WELWYN HATFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL
COUNCIL – 1 FEBRUARY 2021
FOR DISCUSSION AS PART OF ITEM 8 – BUDGET PROPOSALS AND MEDIUMTERM FORECASTS 2021/22
PROPOSED BUDGET AMENDMENTS FROM THE LIBERAL DEMOCRATS

The financial implications, risks and impact on council tax are set out within this
report for each proposal. Should more than one proposal be approved, the financial
implications and required changes to the budget pack will be combined.

Proposed budget amendment 1: As Verge Protection Orders (VPO) are rolled out,
parking enforcement should be proactively extended to cover those areas. It is
proposed that up to £25k is added to the parking enforcement budget for 2021/22
and this will be funded from the Strategic Initiative Reserve. Officers should bring a
progress report on how VPO’s are being enforced and how the additional budget is
being utilised to a Cabinet Planning and Parking Panel (CPPP) meeting in
October/November 2021.

Section 151 Officer Comments regarding amendment 1
•
•
•

As this fixed term proposal is funded from earmarked reserves, it would have
no impact on Council Tax
Should the full budget of £25k not be required, it will not be drawn down from
earmarked reserves.
Appendix A would be amended as follows:

Row

Item

Head of Environment

Parking
Enforcement
Strategic
Initiative Reserve
drawdown

Contribution (from) / to
earmarked reserves

Cabinet Amendment
Revised
Proposed
Proposed Proposals
Budget
£6.430m
£25k £6.455m
(£65k)

(£25k)

(£90k)

Proposed budget amendment 2: That a garage site disposals programme be
established to transfer sites to the value of £4.5m per annum to the Housing
Revenue Account for the next three years to:
•
•
•

increase land supply for the provision of social housing (approximately 200
units);
provide capital receipts to the General Fund; and,
reduce borrowing costs associated with borrowing.

That the reduction to borrowing costs be utilised to:
•
•

generate additional efficiencies for the council in the longer term; and,
to fund a new role of Climate Change Officer. Their responsibility would
include training other council officers in energy saving options and crosscutting climate change initiatives.

To utilise the strategic initiatives reserve to start the programme and repay most of
the upfront investment by year four.

Section 151 Officer Comments regarding amendment 2
The council is in the process of establishing an asset strategy, which in turn will
inform the basis of recommendations around a garage disposals programme. As this
work has not yet been completed, the following financial implications are based on a
series of high-level assumptions. As such, there is a level of risk built into the
forecasts, and these are outlined in more information through this section.
Based on an average garage value of £18k per unit, the £4.5m disposals target
would equate to around 250 garages, the equivalent of at least 10 sites per annum.
The team would need to design and agree criteria assess sites and agree a list of
sites for consideration by the Housing team at the start of the financial year to ensure
that suitable and viable sites could then be selected and transferred to deliver the
proposals.
The council has appropriated five garage sites this financial year to the Housing
Revenue Account (HRA). Each disposal requires an assessment, a valuation, the
termination of tenancies, the set-up of new tenancies for any agreed transfers, legal
processes and site management until transfer.
It may be possible to increase this to 10 disposals without material changes to the
resource base, but given that the disposal process takes a number of months, in
order to deliver more than 10 within 12 months, it is possible that more resources in
General Fund would be required to speed up the disposal process. It is difficult to
quantify the resource required at this stage as exact site numbers are unknown,
therefore no additional resource is factored into 21/22 in order to deliver the project,
however this will need to be monitored and reviewed after year 1.

A high-level summary of the financial impacts to the General Fund is as follows. The
full financial impact of these implications would not be seen until 2024/25.
Although the medium-term financial strategy (MTFS) only runs until 2023/24, five
years are shown to show the full ongoing impact to the general fund:
Item
Climate Change Officer*1
Income losses on disposals *2
Reduced borrowing costs *3
Management and maintenance *4
Total cost / (cost reduction)

21/22
£50k
£65k
(£45k)
(£8k)
£62k

Strategic Initiative Reserve
(drawdown) / contribution to *5

(£62k)

(£21k)

£12.5k

£63k

0

0

0

0

0

(£61k)

Reduction to efficiency targets *6

22/23
23/24
£52k
£54k
£120k
£190k
(£135k) (£225k)
(£16k) (£31.5k)
£21k (£12.5k)

24/25
25/26
£56k
£58k
£190k
£190k
(£270k) (£270k)
(£39k) (£39k)
(£63k) (£61k)

*1 – An assumed starting cost of £50k per annum has been assumed including
oncosts. Actual salary will dependant on job design and evaluation, and may lead to
the costs being higher or lower than the assumptions made.
*2 – As an average of 250 garages will be lost per annum, income losses have been
modelled on the basis of a starting position of 80% occupancy, rising to 83%
occupancy by 2023/24 in line with current MTFS. Inflationary increases of 2% per
annum have also been included in the calculations. Importantly, losses have been
modelled on an assumption of 50% of tenants being able to be relocated to
alternative garage sites. This could vary widely by site (likely to be between 20% to
60%) and will in reality be dependent on proximity of alternative sites, occupancy
rates and tenant desire to relocate. Should relocation of tenants be at the lower end
of this (20%), it would increase income losses by £114k, and this would therefore be
an ongoing growth proposal of £53k per annum from year 5. Should relocation be at
the higher end (60%) then it would reduce income losses by £38k and therefore
increase savings to £99k. This is an important factor for consideration.
*3 –If the General Fund was able to receive £4.5m of capital receipt through the
disposal of garages, the proposal indicates that this ought to be used to reduced
borrowing costs. The value of reduced borrowing costs have been calculated using
an average rate of 2%, and an even profile of disposals throughout each year. This
means the full year impact of reductions to borrowing costs are not realised until the
following financial year.
*4 – A reduction to management and maintenance has been assumed based on an
direct apportionment of costs. There may be some small additional costs associated
with the implementation of the larger changes in 2023/24, but this would need to be
considered during that financial year. No assumptions have been included for
increases in resources to increase speed of disposal, and this would need to be kept
under review as will be dependent on the number of sites selected to meet the
income targets.

*5 – The proposals make use of the Strategic Initiatives earmarked Reserve to
provide the initial investment that would be required to fund the proposal. The
proposal then seeks to reinvest savings in years three and four to replenish the
reserve. The net impact on Earmarked Reserves over the four year period is a use of
£7.5k.
*6 – Although the MTFS does not run to this year, the full year impact for year five
has been included to show the ongoing efficiency that would be built into the base
budget once there are no further movements to/from the Strategic Initiatives
Earmarked Reserve in relation to the proposals.
In addition to the above assumptions, it is important to note that the disposals
programme and climate change officer are not intrinsically linked. Therefore if it
transpired it was not possible to achieve £4.5m in disposals per annum, that there
may be an element of the role which would need to be funded through increases to
the savings requirement.
In relation to the HRA, as outlined, sites would first need to be identified and
assessed as viable schemes before transfer.
As part of the assessment, consideration would need to be given to the overall cost
of development. Due to the uncertainties around which sites might be selected and
the site criteria that will be used to select sites, it is not possible to determine what
may be able to be developed and therefore it is not possible to determine budget
requirements.
If this proposal is approved, once sites have been selected and assessed as viable,
a report will need to be returned to Council to request a supplementary budget.
However, dependant on the timing of this, it may be possible to fund initial works
from the general affordable homes programme budget and incorporate longer term
development costs into the 2022/23 budget.
These sites are generally more resource intensive to manage, and consideration
would also need to be given to the resources within the team delivering the
affordable homes programme. However, on the assumption that schemes selected
and recommended are considered viable, these costs will be factored into the
budgets presented for approval for the schemes.
Once determined, these costs and associated income would also need to be
incorporated into the council’s 30-year HRA business plan.
Should a site not be viable for disposal for development of affordable housing, it may
still be viable for a market disposal. The value obtained would be the same for the
site, but would require disposal on the open market and a competitive process. This
process would be more resource intensive, likely requiring additional support and
would also take longer.

There is also a budget for garage forecourt and roofing works within the capital
programme. These works are for a rolling programme of safety and improvement
works, and it is not anticipated the proposals would have a material impact on this
programme in the medium term.
These budget proposals would change a number of items within the budget report,
including minor adjustments to text within the covering report and MTFS (including
reference to the disposal programme in our revenue strategies, financing strategies
and reserve summaries). These details would be recommended to be delegated to
the Section 151 Officer to update, but the key tables members would need to note
and consider as part of these proposals are included in the following pages.

General Revenue Fund Amendments
•

The following amendments would be incorporated into appendix A:

Row

Item

Head of Planning

Climate Change
Officer
Income losses on
disposals

Head of Resources

Cabinet Amendment
Revised
Proposed
Proposed Proposals
Budget
£1.817m
£50k £1.867m
£1.323m

Management and
maintenance
Borrowing Interest
Contribution (from) / to
earmarked reserves

Reduced
borrowing costs
Strategic
Initiative Reserve
drawdown

£65k

£1.380m

(£8k)

£420k

(£45k)

£375k

(£65k)

(£62k)

(£127k)

•

Appendix A would then be as follows:

•

Appendix B1 would be amended as follows:

•

Appendix B5 would be amended as follows:

•

Appendix D would be amended to reflect fixed term growth of £62k in relation
to these proposals.

Housing Revenue Account Amendments
•

The proposals would not immediately impact on the HRA budget. Any
amendments required would be based upon selected viable schemes and
would need to be returned for decision at a later date.

Capital Programme Amendments
•

•

The proposals would not immediately impact on the capital programme
budget. It has been assumed the proposals would not slow down existing
programmes on garage improvements. Any amendments required to the
affordable homes programme would be based upon selected viable schemes
and would need to be returned for decision at a later date.
The capital financing would need to be amended to reflect lower borrowing,
therefore appendix J would be amended to:

Medium Term Financial Strategy
•

Table 2.2a would be amended as follows:

Table 3.2.7 showing the council’s capital financing requirements, would be amended
as follows:

Table F2.1 would be amended as follows:

Both the operational and authorised borrowing boundaries would not require
amendment, unless the sites were disposed of on the open market.

