset Homelessness Drug and Alcohol Service (RHDAS) caters for individuals 
with identified substance misuse needs, who are street-homeless or in unstable 
accommodation, and is delivered within the Health E1 primary care service 
commissioned by Integrated Commissioning. It is an enhanced service for this cohort 
in that it allows service users to access substance misuse treatment and have primary 
health care needs met within a ‘one stop’ treatment setting. 
 
Following the decommissioning of RHDAS, the cohort will continue to have their 
general primary health care needs met within Health E1 Primary Care Service.  
Substance misuse needs/treatment will be met within the Tower Hamlets generic 
substance misuse pathway delivered within Reset (Tower Hamlets Adult Treatment 
Service).  
 
The cohort are amongst those most difficult to engage and retain in treatment. The 
enhanced service that this cohort currently receive, within RHDAS is designed to 
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support both the engagement and retention of these service users.  To mitigate the 
impact of not having a specialist pathway, the Reset service will deliver more 
‘flexibility’ for this group of service users as part of its delivery of an appropriate level 
of evidence-based substance misuse treatment for adults in Tower Hamlets. The 
recent success of the Tower Hamlets bid for funding from the PHE Rough Sleeping 
Substance Misuse Treatment Fund will further allow for an enhanced treatment 
pathway for this cohort. This will further mitigate risks from the decommissioning of 
this service.    
 

Can we have more details of the bid for Reset 
Enhanced Rough Sleeping Pathway for women. 
What is the size of the grant bid for, how does it 
differ from the service currently on offer and when 
will LBTH know whether the bid has been 
successful? 

We were informed at the end of December 2020 that Tower Hamlets Council were 
successful in our bid for funding from the Rough Sleeping Drug and Alcohol 
Treatment Grant.  We were awarded a grant of £615,285 in year one, and funding is 
guaranteed for at least two years.    
 
Our trauma informed model of delivery for this new pathway will include a ‘ring fenced’ 
resource for those sleeping rough or at risk of sleeping rough. The pathway will 
include: 

 ‘ring fenced’ clinical access 

 Specialised ‘rough sleeper’ engagement and retention workers. These will offer 

end to end engagement with the cohort. 

 Assertive Outreach 

 Specialised Rough Sleeper Navigators.  Women that sleep rough have specific 

needs due to risks of violence/abuse and mental health. We will mitigate against 

this lack of specific support through a dedicated Women’s Navigator role within the 

pathway. 

 Clinical Psychologist to offer case work and to develop the wider workforce in 

delivery of a trauma informed approach. 

 

SAV/ HAC/ 009 -Please can we have a list of all 
the programmes this fund and their measured 
outcomes? 

 
From the evaluation by the University of East London (UEL) – activity 
from October 2018 to September 2020  
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Activity category Types of 
activities 

Number 
of 

resident-
led 

activities 

Minimum 
number of 
occasions 
activities 
were held 

Minimum 
number of 

attendances 

1. Physical 
wellbeing 

37 15 572 4,420 

2. Connecting local 
communities and 
partnerships 

79 29 277 2,169 

3. Food security 6 4 10 40 

4. Wider 
experiences/tasters 

75 23 83 4,350 

5. Environmental 
improvements 

8 7 43 123 

6. Project 
governance 

43 29 263 625 

7. Arts and craft 
activities 

9 5 63 483 

8. Knowledge 
exchange 

43 13 167 1,260 

9. Emotional 
wellbeing support 

6 2 87 737 

TOTALS 306 127 1,565 14,167 
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Data from Jan 2020 to Dec 2020 (from March re-deployment to Covid related 
activities) 
 

 

Grand  
Total 

Number of registered contacts with the programme (Total 
contacts) 8994 

Number of unique participants  4017 

Number of Repeat contacts  2471 

Total number of volunteers 291 

Registrations  664 

People involved in steering groups  50 

 
Evaluation findings 
 
The draft evaluation by University of East London has highlighted that the programme 
has supported 300 types of activities with over 1500 sessions that have been run by, 
for and with residents with 14,000 attendances across the most deprived 
neighbourhoods in the borough. The evaluation is shaped around systematically 
measuring indicators in relation to Outcomes 3, 4, 6, 8 and 9 of the strategic plan. It 
demonstrates the link between resident driven activities linked to their express needs 
around community opportunities, cohesion, security, open space, children and young 
people, cleanliness and communications. The programme has particularly engaged 
Bangladeshi women aged 25-44 (unwaged, likely to be a carer). Participants have 
reported positive shifts in health and wellbeing based on validated measures from the 
Tower Hamlets Together I Statement frameworks. The evaluation concludes that the 
programme ‘has effectively served to build shared understanding of ‘place’, ‘safety’ 
and ‘belonging’ in residents. Focus group work with residents around the next phase 

P
age 35



January 2021 Page 14 of 26 

of CDC has identified four themes of focus – practical support, community 
involvement, information needs and self-development.  
 

SAV/ HAC/ 008 - What are the targets and 
achieved outcomes for all these services over their 
life so far? 
What are the anticipated targets and outcomes 
post saving? 
How is the contract for Reset expected to be 
changed? 

The current Reset service commenced following a procurement exercise in November 
2019.  The new service then underwent a period of mobilisation prior to the outbreak 
of Covid in March 2020.  The treatment system reports on a number of key 
performance and outcome measures. There is a detailed performance management 
outcomes framework.  Below are the performance highlights for Q4 2019 – 2020: 

 Proportion who successfully completed treatment 

Opiate 6.5% (slightly above national average)  
Non-opiate 36.3% (slightly above national average) 
Alcohol 43.0% (above national average) 
 

The impact of the re- procurement and resulting change of provider in Q3 2019/20 
impacted on the successful completion measures in Q1 and Q2 2020/21. While 
alcohol and non-opiate outcomes remain above the national average, opiate 
treatment outcomes decreased below the national average of 5.5%. The latest rate in 
TH was 4.3%. While this impact was expected, the subsequent impact of Covid on the 
substance misuse landscape and the significant increase in new referrals into 
services will impact further on the opiate measure as the service did not discharge 
clients between April and July to mitigate the risks of Covid to service users.  
 
The transfer of the Reset Homelessness Drug and Alcohol Service (RHDAS) opiate 
cohort (around 60 clients) will have some impact on the overall opiate successful 
completions target. While Reset Treatment has around 1,200 opiate clients on their 
case load, an additional 60 opiate clients will make the target more challenging to 
achieve.  
 
The current Reset contract includes a Payment by Results (PBR) element which 
equates to approximately 10% of contract value.  Initial negotiations with the provider 
have concentrated on reducing the PBR payment, to achieve the saving, limiting 
service impact.  The PBR does incentivise providers to achieve a number of key 
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performance indicators, so the DAAT will monitor closely the impact in the reduction in 
PBR to ensure that performance is not impacted. Discussions with the provider are 
ongoing  
 

SAV/ CHI/ 009 - Please can we have a copy of the 
advice stating how and why this can be funded 
from DSG rather than General Fund. Why has this 
saving only been identified now? 

There are specific duties which can be funded from DSG that are allocated to the 
Council to meet its statutory duties, Maintained Schools are also able to de delegate 
funding to support services that are only provided to them. This funding has been 
available in the last two years however was utilised to support the overspend in the 
high needs block. With the increase in the available funding in the high needs block 
and the DfE recognition that overspends may be recovered over a longer period there 
is the opportunity to direct this funding to support services that have previously been 
underwritten by General Fund but are School related costs. 

SAV/CHI/ 001 21-22 on page 2 it says that there is 
no impact on resources available to address 
inequality, but this seems to conflict with the 
information in the Risk and Mitigation section on 
p1. What will be the impact on children who are 
behind in their language acquisition, and how will 
this not impact inequality? 

The support of language acquisition is a key priority in the early years, and this is 
reflected in the professional development for all staff and in the interventions provided 
for some children. The cessation of this additional EP support will reduce specialist 
capacity and may have some impact on language acquisition, however the approach 
taken to ensure all staff have skills to support language development will mitigate this. 
This is an effective model that other local authorities deploy. The wording of the 
Equality Analysis Screening Tool will be reviewed. 
 

SAV/ Chi 005/ 21-22 – The risk section makes 
mention of a possible exponential rise in costs. Are 
we confident that we have the staffing and 
infrastructure in place to make the necessary 
improvements in early help to make these savings 
possible? Further, the EA screening tool has not 
been completed properly. What is the impact on 
front line services? 

Throughout the Covid 19 Pandemic, we have managed to ensure that services have 
been maintained and have managed any changes in demand. The current re-
structure aligns much of the current Youth and Early Help services into the same 
management structure as Children’s Social Care. This should assist in ensuring that 
any additional pressures can be absorbed across the wider service. The EA 
screening tool will be reviewed. 

SAV/ CHI 006/ 21-22 et al – Like several others, 
this saving relies on dampening demand through 
more targeted early help. While this makes sense 
in a BAU context, how can we be assured that this 

The Savings Proposal also recognises that there remains an element of risk in these 
service reductions, particularly at this point. However, so far through-out the pandemic 
our “Looked After” Children numbers have remained stable, and although CP number 
have risen, they remain in line with Statistical neighbours. 
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(and other savings which rely on the same 
rationale) are achievable in the immediate 
aftermath of the Covid-19 Pandemic given the 
increased vulnerability of our young population 
and the increase in poverty which we know 
increases LAC? Further, how does the reduction in 
Early Help Capacity referenced in SAV / CHI 007 / 
21-22 impact on the achievability of this saving? 
Surely, we can’t burn the candle at both ends? 
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Cabinet – 27 January 2021 
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