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EXECUTIVE 

 
10 February 2021 

 
 
5.   2021/22 COUNCIL TAX – COMMENTS FROM PDS COMMITTEES 

 
EXECUTIVE, RESOURCES & CONTRACTS PDS COMMITTEE 
6th January 2021 
 
The report sought approval of the initial draft 2021/22 Budget including the full year 
effect of changes agreed as part of the 2020/21 Council Tax report and savings 
approved during the year with the resultant impact on the Council’s medium term 
“budget gap”.  The report also provided details of the Provisional Local Government 
Finance Settlement 2021/22 which was published on 17 December 2020 and 
represented a one year settlement only following the postponement of the longer-
term Spending Review until 2021.  The outcome of the Fair funding Review and 
Devolution of Business Rates, which could have a significant impact on future 
funding, had been delayed by one year until at least 2022/23.  The Committee noted 
that there were still outstanding issues and areas of uncertainty remaining.  Any 
further updates would be included in the 2021/22 Council Tax report to the next 
meeting of the Executive. 
 
In opening the discussion, the Chairman suggested that it would be helpful for 
service specific PDS Committees to review the individual growth items relating to 
their committees to ensure that robust plans to mitigate were in place. 
 
In response to a question concerning the Beehive Housing Scheme, the Director of 
Finance confirmed that it was a finance lease whereby the Council would end up 
owning the properties at the end. 
 
The Committee noted that in future by default any inflationary increases included in 
contracts would be linked to the consumer price index (CPI)  unless there was a 
compelling reason otherwise. 
 
The Chairman proposed that in the interests of transparency in future the budget for 
Members’ Allowances should be separated from the Democratic Services budget.  
This proposal was agreed by the Committee. 
 
In response to a question concerning how likely it was that the Council would be in a 
position to deliver Phase 2 of its Transformation Programme, the Chairman 
suggested that it may be helpful for the Committee to undertake a review later in the 
year.  Currently the one-year local government financial settlement and delays 
around the delegation of business rates and the fairer funding review created a great 
deal of uncertainty. 
 
The Committee noted that the income and rent in relation to investment property 
represented the best judgement that could be made at the current time.  The Director 
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of Finance confirmed that in his opinion at this stage the assumptions outlined in the 
report were reasonable and that there was contingency to manage any risks. 
 
Members noted that, in relation the Adult Social Care precept, there was currently no 
legislation enabling the Council to levy an Adult Social Care precept in future years 
and the assumption had to be made that the provision would not continue.  The 
Government had undertaken to review funding for adult social care where there were 
a number of undeniable pressures. 
 
With reference to the concessionary fares credit, the Director of Finance confirmed 
that the figures in the report were based on usage in the current year and it was 
therefore possible that the credit may increase if restrictions arising from the Covid-
19 pandemic continued. 
 
The Committee noted that the report to the Executive had been produced within a 
week of the notification of the Local Government Finance Settlement, consequently 
there may in time be further changes to the proposed budget.  As yet, no information 
regarding the GLA precept or the Business Rate Pool had been received.  Once in 
receipt of this information, the Director of Finance would be providing a further 
update for the Executive. 
 
RESOLVED: That the Executive be recommended to: 
 
(a) Agree the initial draft 2021/22 Budget detailed in Appendix 7 including 

continuation of the iBCF hospital discharge funding reserve and setting 
aside New Homes Bonus funding for housing investment;  
 

(b) Refer the initial draft 2021/22 Budget for each portfolio to the relevant PDS 
Committees for consideration;  

 
(c) Note the financial projections for 2022/23 to 2024/25;  

 
(d) Note that there are still areas of financial uncertainty which will impact on 

the final 2021/22 Budget;  
 

(e) Delegate the setting of the schools’ budget, mainly met through Dedicated 
Schools Grant, to the Education, Children and Families Portfolio Holder, 
allowing for consultation with the Schools Forum (see section 11 of the 
report);  

 
(f) Note that the outcome of consultation with PDS Committees will be 

reported to the next meeting of the Executive;  
 

(g) Agree the proposed contribution of £247,274 in 2021/22 to the London 
Boroughs Grant Committee (see section 10 of the report);  

 
(h) Note the outcome of the Provisional Local Government Financial 

Settlement 2021/22 as detailed in the report;  
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(i) Note the budget gap remaining of an estimated £14.1m per annum by 
2024/25 and that any decisions made for the 2021/22 Budget will have an 
impact on the future year projections;  

 
(j) Note that any final decision by Executive on recommended Council Tax 

and Adult Social Care Precept levels to Council will normally be 
undertaken at the next meeting of Executive;  

 
(k) Note that further details are awaited on arrangements to consider for the 

pan-London Business Rate Pool 2021/22. Any updates available, following 
publication of this report will be circulated separately (see section 6.19.7 
of the report). 

 
ENVIRONMENT & COMMUNITY SERVICES PDS COMMITTEE 
14th January 2021 
 
Members were presented with a report that outlined the draft Environment and 
Community Services budget for 2021/22. The Head of Finance for ECS attended the 
meeting to present the report and answer questions.  
 
The Committee was requested to scrutinise the draft budget for the Portfolio, so that 
comments could be fed back to the next meeting of the Executive before the 
Executive made recommendations to Full Council regarding the levels of Council Tax 
for 2021/22. 
 
A Member asked for more information regarding the review of the £250k running 
costs. The Head of Finance clarified that this was in respect of various budgets 
across the department that were no longer required and therefore did not affect 
service delivery. 
 
The Vice Chairman referred to the matter of paper re-cycling and the fact that there 
was 426 tons of paper that could not be recycled. He asked for more background 
information  concerning this and asked if residents could be better informed 
regarding the need to keep paper dry.     
 
The Strategic Manager for Waste Services explained how the moisture tests for 
paper and card were undertaken at the recycling plants. Any paper that had a 
moisture content of above 18% would need to be returned and then disposed of. The 
department was trying to get the message out to the public concerning the need to 
try and keep paper dry; one of the means that they were undertaking to achieve this 
was via ‘Environment Matters’.  
 
A Member suggested that as paper and card re-cycling was increasing, then it may 
be a good idea to provide bigger bins for storage. This would avoid waste being burnt 
rather than re-cycled. The Strategic Manager for Waste Services responded that this 
was a matter that LBB was continuing to examine.   
 
A Member asked if conversations were taking place with the Planning Department to 
ensure that with any new builds that were granted planning permission, proper 
storage areas would be provided.    
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A Member enquired about unused buildings (like the Pavilion in Biggin Hill) and 
asked if there were plans to use these buildings so that they could start to generate 
an income.  
 
The Director for Environment and Public Protection responded that officers from 
Environment and Community Services and Renewal, Regeneration and Housing 
were working collaboratively to develop plans in this regard, and this would be a 
significant piece of work. It was not the best of times for businesses to start up at the 
moment (because of the Covid Pandemic), but it was important that buildings that 
were either not being used or under used should be brought back into use. He hoped 
that with input from the Environment Department, working with officers from the 
Renewal and Regeneration Department, that significant inroads would be made in 
the coming months. 
 
The Member hoped that these plans would include Youth Centres. The Director 
responded that all buildings and services were being looked at as part of the 
Council’s Accommodation and Civic Centre Strategy. Members would be kept 
informed.  
 
The Vice Chairman enquired how parking income had been affected over the 
Christmas period, and if any new TfL funding was available. The Assistant Director 
for Traffic and Parking responded that parking income over the Christmas period was 
a lot lower than usual, and it was expected similarly that overall parking income for 
the year would also be adversely affected. The Vice Chairman asked if the Assistant 
Director for Traffic and Parking could send him the breakdown of the parking figures. 
The Assistant Director said that if the Vice Chairman could email him detailing the 
information required, and in what format, then he would do his best to provide him 
with the data and in the required format.  
 
It was noted that TfL funding expired at the end of March 2021. There had been a 
partial re-instatement of LIP funding. The Assistant Director for Traffic and Parking  
hoped that by February, notification would be provided of the following year’s 
funding, so that LBB could plan properly. Normally, funding was provided in three 
yearly blocks.  
 
RESOLVED that: 
 
(1) The report be noted. 
 
(2) The draft budget for the Environment and Community Services Portfolio be 
agreed.     
 
(3) The Vice Chairman would email the Assistant Director for Traffic and 
Parking, and provide details of the parking data he required, and the preferred 
format for the data to be provided in.              . 
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PUBLIC PROTECTION & ENFORCEMENT PDS COMMITTEE 
19th January 2021 
 
The Head of Finance for ECS and Corporate Services attended the meeting to 
provide an update regarding the Public Protection and Enforcement Portfolio Draft 
Budget for 2021/22. 
 
Members noted that the report incorporated future cost pressures, planned mitigation 
measures and savings from transformation and other budget options which were 
reported to Executive on 13th January 2021.  
 
The Head of Finance for Environment and Corporate Services stated that the report 
was being presented to the Committee prior to the next meeting of the Executive, so 
that any comments or suggestions from the Committee could be noted by the 
Executive before recommendations were made regarding the level of Council Tax for 
the next financial year. 
 
The Chairman asked if a record of extra costs incurred because of the Covid 
Pandemic was being kept. It was explained that the Executive received a separate 
report with respect to costs incurred because of Covid. This had been the practice 
since April 2019. A particular budgetary issue that related to the Public Protection 
Portfolio was its contribution into a pan London fund for temporary mortuary provision 
costs. The contribution from LBB was in the region of £1.4m. The estimated cost for 
LBB’s own local mortuary provision was in the region of £250k. It was also noted that 
a shortfall in licensing income was projected. 
 
The Chairman asked if there was a backlog of work because of the Pandemic, for 
example, were there any backlogs of work relating to HMOs or with food licensing. If 
there were any backlogs, were measures in place to deal with this, and would any 
new staff be required to deal with any such backlog. The Chairman was concerned 
that any areas of work that were part of the Council’s statutory obligations had a 
contingency plan in place so that the work could be completed.  
 
The Assistant Director for Public Protection and Enforcement clarified that although 
there were backlogs—this was something that was being experienced by all councils. 
As far as food inspections were concerned, the Food Standards Agency understood 
the impact that Covid had made in affecting targets and these had been modified 
accordingly. As far as HMO licensing was concerned, the process that was usually 
carried out by the Council was to inspect premises first, and then grant a licence. 
However, legislation permitted the granting of a licence as long as the premises was 
inspected in the first five years, and this was the process that the department was 
going to adopt for the foreseeable future. The Assistant Director assured Members 
that it was likely that most of the backlog of work would be able to be undertaken 
using overtime rather than having to appoint new staff. 
 
The Committee was pleased to note that all statutory responsibilities were being 
covered. 
 
A Member referred to an item on Appendix 1 where there was a reference to 
increased costs without an explanation of what the costs related to. He asked for an 
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explanation of what these costs were, as the text referred to costs increasing by 
£45k. It was clarified that this referred to an allowance for inflation with respect to 
both pay and running costs. The Member asked what had happened to the money 
that had been allocated for Covid Marshals and how long this funding was going to 
be provided for. The Head of Finance answered that a response was being drafted to 
the Ministry for Housing, Communities and Local Government to show how this 
funding had been utilised, and it was confirmed that the funding would expire at the 
end of the current financial year.  
 
The Portfolio Holder stated that the money for Covid Marshals would be run through 
the Environmental Services Division, and not as part of the Public Protection 
Portfolio.  
 
A Member asked if food safety inspections were taking place with respect to those 
businesses that were now serving take-away food. She also asked for clarification 
regarding the current strength of the Food Safety Team, and as there seemed to be a 
national shortage of food safety officers, would the section consider developing their 
own officers in house. The Assistant Director for Public Protection and Enforcement 
replied that the Food Safety Team had endeavoured to carry out some physical 
inspections initially, but were soon instructed by the Food Standards Agency to stop 
doing this because of the Covid Pandemic. Some remote inspections had been 
undertaken. The Assistant Director for Public Protection and Enforcement promised 
to check on the current level of staffing within the Food Safety Team and report back 
to Members. Members were informed that consideration was being applied to 
developing strength within the Food Safety Team by training apprentices. 
 
A Member expressed the view that consideration should be applied in the budget to 
allocating some resource to help to engage with dis-engaged young people from 
ethnic minorities to try and reduce levels of serious violence and knife crime.  
 
RESOLVED that 
 

1) The financial forecast from 2021/22 to 2024/25 be noted. 
 

2) The initial draft 2021/22 budget be agreed as the basis for setting the 
2021/22 budget. 
 

3) The Assistant Director for Public Protection and Enforcement would 
report back to the Committee concerning the current strength of the 
Food Safety Team.   

 
CHILDREN, EDUCATION & FAMILIES PDS BUDGET SUB-COMMITTEE 
19th January 2021 
 
The Sub-Committee considered the Portfolio Holder’s draft 2019/20 budget, 
incorporating future cost pressures and initial draft budget saving options reported to 
Executive on 16th January 2019.  There were still outstanding issues and areas of 
uncertainty remaining.  Any further updates would be included in the 2019/20 Council 
Tax report to the next meeting of the Executive. 
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The report detailed the key issues and risks for the Education, Care and Health 
Services Department which in summary included (further the report to the Sub-
Committee provide details of each issue): 
 
Children’s Social Care 
 

 Increased referrals and workload 

 Recruitment of permanent staff 

 Keeping the caseload promise 

 Placements of children in care 

 Implementation of the social work act 

 Increase in the number of unaccompanied minors 
 
Education 
 

 Increase in the number of students eligible for full funding from grant for Adult 
Education 

 Growing pressure on universals services such as Admissions and school 
attendance resulting from population growth 

 Pressure on funding on Alternative Education resulting from increased number 
of exclusions from secondary schools. 

 SEN/D Pressure 
 
In opening the discussion the Chairman sought an update on the issues of 
Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children.  The Head of ECHS Finance reported 
that the Local Authority was about to meet the threshold of 53.  Once this threshold 
was met it was likely that a new threshold would be set and the Local Authority would 
be placed back on the rota.  This budgetary pressure had been reflected in the draft 
budget and an amount set aside.  Members noted that the funding received from 
central government was generally not enough to cover the costs to the Local 
Authority. 
 
Members noted that in recent years growth of around £2-3m had been put into the 
budget for children’s social care placements, this included funding for 
Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children. 
 
Members noted that, in relation to placing fewer children with Education, Care and 
Health plans (ECHPs) in mainstream education, the trust of the Bromley vision was 
to place children in local mainstream provision.  There were some considerations 
such as parental preference and whether the right provision was available locally, but 
generally the aim would be to, where possible, place children locally.  In terms of 
parental engagement; Members noted that there was a statutory responsibility to 
have parental advice services funded by the Local Authority.  The Council also 
funded Parent Voice.  The Executive Director conceded that in the recent past there 
may have been a tendency to have early discussions about “the school” rather than 
reflecting and defining the child’s needs.  It could be argued that this may have 
mislead some parents and allowed them to believe there were more options.  The 
SEND Governance Board was now reviewing the approach taken and the changes 
that were required were being worked through. 
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In relation to SEND Tribunals, a Member stressed the importance of ensuring that 
only the worst cases reached tribunal and that where appropriate negotiations with 
parents continued up to the last available minute. 
 
The Sub-Committee noted that the outcome of the bid for the SEN Free School in the 
Borough would not be known until the Spring. 
 
In response to a question, the Head of ECHS Finance reported that the new 
Transformation Board established by the Interim Chief Executive was undertaken a 
fundamental review of departments and services across the Council; looking at how 
and why services were provided. 
 
RESOLVED: That  
 
(1) The update on the financial forecast for 2019/20 to 2022/23 be noted; and 

 
(2) The initial draft 2019/20 budget be noted as the basis for setting the 2019/20 
budget. 
 
ADULT CARE & HEALTH PDS COMMITTEE 
20th January 2021 
 
The Committee considered a report setting out the draft Adult Care and Health 
Portfolio Budget for 2020/21, which incorporated future cost pressures, planned 
mitigation measures and savings from transformation and other budget options which 
were reported to the Council’s Executive on 13th January 2021. Members were 
requested to provide their comments on the proposed savings and identify any 
further action to be taken to reduce cost pressures facing the Local Authority over the 
next four years. The Chairman noted that there was an extensive list of influences 
which may impact on the budget. 
 
A Member noted that with regards to increased costs, a rate of 1-1.5% had been 
allocated to the Adult Social Care budget and queried why this was lower than the 
overall increase to the Council’s budget of 2%. The Head of Finance for Adults, 
Health and Housing advised that the Director of Finance’s report to the Executive 
assumed contract price increases of 2% inflation across the Council, however it was 
usual practice for a lower amount to be allocated to the portfolios based on the 
current CPI level. It was highlighted that all portfolios had been allocated the same 
percentage increase of between 1-1.5%. The remainder of the inflation amount 
remained in Central Contingency, which could be drawn down if departments 
incurred increased inflationary pressures during the year. 
 
The Member further noted that the Shared Lives service was an excellent 
programme, but as there appeared to be no increase in the numbers on stream, 
questioned how savings of £0.5m would be achieved. The Head of Finance for 
Adults, Health and Housing acknowledged that so far this year, there had been not 
been an increase in uptake. This was partly due to staffing issues, which had been 
outside of the department’s control, as well as the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
However, there was now a strong plan in place to increase uptake going forward. 
The Portfolio Holder for Adult Care and Health highlighted that the Information 
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Briefing provided to the meeting had included a business case for the Shared Lives 
programme. It was intended to enhance the recruitment process and develop a more 
robust process for identifying people to provide support. Reassurance was given that 
this had been carefully considered, and it was anticipated that an improved service 
would be delivered, with more people willing to take on the role of a Shared Lives 
carer. 
 
With regards to a question relating to the implementation of savings previously 
deferred, the Director of Adult Social Care noted that these were saving included in 
previous years with no clear plans to deliver them. This was now being corrected, 
and saving targets were built into the budget, and the directorate were working hard 
to build robust plans to provide these savings. Members were assured that there was 
now an “owner” for each saving target, and regular monitoring place to look at their 
delivery. In response to a further question regarding the strength-based provision, the 
Director of Adult Social Care reminded Members that they had previously been 
advised of the role out of a new approach. The directorate would be working with 
social workers and providers to build on people’s strengths and utilise support, rather 
than just provide services that were static. This work was reflected in the saving, as 
was the retendering of the home care services which would take a reablement 
approach to work with providers and ensure they had targets to reduce the ongoing 
demand for services. The Head of Finance for Adults, Health and Housing 
highlighted that further details regarding these savings would be included in the 
regular budget monitoring reports that would be provided to the Committee in the 
new financial year, and would show any progress made towards delivering them. 
 
A Member noted the reference made in the report to the effect of ongoing population 
increases and questioned whether current figures should be used. The Assistant 
Director for Strategy, Performance and Corporate Transformation said there were a 
number of sources used to gather an understanding of the population. The GLA 
produced a London-wide prediction based on the number of households in each 
borough, and Adult Social Care used ‘POPPI’ and ‘PANSI’ data sources, which 
provided information related to older people. Locally, there was also a 3 to 5-year 
trend for Adult Social Care, which was also used to make predictions and 
assumptions, and more recently they had been looking at information around hospital 
discharges. They had worked with health partners to look at live data relating to the 
flow of hospital discharges; the proportion that were likely to require support; and any 
impact on budgets. 
 
In relation to the credit figure of £140k included in the draft revenue budget under the 
heading of Public Health, a Member questioned whether this money should be spent 
to help address the ongoing health issues mentioned earlier in the meeting. The 
Head of Finance for Adults, Health and Housing advised that the Public Health 
budget was still ringfenced, and that the credit budget of £140k was controllable 
budget which was effectively used to cover some of the corporate overheads. A 
Member commented that they were unable to see how the savings within the Public 
Health budget could be achieved, even if they were overheads. As the budget was 
ringfenced, it was considered that all this money would be required, and possibly 
more. 
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Following the meeting, the Head of Finance for Adults, Health and Housing 
confirmed that there were no additional savings in 2021-22 in Public Health, and the 
£140k credit controllable budget was the same as the current 2020-21 budget. 
 
The  Head of Finance for Adults, Health and Housing informed Members that due to 
the degree of uncertainty, an allocation of £1.4m had been included within the 
Council’s Central Contingency which would be available to help address the long-
term impact of COVID-19 on Adult Social Care budgets for 2021-22. Government 
grant funding of £7.8m for COVID pressures had also been announced, which it was 
noted could increase. 
 
In response to a question, the Director of Adult Social Care said that she would agree 
that Adult Social Care was underfunded at a national level. However, the directorate 
was still required to take responsibility to help manage the Council’s budget. The 
demand on this was growing, due to the complexity of the young people coming from 
children’s services into adult services, highlighting the need to ensure best use of the 
resources available.  
 
A Member noted that there was an anticipated increase in demand for memory and 
cognition services. This was to be offset by an equivalent level of savings, and it was 
questioned how these would be made. The Head of Finance for Adults, Health and 
Housing advised that this had been requested to show the increase in complexity of 
the care required. This growth was highlighted, but also recognised that the service 
was managing to mitigate the pressure within budget. It was requested that Members 
be provided with a further update on how this figure was calculated. 
 
In response to questions from a Member, the Head of Finance for Adults, Health and 
Housing highlighted that in relation to the overspends being funded in the budget, 
was the projected full year effect of this years’ overspend. This included some of the 
impact of COVID-19, but as the ultimate long-term impact was not yet known, some 
funding had been kept in contingency. The overspends that had occurred this year 
were not related to COVID, and were underlying budget pressures that had arisen 
due to the high number of new clients, particularly in learning disability and mental 
health services. It was noted that for learning disability services, work was 
undertaken early in the year to project growth based on the transition register. 
However, this year there had been a number of additional clients that had not been 
included on this list which had caused an in-year overspend. The impact on the 
budget for 2021-22 would be significantly higher, as the service would have these 
clients from the beginning of the year, and therefore the full year effect of the 
overspend was included in the 2021-22 budget growth allocations. 
 
The Head of Finance for Adults, Health and Housing noted they were aware that 
there would likely be increased spending due to the impact of COVID-19. However, 
at this point in time, it was not something that could easily be quantified. There had 
sadly been a significant number of deaths as a result of COVID-19, which would 
reduce some of the spend on budgets. Due to this uncertainty, the impact on Adult 
Social Care was not known so money had been kept in Central Contingency, and 
could be drawn once the pressures became clear. 
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With regards to the Transformation Programme, the Head of Finance for Adults, 
Health and Housing advised that all of the £1.2m savings in the current years’ budget 
were included in the baseline budget for 2021-22. Currently, not all savings had been 
achieved, which had been reported through budget monitoring reports and was 
mainly due to the impact of COVID-19. Work was ongoing, and a number were on 
target to be fully achieved for next year’s budget. For 2021-22, only a corporate 
transformation saving relating to training had been included – no additional 
transformation savings had been included for Adult Social Care, however mitigation 
savings had been identified. Work was continuing to identify future transformation 
savings, and they would be considered for future budget reports. 
 
RESOLVED that: 
 
(1) The financial forecast for 2021/21 to 2024/25 be noted; 

 
(2) Members’ comments on the initial draft Adult Care and Health Portfolio 
budget 2021/22 as a basis for setting the 2021/22 budget be noted; and, 

 
(3) Members’ comments on the initial draft Adult Care and Health Portfolio 
budget 2021/22 be provided to the meeting of the Council’s Executive on 10th 
February 2021. 
 
RENEWAL, RECREATION & HOUSING PDS COMMITTEE 
2nd February 2021 
 
The Committee considered a report setting out the draft Renewal, Recreation and 
Housing Portfolio Budget for 2021/22, which incorporated future cost pressures, 
planned mitigation measures and savings from transformation and other budget 
options reported to Executive on 13 January 2021. Members were requested to 
consider the proposed initial draft budget being proposed and also identify any 
further action that might be taken to reduce cost pressures facing the Council over 
the next four years. 
 
This Committee were requested to consider the proposed initial draft budget savings 
and cost pressures for their Portfolio. Members’ views would be reported back to the 
next meeting of the Executive, prior to the Executive making recommendations to 
Council on 2021/22 Council Tax levels. 
 
The Head of Finance reported the growth items, mitigation and transformation 
savings had been through several rounds of scrutiny and he was confident that the 
savings could be achieved. Some of the housing savings were more dependent on 
future schemes being agreed.  
 
In regard to Anerley Car Park and Bushell Way, the Chairman was informed that 
construction within the factories had already begun and were well under way. 
Builders and contractors were set up ready to commence in March 2021. 
 
RESOLVED that:- 
 
1) the update on the financial forecast for 2021/22 to 2024/25 be noted; 
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2) the initial draft Renewal, Recreation and Housing Portfolio budget 2021/22 

budget as a basis for setting the 2021/22 budget be noted; and 
 
3) Members’ comments on the initial draft 2021/22 budget be provided to the 

meeting of the Executive to be held in February 2021. 
 
EXECUTIVE, RESOURCES & CONTRACTS PDS COMMITTEE 
3rd February 2021 
  
This report identified the final issues affecting the 2021/22 revenue budget and 
sought recommendations to the Council on the level of the Bromley element of the 
2021/22 Council Tax and Adult Social Care precept. Confirmation of the final GLA 
precept would be reported to the Council meeting on 1

 
March 2021. The report also 

sought final approval of the ‘schools budget’. The approach reflected in the report 
was for the Council to not only achieve a legal and financially balanced budget in 
2021/22 but to have measures in place to deal with the medium term financial 
position (2022/23 to 2024/25).  The Committee noted that with the Government 
reductions in funding since austerity measures began, the burden of financing 
increasing service demands fell primarily on the level of council tax and share of 
business rate income. The financial forecast assumed that the level of core grant 
funding would remain unchanged in future years. 
 
Noting the 9.5% increase proposed by the GLA, a Member suggested that rather 
than raising the precept by this amount, the GLA should consider where savings 
could be made. 
 
RESOLVED: That Executive be recommended to 
 

1. Approve the schools budget of £79.506m which matches the estimated 
level of Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG), after academy recoupment;  

 
2. Approve the draft revenue budgets (as in Appendix 2) for 2021/22; 

 
3. Agrees that Chief Officers identify alternative savings/mitigation within 

their departmental budgets where it is not possible to realise any 
savings/mitigation reported to the previous meeting of the Executive 
held on 13th January 2021;  

 
4. Approve a contingency sum of £14,925k (see section 6);  
5. Approve the following provisions for levies for inclusion in the budget 

for 2021/22; 
 
 £’000 
London Pension Fund Authority*  464  
London Boroughs Grant Committee  247  
Environment Agency (Flood defence etc.) 
*  

262  

Lee Valley Regional Park *  321  
Total  1,294  
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* Provisional estimate at this stage 
 

6. Note the latest position on the GLA precept, which will be finalised in the 
overall Council Tax figure to be reported to full Council;  

7. Consider the “Bromley element” of the Council Tax for 2021/22 to be 
recommended to the Council, including a general increase and the Adult 
Social Care Precept, having regard to possible ‘referendum’ issues;  
 

8. Approve the approach to reserves outlined by the Director of Finance;  
 

9. Note that any decision on final council tax levels will also require 
additional “technical” recommendations, to meet statutory requirements, 
which will be completed once the final outcome of levies are known at 
the full Council meeting (see 16.9);  

 
10. Agree that the Director of Finance be authorised to report any further 

changes directly to Council on 1
st 

March 2021. 
 


