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You are hereby summoned to attend a meeting of the COUNCIL to be held in the Council
Chamber at these Offices on Wednesday 30 November 2016 at 6.00 pm for the transaction

of the business set out in the Agen

hief Executive

Members of the Council:

S S Chandler (Chairman) M R Eddy S C Manion
D Hannent (Vice-Chairman) A Friend K Mills

J S Back R J Frost K E Morris

S F Bannister B Gardner D P Murphy
T J Bartlett B J Glayzer M J Ovenden
P M Beresford P J Hawkins A S Pollitt

T A Bond P G Heath G Rapley

P M Brivio J M Heron A F Richardson
B W Butcher S Hill M Rose

P | Carter M J Holloway D A Sargent
N J Collor S J Jones F J W Scales
M D Conolly L A Keen P Walker

M | Cosin N S Kenton P M Wallace
D G Cronk P S Le Chevalier P A Watkins
N Dixon S M Le Chevalier

AGENDA

1 APOLOGIES

To receive any apologies for absence.

2 MINUTES (Pages 8 - 21)




6A

To confirm the attached Minutes of the meetings held on 20 July 2016 and 21
September 2016.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST (Page 22)

To receive any declarations of interest from Members in respect of business to be
transacted on the agenda.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

To receive any announcements from the Chairman, Leader, Members of the
Cabinet or Head of Paid Service.

LEADER'S TIME

To receive an oral report at the meeting from the Leader (and Cabinet) on the
business of the Executive or on any topic or subject that it is felt should be brought
to the attention of the Council.

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 10 (Leader’s Time):

(a) The Leader (and Cabinet) shall have up to 15 minutes to make within this
report any statements that they wish on any topic or subject that they feel
should be drawn to the attention of the Council.

(b) The Leader (or their nominee) of the Major Opposition Group (Labour
Group) shall be allowed up to 10 minutes to respond.

(c) The Leader (or their nominee) of the Other Opposition Group (UKIP Group)
shall be allowed up to 5 minutes to respond.

(d) The Leader of the Council shall be allowed up to 5 minutes to exercise a
right of reply (or 25% of the time given to the Opposition Group Leaders,
whichever is the greatest).

SEAT ALLOCATION AND GROUP APPOINTMENTS

To receive from Group Leaders any changes to seat allocations or appointments.

(Note: Any changes must be within the approved allocation of seats to political
groups in accordance with the political balance rules (where applicable).)

(a) To appoint 2 named substitutes from the Cabinet to the East Kent Services
Committee.

THANET PARKWAY PRESENTATION

To receive a presentation on Thanet Parkway.

QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC

To receive answers in respect of questions from the public to Members of the
Executive asked in accordance with Rule 11 of the Council Procedure Rules.

(a) Questions will be asked in the order in which notice of them was received,
except that the Chairman may group together similar questions.



(b) The period for questions by the public shall be limited so that no further
questions shall be put after the elapse of 15 minutes from the
commencement of the first question.

(c) A maximum of three minutes is allowed for the each question to be read.

(d) A questioner who has put a question in person may also put one
supplementary question without notice to the member who has replied to his
or her original question. A supplementary question must arise directly out of
the original question or the reply.

(e) Afterwards, any other Member at the Chairman's discretion may speak for
up to two minutes on a question or reply.

Questions from the Public

There were no questions from the public received within the notice period.

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS

Up

to 60 minutes is allowed for this part of the meeting unless extended by the

Chairman of Council on a motion moved, duly seconded and approved by the
Council. Members may ask one supplementary question in addition to their original
question.

(@)

(b)

To Chairmen/Vice-Chairmen of Committees

To receive answers in respect of questions from Members of the Council to
the Chairman or Vice-Chairman of the Council or the Chairman of any
Committee or Sub-Committee asked in accordance with Rule 12 of the
Council Procedure Rules.

There were no questions submitted.

To the Executive

To receive answers in respect of questions from Members of the Council to
a Member of the Executive asked in accordance with Rule 12 of the Council
Procedure Rules.

(1) Councillor P M Brivio will ask the Leader of the Council, Councillor P
A Watkins:

“Last year this Council agreed to accommodate twelve Syrian
refugee families in line with Government policy. How many families
have been accommodated in the district and can the Leader outline
the process of integration?”

(2) Councillor A S Pollitt will ask the Leader of the Council, Councillor P
A Watkins:

“Can the Leader inform the Council what progress has been made
towards providing a cinema again in the Regent Cinema building?”

(3) Councillor P Walker will ask the Portfolio Holder for Environment,
Waste and Planning, Councillor N S Kenton:
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“Can the Portfolio Holder for Environment, Waste and Planning state
in detail why the Dover Soup Kitchen has been banished from the
Pencester Gardens Car Park site and what arrangements, if any,
have been made by the Council to aid the Soup Kitchen's
relocation?”

(4) Councillor D A Sargent will ask the Portfolio Holder for Access and
Licensing, Councillor N J Collor:

“Can the Portfolio Holder for Access inform the Council of the
reasons for the continued delay by Government in installing
interactive speed signs on the A20 between Folkestone and Dover?”

(5) Councillor M R Eddy will ask the Portfolio Holder for Housing, Health
and Wellbeing, Councillor P M Beresford:

“Can the Portfolio for Housing, Health and Wellbeing inform the
Council of the Council's involvement in the NHS's Sustainability and
Transformation Plan for Kent and Medway and are there any
concerns about what the STP may mean for future health care in this
area?”

MOTIONS

Motions for which notice has been given are listed on the agenda in the order in
which notice was received, unless the Member giving notice states, in writing, that
they propose to move it at a later meeting or withdraw it.

If a Motion set out in the agenda is not moved by the Member who gave notice
thereof it shall, unless postponed by consent of the Council, be treated as
withdrawn and shall not be moved without fresh notice.

A Motion must be about matters for which the Council has powers or duties or which
affects the District.

(1) In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 13, Councillor M R Eddy will
move:

"This Council views with concern the injustice whereby the Treasury
receives 50% of surpluses from the Mineworkers Pension Scheme,
accumulating over £3 billion to date. This Council requests that the
Public Accounts Committee conduct an independent review of the
situation to address this unfair arrangement and calls upon MPs to take
up the case for further action in Parliament.”

RESTORATION OF MAISON DIEU (Pages 23 - 28)

To consider the attached report of the Director of Environment and Corporate
Assets.

APPOINTMENT OF THE COUNCIL'S EXTERNAL AUDITORS (Pages 29 - 43)

To consider the attached report of the Director of Finance, Housing and Community.

COUNCIL TAX REDUCTION SCHEME 2017/18 (Pages 44 - 212)
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To consider the attached joint report of the Director of Finance, Housing and
Community and the Director of East Kent Services.

REVISED 2016/17 TREASURY MANAGEMENT STRATEGY (Pages 213 - 217)

To consider the attached report of the Director of Finance, Housing and Community.

EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND PUBLIC (Page 218)

The recommendation is attached.

MATTERS WHICH THE MANAGEMENT TEAM SUGGESTS SHOULD BE
CONSIDERED IN _PRIVATE AS THE REPORT CONTAINS EXEMPT
INFORMATION AS DEFINED WITHIN PART 1 OF SCHEDULE 12A OF THE
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972 AS INDICATED AND IN RESPECT OF WHICH
THE PROPER OFFICER CONSIDERS THAT THE PUBLIC INTEREST IN
MAINTAINING THE EXEMPTION OUTWEIGHS THE PUBLIC INTEREST IN
DISCLOSING THE INFORMATION

PROPERTY INVESTMENT STRATEGY (Pages 219 - 230)

To consider the attached report of the Director of Finance, Housing and Community.

URGENT BUSINESS TIME

To consider any other items deemed by the Chairman of the Council to be urgent in
accordance with the Local Government Act 1972.

Access to Meetings and Information

Members of the public are welcome to attend meetings of the Council, its
Committees and Sub-Committees. You may remain present throughout them except
during the consideration of exempt or confidential information.

All meetings are held at the Council Offices, Whitfield unless otherwise indicated on
the front page of the agenda. There is disabled access via the Council Chamber
entrance and a disabled toilet is available in the foyer. In addition, there is a PA
system and hearing loop within the Council Chamber.

Agenda papers are published five clear working days before the meeting.
Alternatively, a limited supply of agendas will be available at the meeting, free of
charge, and all agendas, reports and minutes can be viewed and downloaded from
our website www.dover.gov.uk. Minutes will be published on our website as soon as
practicably possible after each meeting. All agenda papers and minutes are
available for public inspection for a period of six years from the date of the meeting.

If you require any further information about the contents of this agenda or your right
to gain access to information held by the Council please contact Rebecca Brough,
Team Leader - Democratic Support, telephone: (01304) 872304 or email:
rebecca.brough@dover.gov.uk for details.

Large print copies of this agenda can be supplied on request.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

At the meeting of the Council for the District of Dover held at the Council Offices,
Whitfield on Wednesday, 20 July 2016 at 6.00 pm.
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Present:
Chairman: Councillor S S Chandler
Councillors:
J S Back M R Eddy S C Manion
S F Bannister A Friend K E Morris
T J Bartlett B Gardner M J Ovenden
P M Beresford B J Glayzer A S Pollitt
T A Bond D Hannent G Rapley
P M Brivio P J Hawkins A F Richardson
B W Butcher P G Heath M Rose
P | Carter S Hill D A Sargent
N J Collor M J Holloway F J W Scales
M D Conolly S J Jones P Walker
M | Cosin N S Kenton P M Wallace
D G Cronk P S Le Chevalier P A Watkins
N Dixon S M Le Chevalier
Officers: Chief Executive

Director of Governance

Head of Democratic Services

Head of Finance

Team Leader — Democratic Support
APOLOGIES

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors R J Frost, J M Heron, L A

Keen, K Mills and D P Murphy.

MINUTES

The Minutes of the meetings held on 18 May 2016 were approved as a correct

record and signed by the Chairman.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

The following declarations of interest were made during the meeting:

Name Interest Minute No.
Councillor S F Bannister Other Significant Interest 28(3)
Councillor T A Bond Other Significant Interest 28(3)
Councillor P | Carter Other Significant Interest 28(3)
Councillor S S Chandler Other Significant Interest 28(3)
Councillor N J Collor Other Significant Interest 28(3)
Councillor A Friend Other Significant Interest 28(3)
Councillor S Hill Other Significant Interest 28(3)
Councillor K E Morris Other Significant Interest 28(3)
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ANNOUNCEMENTS

The Chairman of the Council made the following announcements:

(a) Death of Former District Councillor R J Thompson

The Chairman announced the sad news of the death of former Councillor R
J Thompson. He had served on the Council from 27 September 2007 until
May 2015 representing the Aylesham Ward. He had also been a member
and the Chairman of Aylesham Parish Council.

(b) Death of Former District Councillor B R Cope

(c)

The Chairman also announced the sad news of the death of former
Councillor B R Cope. He had served on the Council from May 1987 until
May 1995 representing the Castle Ward. He had also been a Kent County
Councillor for the Dover West Division.

Death of Former District Councillor R R Chesterfield

The Chairman also announced the sad news of the death of former
Councillor R R Chesterfield. He had served on the Council from May 1973
until May 1995 representing the Sandwich Ward. He had served as Vice-
Chairman of the Council from 1979 — 1980 and as Chairman of the Council
from 1992 — 1993 and 1993 — 1994. He had also been the last Borough
Mayor of Sandwich from 1972 — 1974 and twice Mayor of Sandwich Town
Council from 1985 — 1987.

(d) Death of Former District Councillor M B Trussler

The Chairman also announced the sad news of the death of former
Councillor M B Trussler. He had served on the Council from May 1999 until
May 2003 representing the Sandwich Ward. He had also been a Sandwich
Town Councillor since 1997 and Mayor of Sandwich on 5 occasions.

The Chairman called upon the three group leaders to speak and they paid tribute to
the service and character of the four former councillors. Councillor B Gardner also
spoke about former Councillor M B Trussler.

(e) Death of Jo Cox MP

(f)

The Chairman informed Members of the recent tragic murder of Jo Cox, MP
for Batley and Spen and the much quoted phrase in her maiden speech to
Parliament that “there is more that unites us than divides us”.

Incidents of Extreme Violence

The Chairman reminded Members of a number of incidents of extreme
violence that had occurred around the world in recent weeks and expressed
sympathy for all those that had been affected.

The Council stood in silence as a mark of respect.

LEADER'S TIME




The Leader of the Council, Councillor P A Watkins, included the following matters in
his report:

(a) His recent attendance at the Local Government Association Conference with
Councillor M R Eddy and Councillor K E Morris, who was currently on an
LGA scholarship. The issues of devolution, housing and healthcare were key
themes of the conference.

(b) The implications of BREXIT (the BRitish EXIT from the European Union) for
local government and the opportunity for the repatriation of powers from
Europe to local rather than national government.

(c) The legal proceedings relating to Farthingloe and the Western Heights.
Following the ruling against the Judicial Review brought by the Campaign to
Protect Rural England (CPRE), an accelerated hearing would be held to
consider the CPRE’s appeal.

(d) A visit by the Chairman of English Heritage to the Western Heights.

(e) The surprise news that the residual land at Buckland Hospital had been put
up for sale. The sale had been withdrawn following protests as it was
supposed to be earmarked for future step up/step down beds, a GP practice
or a dementia village. There was also a shortage of care beds which needed
to be addressed and the land could potentially be used for that.

(f) The Kent Health and Wellbeing Board had been tasked by Health England
to look at the problems being experienced by hospitals in discharging
patients to care beds and with tackling hospital deficits. An integrated care
system for health and social care was required to deal with this.

(9) The future of the South Kent Coast Health and Wellbeing Board. There was
work underway to support a change in its scope so that it became an
integrated commissioning group.

(h) That new legislation would allow the Home Office to force other authorities to
accept the redistribution of unaccompanied minors that were currently being
looked after by Kent County Council as the responsible authority. The
Leader and the Chief Executive were representing the authority on regional
groups in respect of this.

(i) The need for a fairer dispersal of refugees nationally. Members were
reminded that the Council had volunteered to take its share of Syrian
refugees.

(i) That proposals for improvements to the Duke of York Roundabout had been
accepted for the Local Growth Fund but there was a need to ensure that it
had national route recognition.

(k) To welcome the news of the Kearsney Parks Heritage Lottery Award.

The Leader of the Main Opposition Labour Group, Councillor M R Eddy, included
the following matters in his report:
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(a) That it had been evident at the Local Government Association Conference
that local government devolution was in disarray following the BREXIT
decision. There were opportunities for local government to take on extra
powers as long as they were properly funded.

(b) To welcome the news that English Heritage was working with the Western
Heights Preservation Society.

(c) To welcome the news on the withdrawal of the sale of land at Buckland
Hospital and to emphasise that the chronic shortage of nursing home beds
needed tackling. Hospital Trust deficits were partially due to the impact of
top down reorganisations.

(d) That the integration of health and social care should not be done through
privatisation.

(e) That there was a need for other authorities to take their share of
unaccompanied minors.

(f) That while the news of the Duke of York Roundabout being accepted by the
Local Growth Fund was to be welcomed and was urgently needed, the
project was only 17t on the list.

(g) To express concern that Dover District Council had not made any objections
to the extraction of sand at Goodwin Sands.

The Leader of the Minority Opposition UK Independence Party Group, Councillor A
F Richardson, included the following matters in his report:

(a) That following the BREXIT decision it was important for Dover to maintain a
strong relationship with Calais.

(b) To welcome the Kearsney Parks Heritage Lottery Award and the news that
English Heritage would be working with the Western Heights Preservation
Society.

(c) To express concern over problems with engaging Operation Stack and in
particular the need to remove the 40mph speed limit in place under Traffic
Assessment Project.

(d) To raise serious concerns about the impact of proposed dredging works on
the Goodwin Sands.

(e) That he had welcomed a group of refugees to an archaeological dig at
Folkestone.

In response, the Leader of the Council raised the following matters in his right to
reply:

(a) That it was not for Dover District Council to provide the scientific evidence in
respect of the Goodwin Sands dredging as it was a matter for the Marine
Management Organisation (MMO) to determine.

25 SEAT ALLOCATION AND GROUP APPOINTMENTS

11



There were no changes to the seat allocations or group appointments.

QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC

In accordance with Rule 11 of the Council Procedure Rules, Ms Penelope James
gave notice of her intention to ask the following question of the Portfolio Holder for
Environment, Waste and Planning, Councillor N S Kenton:

“Why was Dover District Council able to attend and stop the music at the
recent Mind Festival in Coldred on Saturday June 4, 2016 at the request
of local residents from Lydden but has been, seemingly, unwilling to
enforce the Noise Abatement Notice on Music served on Lydden Hill
Race Circuit on May 21, 2012 at any time during the past four years
when called out?

Local residents have been complaining about noise from evening
entertainment from Lydden Hill Race Circuit for many years now. We find
it unacceptable that we have to put up with an evening of booming music
after a day of intrusive racing noise. Dover District Council is aware in
advance of the dates which are liable to be noisy and yet, when the Out
of Hours Office is called by Wootton residents, it still appears unprepared
to enforce the NAN.

As we understand it, in order to be in a position to call Out of Hours one
needs to be able to hear the noise inside the house. Wootton is located
in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, as is Lydden Hill Race Circuit,
and in the summer residents like to sit outside in the garden for dinner or
a drink — this is why we have chosen to live here. Some residents have
lived here since before the Circuit commenced operation and many more
of us before the current owners took over and the noise increased
exponentially. But more and more frequently over the past 8 years we
find ourselves having to retire inside and shut all the doors and windows
on beautiful summer evenings in an attempt to get away from the noise,
and yet still it is intrusive.

We appreciate and understand that the Circuit is going to hold a number
of noisy events during the year. Our grievance is that these evening
events do not always finish on time, are extremely noisy (yes even the
Silent discos) and take place after a long day of noise. When we call Out
of Hours no one responds or the officer comes out too late and, most
importantly, no subsequent action is ever taken. Yet we have been told
that this is something that would be very simple to sort out.

If Dover District Council can stop the music for the Mind Festival why
does it not enforce the NAN on Lydden Hill Race Circuit?”

In response, the Portfolio Holder for Property Management and Public
Protection, Councillor T J Bartlett, advised that officers had been
visiting/monitoring a number of licensed premises and events including the Mind
Festival at Chilli Farm which was licensed under a Temporary Event Notice to
provide amplified music until midnight. Officers had been based at Coldred
where the nearest noise sensitive properties to the event were located but it was
believed that due to weather conditions the noise was actually a problem further
away in Lydden rather than Coldred. Following the investigation of a complaint

12
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in Lydden, officers visited the organisers of the Mind Festival and the music was
turned off shortly after midnight.

In respect of Lydden Race Circuit, the Council had received 8 out of hour noise
complaints since the serving of a noise abatement notice on 24 May 2012. Of
the 8 calls, 6 did not warrant a visit from officers as the noise level had been
reduced or the complainant did not feel a visit was warranted. Of the remaining
2 calls, in 1 instance the noise level was found to be insufficient to warrant a
breach of the notice. In the other instance, on 23 May 2015, whilst the noise
was sufficient to warrant a breach of the notice it ceased during a visit to the
affected property by officers. The Council did subsequently write to the circuit to
remind it of its responsibilities.

Residents were urged to report any instances where loud music was audible in
their home or gardens to the council’s out-of-hours service and if repeated
breaches of the notice were withesses, enforcement action would be taken.

For her supplementary question, Ms James expressed concerns that the out-of-
hours service was not responsive enough and Councillor T J Bartlett agreed to
look into the matter further and follow it up with Ms James outside of the
meeting.

QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS

In accordance with Rule 12(1) of the Council Procedure Rules, Chairmen of
Committees responded to the following questions:

(1) In the absence of the Chairman of the Scrutiny (Policy and Performance)
Committee, Councillor K Mills, the Chairman of the Council advised that the
question would not be put.

In accordance with Rule 12(1) of the Council Procedure Rules, Members of the
Cabinet responded to the following questions:

(2) Councillor P J Hawkins asked the Portfolio Holder for Environment, Waste
and Planning, Councillor N S Kenton:

“Since 2011 the Council has approved new housing developments in
Sholden that total nearly 500 new homes, and there are rumours of a further
development on the site currently being developed by Persimmons in the
Church Lane area. Can the Portfolio Holder for Environment, Waste and
Planning tell the Council at what point it will be decided that saturation point
has been reached in terms of further housing developments in Sholden
given the lack of suitable infrastructure to support those further
developments?”

In response, the Portfolio Holder for Environment, Waste and Planning
advised that any further proposals for housing development in the area
would be beyond that allocated and tested in the Council's Core Strategy
and Land Allocations Local Plan and would therefore have to clearly
demonstrate a case for approval, including whether or not there was
sufficient infrastructure to support further development, as a departure from
the Local Plan.
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In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 12.5, Councillor P J Hawkins
exercised her right to ask one supplementary question.

(3) Councillor S F Bannister asked the Portfolio Holder for Property
Management and Public Protection, Councillor T J Bartlett:

“The Council has embarked on public consultation on the Sports and Leisure
Strategy, and the proposals for the new leisure centre. How has the Council
ensured that the consultees, in terms of location and income group, are a
fair sample of local people?”

In response, the Portfolio Holder for Property Management and Public
Protection stated that the need for comprehensive consultation with both
stakeholders and the general public had been recognised in developing the
indoor facilities strategy and plans to replace Dover Leisure Centre. As a
consequence the list of stakeholders and consultees for the new leisure
centre project had been expanded, a number of organised consultation
events were being held and the consultation was being widely publicised
through flyers/posters, local newspaper adverts, the council’'s website and
social media.

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 12.5, Councillor S F Bannister
exercised his right to ask one supplementary question.

(4) Councillor D A Sargent asked the Leader of the Council, Councillor P A
Watkins:

‘I am sure the Leader of the Council joins me in condemning the post-
referendum increase in racist and xenophobic hate crime attacks in various
parts of the Country. Will he please outline the actions that this council can
take to tackle hate crime?”

In response, the Leader of the Council referred the questioner to the motion
on the same subject latter in the agenda. He advised that the Community
Safety Unit was working closely with Kent Police and the PREVENT sub-
committee was holding monthly meetings.

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 12.5, Councillor D A Sargent
exercised his right to ask one supplementary question.

(5) Councillor S J Jones asked the Portfolio Holder for Corporate Resources
and Performance, Councillor M D Conolly:

“Can the Portfolio holder for Corporate Resources and Performance provide
further information regarding the urgent decision to release £185,000 for
routine maintenance on the Council's assets? Bearing in mind it is well
known that there is a maintenance backlog how was the decision prioritising
these projects made?”

In response, the Portfolio Holder for Corporate Resources and Performance
stated that the £185,000 had been identified in the approved Medium Term
Financial Plan 2016/17 for Corporate Property Maintenance to be drawn
down to supplement revenue budgets as works were identified and
budgeted expenditure confirmed. Projects concerning the recovering of
certain areas of the roof at the Whitfield Offices to prevent further damage to
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the interiors and refurbishing the kitchens and toilets within the offices in
response to regular failures in plumbing and pipe works.

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 12.5, Councillor S J Jones
exercised her right to ask one supplementary question.

(6) Councillor B Gardner asked the Portfolio Holder for Corporate Resources
and Performance, Councillor M D Conolly:

“Would the Portfolio Holder please explain the background and the reasons
as to why the new levels of the fees for local land charges had to be rushed
through as an urgent decision notice and furthermore that the opportunity for
Councillors to call this decision into Scrutiny had to be removed by the
Chairman of Council?”

In response, the Portfolio Holder advised that the Law Society had
introduced a new CON29 form for use by Conveyancers when obtaining
information from the Local Authority in relation to Local Land Charges. The
compilation of the answers to the new CON29 questions was a much larger
project than initially appeared and required consultation with partners (Kent
County Council, Water Authority and the Environment Agency) to identify
which organisations held the information and software changes to systems
used in compiling the information required by the new CON29 form. The
required changes were made by 16 June 2016 but due to the EU
Referendum the following week, the Democratic Services team were not
able to be implemented until the following week and call-in was suspended
in order to ensure the required measures were in place by 4 July 2016
thereby avoiding a loss of income.

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 12.5, Councillor B Gardner
exercised his right to ask one supplementary question.

28 MOTIONS

(1) In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 13, Councillor B J Glayzer gave
notice of his intention to move the following Motion:

"This council calls upon the Portfolio Holder for Access and
Licensing to raise with Kent County Council the need for additional
traffic calming measures by way of speed humps and, or 20mph
speed buffering zones for Barton Road and Frith Road. This motion
has been bought to attention due to increased tensions and
discussions raised with constituents of the Tower Hamlets ward at
the neighbourhood forum."

The Motion was duly seconded by Councillor A F Richardson.

An AMENDMENT was moved by Councillor M R Eddy and duly seconded
by Councillor P M Brivio as followed:

“This council calls upon the Portfolio Holder for Access and

Licensing to raise with Kent County Council yet again the need for
additional traffic calming measures in Barton Road and Frith Road.”
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In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 15.7, Councillor B J Glayzer with
the consent of his seconder and the meeting agreed to accept the
Amendment.

The Portfolio Holder for Access and Licensing, Councillor N J Collor,
indicated to the meeting that while he would be prepared to raise this matter
with Kent County Council there was a role for County Councillors in taking
up such matters with Kent Highways.

On being put to the meeting, the Substantive Motion was CARRIED and it
was:

RESOLVED: This council calls upon the Portfolio Holder for Access and
Licensing to raise with Kent County Council yet again the
need for additional traffic calming measures in Barton Road
and Frith Road.

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 13, Councillor A F Richardson
gave notice of his intention to move the following Motion:

“This Council asserts that we are proud to live in a diverse and
tolerant society. Racism, xenophobia and hate crimes have no place
in our country.

Dover District Council condemns racism, xenophobia and hate
crimes unequivocally. We will not allow hate to become acceptable.
Dover District Council will work to ensure local bodies and
programmes have the support and resources needed to fight and
prevent racism and xenophobia.

The members of the Council reassure all people living in Dover
District that they are valued members of our community.”

The Motion was duly seconded by Councillor T A Bond.

Members discussed the importance of tackling all racism, including anti-
Semitism, and not allowing hate to become acceptable in any form.

On being put to the meeting, the Motion was CARRIED and it was:

RESOLVED: This Council asserts that we are proud to live in a diverse
and tolerant society. Racism, xenophobia and hate crimes
have no place in our country.

Dover District Council condemns racism, xenophobia and
hate crimes unequivocally. We will not allow hate to
become acceptable. Dover District Council will work to
ensure local bodies and programmes have the support and
resources needed to fight and prevent racism and
xenophobia.

The members of the Council reassure all people living in

Dover District that they are valued members of our
community.

16



Prior to the commencement of the next item of business, the Chairman asked
the Director of Governance to provide guidance on how provisions of the Code
of Conduct might be engaged for Members either directly affected by the
Motion or those indirectly affected through an associated person affected by the
Motion.

(3) In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 13, Councillor P M Brivio gave
notice of her intention to move the following Motion:

“This Council calls on Government to reconsider its transitional
arrangements for women born on or after 6 April 1951, so that
women do not live in hardship due to pension changes they were not
told of until it was too late to make alternative arrangements, and to
make fair transitional state pension arrangements for all women born
on or after that date.”

The Motion was duly seconded by Councillor P J Hawkins.
On being put to the meeting, the Motion was CARRIED and it was:

RESOLVED: This Council calls on Government to reconsider its
transitional arrangements for women born on or after 6
April 1951, so that women do not live in hardship due to
pension changes they were not told of until it was too
late to make alternative arrangements, and to make fair
transitional state pension arrangements for all women
born on or after that date.

(The Vice-Chairman was in the Chair for this item of business in the absence
of the Chairman.)

(Councillor S F Bannister declared an Other Significant Interest (OSI) in this
item by reason of his wife being affected by the pension changes and
withdrew from the meeting for the consideration of that item of business.)

(Councillor T A Bond declared an Other Significant Interest (OSlI) in this item
by reason of his wife being affected by the pension changes and withdrew
from the meeting for the consideration of that item of business.)

(Councillor P | Carter declared an Other Significant Interest (OSI) in this item
by reason of a family member being affected by the pension changes and
withdrew from the meeting for the consideration of that item of business.)

(Councillor S S Chandler declared an Other Significant Interest (OSlI) in this
item by reason of being directly affected by the pension changes and
withdrew from the meeting for the consideration of that item of business.)

(Councillor N J Collor declared an Other Significant Interest (OSl) in this item
by reason of a family member being affected by the pension changes and
withdrew from the meeting for the consideration of that item of business.)

(Councillor A Friend declared an Other Significant Interest (OSI) in this item

by reason of a close associate being affected by the pension changes and
withdrew from the meeting for the consideration of that item of business.)
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(Councillor S Hill declared an Other Significant Interest (OSI) in this item by
reason of being directly affected by the pension changes and withdrew from
the meeting for the consideration of that item of business.)

(Councillor K E Morris declared an Other Significant Interest (OSI) in this
item by reason of a family member being affected by the pension changes
and withdrew from the meeting for the consideration of that item of
business.)

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 13, Councillor P Walker gave
notice of his intention to move the following Motion:

“This Council will examine means of utilising Section 215 notices in
more beneficial ways to further enhance both our regeneration
programme and shopping areas and to support small businesses in
this District.”

The Motion was duly seconded by Councillor M R Eddy.

Councillor P A Watkins proposed that the Chief Executive be requested to
update to a future meeting on what is being done to utilise Section 215
notices.

Councillor P Walker, with the consent of his seconder, agreed to accept the
proposed update from the Chief Executive.

RESOLVED: That the Chief Executive be requested to provide an update
to a future meeting on what the Council was doing to utilise
Section 215 notices.

(The Chairman resumed the Chair at the commencement of this item of
business.)

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 13, Councillor A S Pollitt gave
notice of his intention to move the following Motion:

“This Council resolves to buy back the property known as the former
Regent Cinema and agrees to work with any future purchaser and
the council's partners to improve the building's appearance, not only
of the seafront facade but also when seen from Sondes Road and
South Street and the properties in those streets.”

The Motion was duly seconded by Councillor P J Hawkins.

Councillor P A Watkins proposed that as the Scrutiny (Policy and
Performance) Committee would be receiving a petition on this matter in
September 2016, it would be more appropriate to wait for the outcome of
that meeting.

Councillor A S Pollitt, with the consent of his seconder, agreed to withdraw
his Motion until after the Scrutiny (Policy and Performance) Committee had
received the petition in respect of the Regent Cinema.

It was confirmed that he could resubmit his Motion to a future meeting.
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RESOLVED: That the Motion be withdrawn to allow the Scrutiny (Policy and
Performance) Committee to consider the petition in respect of
the Regent Cinema.

ESTABLISHMENT OF EAST KENT SERVICES COMMITTEE AND ASSOCIATED
ARRANGEMENTS - REVISED DELEGATIONS

The Director of Governance introduced the report on the revised delegations for the
East Kent Services Commiittee.

It was moved by Councillor F J W Scales, duly seconded and

RESOLVED: (a) That the delegation to the East Kent Services Committee
effected by the approval of paragraph 28 of Schedule 5 to the
Original Report be amended to read as follows:

“Acceptance of the lowest or most economically advantageous
tender or bid for the carrying out of works for the committee, the
purchase, leasing or hiring of goods, materials and equipment
by the committee, or the supply of services to the committee,
provided that budget provision is available.”

(b) That the delegation to the East Kent Services Committee
effected by the approval of paragraph 31 of Schedule 5 to the
Original Report be amended to read as follows:

“The assignment or novation of a contract (subject to the
provisions of the Public Contracts Regulations 2015).”

EXPLORING THE MERGER OF THE FIVE EAST KENT DISTRICT COUNCILS

The report was introduced by Councillor P A Watkins.

Following a question from Councillor M R Eddy the Leader of the Council provided
assurance that as part of the preparation of a business case all options would be
examined and regular updates be provided to the Council.

It was moved by Councillor P A Watkins, duly seconded and

RESOLVED: (a) That £20,000 funding from general reserves be provided to
support the preparation of a business case.

(b) That the formulation of any plan or strategy to implement any
proposed merger of the East Kent district councils be a matter of
Policy Framework and be reserved for the consideration of the
full council pursuant to Article 4.01(a)(ii) of the Constitution of the
Council.

URGENT BUSINESS TIME

There were no items of urgent business.

The meeting ended at 8.29 pm
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Public Document Pack

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

At the meeting of the Council for the District of Dover held at the Council Offices,
Whitfield on Wednesday, 21 September 2016 at 6.00 pm.

Present:
Chairman: Councillor S S Chandler
Councillors:
J S Back R J Frost S C Manion
T J Bartlett B Gardner K E Morris
P M Beresford B J Glayzer D P Murphy
B W Butcher D Hannent M J Ovenden
N J Collor P J Hawkins F J W Scales
M I Cosin P G Heath P Walker
N Dixon J M Heron P A Watkins
M R Eddy S Hill
A Friend N S Kenton
Officers: Chief Executive
Director of Environment and Corporate Assets
Director of Finance, Housing and Community
Director of Governance
Principal Community and Leisure Officer
Team Leader — Democratic Support
APOLOGIES

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors S F Bannister, T A Bond, P
M Brivio, P | Carter, M D Conolly, D G Cronk, M J Holloway, T P Johnstone, L A
Keen, K Mills, A S Pollitt, A F Richardson, D A Sargent and P M Wallace.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations of interest made by Members.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

There were no announcements received from the Chairman of the Council, Leader,
Cabinet Members or the Head of Paid Service.

REVISED 2016/17 TREASURY MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

The Director of Finance, Housing and Community presented the Revised 2016/17
Treasury Management Strategy.

It was moved by Councillor P A Watkins, duly seconded and

RESOLVED: That the revised 2016/17 Treasury Management Strategy be
approved.
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DOVER LEISURE CENTRE

The Director of Environment and Corporate Assets and the Director of Finance,
Housing and Community gave a presentation to Members on the proposals for the
new leisure centre.

Members were advised that the Cabinet would be the decision maker for most
decisions relating to the leisure centre with the exception of elements of the Medium
Term Financial Plan and Treasury Management which would be the responsibility of
the Council.

The principles of the financing arrangements for the leisure centre were discussed
as well as the choice of the proposed site at Whitfield and the facilities mix. It was
noted that if a decision was taken to proceed with the spa option it would require a
further report to Council to include it within the Medium Term Financial Plan.

In addition to providing sufficient parking arrangements at the new leisure centre,
the importance of providing improved public transport links so that people from
Dover, Deal and the surrounding areas could use the new leisure centre was raised.
It was noted that this would be a matter for the Cabinet.

It was moved by Councillor T J Bartlett, duly seconded and

RESOLVED: That the budget and policy framework be amended to include the
Dover Leisure Centre project in the capital programme.

The meeting ended at 6.51 pm
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Agenda Item No 3
Declarations of Interest

Disclosable Pecuniary Interest (DPI)

Where a Member has a new or registered DPI in a matter under consideration they must
disclose that they have an interest and, unless the Monitoring Officer has agreed in advance
that the DPI is a 'Sensitive Interest', explain the nature of that interest at the meeting. The
Member must withdraw from the meeting at the commencement of the consideration of any
matter in which they have declared a DPI| and must not participate in any discussion of, or
vote taken on, the matter unless they have been granted a dispensation permitting them to
do so. If during the consideration of any item a Member becomes aware that they have a
DPI in the matter they should declare the interest immediately and, subject to any

dispensations, withdraw from the meeting.

Other Significant Interest (OSI)

Where a Member is declaring an OSI they must also disclose the interest and explain the

nature of the interest at the meeting. The Member must withdraw from the meeting at the
commencement of the consideration of any matter in which they have declared a OSI and
must not participate in any discussion of, or vote taken on, the matter unless they have been
granted a dispensation to do so or the meeting is one at which members of the public are
permitted to speak for the purpose of making representations, answering questions or giving
evidence relating to the matter. In the latter case, the Member may only participate on the
same basis as a member of the public and cannot participate in any discussion of, or vote
taken on, the matter and must withdraw from the meeting in accordance with the Council's

procedure rules.

Voluntary Announcement of Other Interests (VAOI)

Where a Member does not have either a DPI or OSI but is of the opinion that for
transparency reasons alone s/he should make an announcement in respect of a matter
under consideration, they can make a VAOI. A Member declaring a VAOI may still remain at

the meeting and vote on the matter under consideration.

Note to the Code:

Situations in which a Member may wish to make a VAOI include membership of outside
bodies that have made representations on agenda items; where a Member knows a person
involved, but does not have a close association with that person; or where an item would
affect the well-being of a Member, relative, close associate, employer, etc. but not his/her
financial position. It should be emphasised that an effect on the financial position of a
Member, relative, close associate, employer, etc OR an application made by a Member,
relative, close associate, employer, etc would both probably constitute either an OSI or in

some cases a DPI.
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Agenda Item No 10

Subject: RESTORATION OF MAISON DIEU, DOVER

Meeting and Date: Cabinet — 7 November 2016
Council — 30 November 2016

Report of: Roger Walton, Director of Environment and Corporate Assets

Portfolio Holder: Councillor Trevor Bartlett, Portfolio Holder for Property
Management and Public Protection

Decision Type: Non-Key Decision

Classification: Unrestricted

Purpose of the report: To seek the endorsement of Cabinet for the proposed bid to the
Heritage Lottery Fund for Maison Dieu, Dover (Dover Town Hall)
and seek agreement to the inclusion of the sum of £3m within the
Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP) as the Council’s financial
contribution to the project.

Recommendation:
CABINET Cabinet is asked to:

1. Confirm their support for the submission of a Round One
Application to Heritage Lottery (HLF) for a Heritage Grant
for Maison Dieu, Dover (Dover Town Hall);

2. Request that the Council amends the budget and policy
framework to increase the monies allocated to this project
from £2m to £3m in the capital programme.

COUNCIL 3. To amend the budget and policy framework and increase
the monies allocated to this project from £2m to £3m in the
capital programme.

1. Summary

1.1 The Maison Dieu, Dover is a substantial DDC owned asset which is not currently
being used to its full potential and the condition of the building is progressively
deteriorating. As a consequence Cabinet agreed in November 2015, to allocate funds
to support the development of a bid for funding support from the Heritage Lottery
Fund (HLF).

1.2 Work on the bid is well advanced and the report seeks to brief members on the work
undertaken to date and seek the endorsement of Cabinet for the bid.

1.3 The report also seeks agreement to increase the monies allocated to this project
from £2m to £3m in the capital programme.

2. Introduction and Background
2.1 As members will be aware, the Maison Dieu is situated within the Dover Town
Centre Conservation Area and is a Grade II* Listed Building and a Scheduled

Ancient Monument. It has a long history dating back to 1203, originating as a
mediaeval hospital (Maison Dieu). The building is an extensive and complex property
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

that has been extended several times throughout its life encompassing many
architectural periods.

Following Cabinet agreement in July 2014, consultants Ingham Pinnock Associates
were commissioned to prepare a sustainable business plan for the future
refurbishment and redevelopment of Dover Town Hall.

On completion of this work, a detailed report was presented to Cabinet at the
meeting held on 3 November 2015 and Cabinet agreed to allocate funds from the
Regeneration Reserve within the Earmarked General Reserves to enable the project
to move forward to the next stage and to support the development of a bid for grant
support to HLF.

It was further agreed at the meeting in October 2016, to allocated £30k from the
Special Projects Reserve support the preparation of the bid and also to draw down
£150k from the capital programme to enable urgent repair works identified during the
condition survey to be undertaken.

HLF Bid

The HLF application process for Heritage Grants above £5m requires First Round
applications to be made by 1t December each year, with a decision in April. Such
applications are decided on by the HLF Board of Trustees and compete against other
applications from across the UK.

If successful at this stage, then the Council would receive some financial support to
develop a Second Round application over the next two years for further consideration
by HLF. This is the same process followed by the recent successful Parks for People
application for Kearsney and Russel gardens.

Officers have therefore been working for several months now with the consultancy
team and also with the Steering Group established several years ago, which includes
Dover Town Council and the Dover Society on the preparation of the Council’s
application for a Heritage Grant for the Maison Dieu project,

The development of the bid has involved wide ranging stakeholder engagement and
public consultation to help shape the proposed bid and associated activity plan.

In developing the Heritage Grant application the Council’s vision and objectives for
the project has been set out as follows:

Vision and objectives

The vision for the project is to reawaken the gothic fantasy that is the Maison Dieu by
creating a thriving cultural venue and opening the building for the first time to visitors
and the community. The project will place the Maison Dieu back at the heart of the
Dover community, restore its position as an international stepping stone and act as
an anchor for Dover’s regeneration.

The project will achieve this by delivering five objectives below that underpin the
capital project and Activity Plan.

Objective 1: Regeneration
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3.6

The restoration of the Maison Dieu will act as an engine and anchor the regeneration
of Dover’s Mid-Town; it will become the go-to destination in the town.

The project will deliver this by bringing new land uses into the building that will create
unprecedented levels of footfall in Mid-Town, by becoming a major cultural venue
attracting residents, tourists and complimentary activity and delivering sKills training
for neighbouring landlords and tenants to repair and restore their own properties.

Objective 2: Conservation

The restoration of the Maison Dieu will reveal, restore, conserve and secure a safe
future for the internationally significant heritage embodied in the building.

The project will ensure that the building is brought back into full use and open to
visitors and the community for the first time in generations. It will deliver a
comprehensive package of uncovering, repairs and conservation work that will reveal
the hidden beauty and true significance of the Maison Dieu. It will undo the damage
caused by previous interventions and guarantee more appropriate future
management and maintenance.

Objective 3: Resilience

The restoration of the Maison Dieu will result in a building that is financially
sustainable so that regardless of future public sector funding regimes, the building
will remain active and maintained to a high standard.

The project will achieve this by opening the building up to the community and visitors
and recreating broken linkages. It will improve its performance as a cultural venue
and introduce revenue generating uses into un-used spaces. It will result in larger
and more diverse audience for the building and income streams that are not reliant
upon one another and that allow for future change.

Objective 4: Engagement

The restoration of the Maison Dieu will seek to engage every resident of Dover in the
history and culture of the Maison Dieu and capture a share of the 19 million
international visitors passing through the town each year.

The project will achieve this through delivering new and improved uses for the
building that the visitors and the community will use. It will deliver a far-reaching
activity plan that targets all groups regardless of age or education so that the building
regains its place at the community heart of the town.

Objective 5: Celebration

The restoration of the Maison Dieu will celebrate history, architecture, culture and the
building and the local community. Its history is the history of Dover and its future is
symbolic of the wider story of the resurgence of this iconic English coastal town.

The project will achieve this through housing information and exhibitions that help to
raise aspirations and create a sense of positivity in the town and by becoming once
more, the place for the community to come together and celebrate.

The main elements of the work proposed to the fabric of the building will be
developed as part of the Second Round application, but in summary are:
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e The creation of a new entrance to the Connaught Hall at street level,

e Provision of ‘green room’ space and reconfiguration of the entire basement
area;

o Conversion of the former Visitor Information Centre and Cell Area for use as a
catering outlet;

o Renovation and/or recreation of the William Burges decoration to the Mayor’s
parlour and Connaught Hall.

o Improved interpretation and access to the Stone Hall to enable it to be open
to the public daily;

o Conversion of the rooms in the north east section of the building for use as
holiday lets;

e General Repairs and refurbishment to the fabric and services within the
building.

Detailed costing for the project will also be developed as part of the Second Round
application but at this stage the overall project cost is estimated at £13.2m.

HLF require that for grant applications of £1million or more, a contribution is made of
at least 10% of the costs of the development phase and 10% of the costs of the
delivery phase. In practice, many applications offer a far higher percentage of match
funding and the Steering Group has agreed to seek a Heritage Grant of £8.5m from
HLF, with the balance of funding required being sourced from the partners and other
funding sources.

The timetable for the project if successful is as set out below:

Activity Date

Submit Round One Application November 2016
HLF Determine Round One Application April 2017
Develop Round Two Application 2017-2018
Submit Round Two Application November 2018
HLF Determine Round Two Application Spring 2019
Develop Design 2019-2020
Appoint Contractor for works August 2020
Works on site 2020-2022
Complete Construction Works August 2022
Complete delivery of Activity Plan Late 2024

As noted in the table above the projected timetable would not see significant
construction work commencing until 2020/21 at the earliest. The Council agreed as
part of the 2016/17 budget round to include the sum of £2m in the MTFP as a
contribution to the major refurbishment works with £1m allocated for 2017/18 and the
remaining £1m for future years. It is now clear that significant Council funding will not
now be required until much later in the process, setting aside the more modest
contribution of c£225k required as match funding to support the preparation of the
Second Round application.

Cabinet are asked to confirm their support for the HLF bid for Maison Dieu, Dover
(Dover Town Hall) and, noting that many grant applications offer a higher percentage
of match funding than 10%, to Request that the Council amends the budget and
policy framework to increase the monies allocated to this project from £2m to £3m in
the capital programme.
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Identification of Options
Option 1: To do nothing.

This is not considered to be a viable option. The Council has already allocated
significant financial resources to enable the preparation of the bid and the property is
likely to prove to be a continuing and increasing drain on future maintenance
expenditure if the asset is to be maintained.

Option 2: To endorse the bid and allocate additional monies within the MTFP.

The bid seeks to restore a building, which research has shown to be of national if not
international significance, support the Council’s regeneration plans for this area of the
Town and open up the building for greater community use.

Resource Implications
The proposal, if agreed, would increase the allocation within the MTFP from £2m to

£3m. Subject to approval by HLF, the expenditure profile for the coming years would
be as follows:

2017/18 | 2018/19 | 2019/20 | 2020/21 | 2021/22 | 2022/23 | 2023/24 | 2024/25

£75k £150k £600k £700k £900k £300k £175k £100k

The District Regeneration and Economic Development Reserve currently has a
balance of £12.5m, with provisional commitments of £10m for leisure centre
provision, improvements to Dover Town Hall and Dover Priory car park.

It is the Council's policy not to approve a capital project without all funding in place
from the outset. Since approval of the 2016/17 budget further potential commitments
of £1.5m for a spa attached to the leisure centre and the proposed additional £1m for
Dover Town Hall will mean that the £12.5m District Regeneration and Economic
Development Reserve has been fully committed.

Corporate Implications

Comment from the Section 151 Officer: The Section 151 Officer has been consulted
in the preparation of this report and has no further comment to make (MD).

Comment from the Solicitor to the Council: The Solicitor to the Council has been
consulted in the preparation of this report and has no further comments to make.
(HR)

Comment from the Equalities Officer: This report does not specifically highlight any
equalities implications however, in discharging their responsibilities, Members are
required to comply with the public sector equality duty as set out in section 149 of the
Equality Act 2010 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15. (KM)

Appendices

None.
Background Papers
None.
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Contact Officer: Roger Walton, Director of Environment & Corporate Assets, Ext:
2420
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Agenda Item No 11

Subject: APPOINTMENT OF THE COUNCIL’S EXTERNAL AUDITORS
Meeting and Date: COUNCIL - 30 November 2016

Report of: Director of Finance, Housing and Community

Classification: Unrestricted

Purpose of the report: Maintain progress in the appointment of the Council’s auditors
from 2017/18

Recommendation: That the Council accept an invitation from Public Sector Auditor
Appointments (PSAA) to become an “opted in authority” to enable
PSAA to appoint an auditor for the Council for each of the five
financial years beginning from 1 April 2018.

1. Summary

1.1 The Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014 abolished the Audit Commission and
repealed the Audit Commission Act 1998. Its aim, as stated in DCLG guidance, is to
give local bodies the freedom to appoint their own auditors from an open and
competitive market and to manage their own audit arrangements, with appropriate
safeguards to ensure independence.

1.2 The Council now has to consider whether to appoint auditors itself or in collaboration
with other authorities, or to become an “opted in authority” to a sector led approach,
where PSAA will make the appointment on the Council’s behalf.

1.3 This matter has previously been considered by the Governance Committee on 3rd
December 2015 (see Annex 1). Governance resolved to recommend to Council, at
the appropriate time, that Dover should become an “opted in authority” and take the
sector led approach.

1.4 On 27t October the Council received a letter (see Annex 2) from PSAA inviting it to
take a formal decision (by full Council) by 9t March 2017 to become an “opted in
authority” and this report seeks Council approval to do so.

Identification of Options

2.1 The options are set out fully in the report at Annex 1 and are not repeated in full here.
However they can be narrowed down to two main options, join the sector led
approach with PSAA, or seek a local solution, by forming an auditor panel with
independent Members and make our own appointment.

Evaluation of Options

3.1 Taking the points made in Annex 1, the PSAA route is clearly simpler and more
economic. However, there are two overriding factors which militate against forming
an auditor panel with independent Members and make our own appointment.

3.2 First, there are only a small number of auditing firms nationally, probably five or six,
with the experienced staff and the resources to undertake local authority audit work.
All of these firms operate to similar professional standards and all would be generally
considered competent to do the audits. To make such work viable, the firms would
generally need a contract of significant size and would create teams on a regional
basis, rather than a county or district basis. The sector led PSAA will be able to
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consolidate contracts on this basis and it is expected that virtually all Kent local
authorities (except Towns and Parishes) will decide to be “opted in authorities”. For
these reasons, this is a more attractive option for DDC.

Second, if the Council decides to set up its own auditor panel, it will be required to
recruit a majority of independent Members who, together with the Council’'s own
Members, have the necessary skill and interest in local authority accounts and audit
to make the required appointments.

Interest in local authority accounts remains a fairly narrow field, and so for these
reasons this is a less attractive option for most authorities, including DDC.

Resource Implications

The cost of future audit work cannot be determined at this stage. Audit fees have
been significantly reduced in recent years and are currently circa £54k per annum for
the main audit. Market pressures may serve to reduce this figure, but it is expected
that any new auditor would be charging fees of a similar size.

Corporate Implications

Comment from the Section 151 Officer: The Director of Finance, Housing and
Community has been involved in the production of this report and has no additional
comments to add (MD).

Comment from the Solicitor to the Council: The Solicitor to the Council has been
consulted in the preparation of this report and has no further comment to make (HR).

Comment from the Equalities Officer: The report does not specifically highlight any
equalities implications, however in discharging their duties members are required to
comply with the public sector equality duty as set out in section 149 of the Equality
Act 2010 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15 (KM).’

Appendices

Appendix 1 — Report to Governance Committee 3¢ December 2015
Appendix 2 — Letter from PSAA 27t October 2015.

Background Papers

None.

Contact Officer: Mike Davis ext. 2107 or David Randall ext . 2141

I:\accountancy\Audit and Governance\Appointment of Auditors\2016-11-30 Council Report Final.docx
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Annex 1

Subject: APPOINTMENT OF EXTERNAL AUDITORS - LOCAL AUDIT

AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 2014 AND THE LOCAL AUDIT
(APPOINTING PERSON) REGULATIONS 2015

Meeting and Date: Governance Committee — 3 December 2015

Council — At the Appropriate Time

Report of: David Randall, Director of Governance

Classification: Unrestricted

Purpose of the report: Following an initial report to the committee on 18 June 2015, this

report provides further additional information and updates
members on the routes available for the future appointment of
External Auditors, including the option of becoming an opted in
authority for a sector lead appointment or the options of creating
our own or a joint Auditor Panel to secure the appointment..

Recommendation: 1. That the Committee notes the issues arising for this

Council from the provisions of the Local Audit and
Accountability Act 2014 and The Local Audit (Appointing
Person) Regulations 2015..

2. That the Committee agrees that this Council seeks to opt
in to the sector lead procurement of the external audit
service as outlined in option 1 of this report.

3. That the Council be recommended to accept an invitation
to become an opted in authority for the purpose of
appointing a local auditor to audit the accounts of this
Council at the appropriate time.

1.1

1.2

1.3

Summary

The Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014 received Royal Assent last year and has
been brought into force on various dates since. It brings about changes to the
external audit regime for local authorities. The original paper of 18" June 2015 set
out the issues arising for Members’ consideration, in particular relating to the future
appointment of External Auditors and the need to form an Auditor Panel.

Since preparing the original report and following discussions with the other Kent
Authorities, it has become apparent that there was additional legislation that | missed
and wasn’t included in the original report. This is included in The Local Audit
(Appointing Person) Regulations 2015, not as part of the Accounts and Audit
Regulations. This provides an additional option, in that a sector lead appointing
person makes the appointment of the auditor, avoiding the need for an Auditor Panel.

This report updates the original report of 18" June 2015 to reflect the additional

legislation and the discussions that have taken place with the other Kent authorities
and offers an alternative recommended way forward.
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Background

There are two significant pieces of legislation that are relevant to the future
appointment of auditors:

Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014

The Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014 abolished the Audit Commission and
(subject to transitional provisions) repeals the Audit Commission Act 1998. Its aim, as
stated in DCLG guidance, is to give local bodies the freedom to appoint their own
auditors from an open and competitive market and to manage their own audit
arrangements, with appropriate safeguards to ensure independence.

The new local arrangements for the appointment of auditors were originally expected
to start after the Commission’s current contracts with audit suppliers ended in 2016-
17. However, our current external auditors, Grant Thornton believe that the Secretary
of State has extended their audit contract by 1 year to include the 2017-18 year.
Therefore, it is likely that arrangements for new auditors to audit the 2018/19
accounts will need to be finalised by 31st December 2017, so that the new auditors
are in place by 1st April 2018. This allows the Council more time to finalise its
arrangements than we originally envisaged. However, this could mean that we have
a period with two different external auditors, as Grant Thornton will be auditing the
2017/18 accounts up to around October 2018, whilst a potentially different auditor will
be in place from April 2018 preparing to audit the 2018/19 accounts..

This Council is a “relevant authority” within the scope of the Act, being listed in
Schedule 2.

The key accounting and audit obligations will be to:

o Keep adequate accounting records and an annual statement of accounts for
years ending 31 March; and

e Have accounts audited in accordance with the Act by a local auditor appointed
under the Act.

Local Auditors

Part 3 of the Act (and Schedule 3) deal with the appointment of local auditors (unless
appointed under the Local Audit (Appointing Persons) Regulations 2015 (see
paragraph 2.16 et seq.). The key points of interest are:

e Appointments may last for more than one year but a new appointment must be
made at least once every five years — this does not prevent the re-appointment of
an auditor. An authority may appoint two or more local auditors at once, either
acting jointly or separately.

o The auditor(s) must be eligible (under Part 4 and Schedule 5 of the Act) and
independent of the body being audited.

o Schedule 3 paragraph 1(1) provides that the auditor(s) must be appointed by the
Council (rather than by the executive).

e Auditors must be appointed by the end of 315t December in the financial year
before the financial year which will be covered by the accounts to be audited.
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o Section 8 of the Act sets out the procedure for appointing auditors if appointed by
the Council and imposes an obligation to consult and take into account the advice
of the auditor panel on the selection and appointment of a local auditor. There is
also a requirement to publicise the appointment.

Role of auditor panels

If the appointment is not to be made by the Appointed Person, Section 9 of the Local
Audit and Accountability Act 2014 requires the Council to have an auditor panel
whose role is to advise the Authority on:

e The maintenance of an independent relationship with the appointed local
auditor(s);

e The selection and appointment of a local auditor;

e Any proposal to enter into an agreement limiting the liability of its auditor(s), if the
Council wanted to enter into such an agreement it would be a matter for the full
Council.

The panel’'s advice to the Authority must be published.

Schedule 4 makes more detailed provision about auditor panels. Paragraph 1
provides that the panel must be one of the following:

¢ An auditor panel specifically appointed as such by the Authority; or
¢ An auditor panel jointly appointed as such with one or more other authorities; or

e A committee (or sub-committee) of the Authority which meets the specified
requirements for auditor panels (see below) and which has agreed to be the
Authority’s auditor panel. (For this Council, this would mean the Governance
Committee. If this Council chose this approach, the constitution of the
Governance Committee would need to change to an independent chairman and
a majority of independent members.)

For this Council, the appointment of the auditor panel would be a matter for the full
Council.

Paragraph 2 of Schedule 4 of the Act deals with the constitution of auditor panels. It
has been amended by the Local Audit (Auditor Panel Independence) Regulations
2014 which inserted a revised definition of “independence”.

An auditor panel must consist of a majority of (or wholly of) independent members,
and must be chaired by an independent member.

The amendments to Paragraph 2 of Schedule 4 of the Act make specific provision
relating to the Council. Paragraph 2 (2) of Schedule 4 of the Act now provides that a
member of its auditor panel cannot be “independent” as required if (s)he has been a:
o Member or officer of the Council within the previous five years; or

o Member or officer of another relevant authority, or an officer or employee of

another entity, where the other relevant authority or entity is “connected with” the
Council.
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Other categories of person who are excluded from being independent members are
those “connected with” current/prospective auditors; relatives or close friends of
members/officers of relevant authorities and connected authorities and entities; and
persons who have entered into contracts with the authority.

The definition of “connected entities” is set out at paragraph 8 of Schedule 4. It
provides that an entity is connected with a relevant authority at any time if the
Authority considers that, in accordance with proper practices in force at that time, the:

e Financial transactions, reserves, assets and liabilities of the entity are to be
consolidated into the Authority’s statement of accounts for the financial year in
which that time falls;

e Authority’s share of the entity’s financial transactions, reserves, assets and
liabilities is to be consolidated into the Authority’s statement of accounts for that
financial year; or

o Authority’s share of the net assets or liabilities of the entity, and the profit or loss
of the entity, are to be brought into the Authority’s statement of accounts for that
financial year.

Local Audit (Appointing Person) Regulations 2015

A separate set of regulations from the Local Audit and Accountability Act and the
Accounts and Audit Regulations, The Local Audit (Appointing Person) Regulations
2015 were laid before Parliament in February 2015. The new regulations allow local
government to establish collective procurement arrangements.

A framework is set out in regulations to allow authorities to opt into collective
procurement arrangements established by the local government sector. The
regulations set out the process for the Government to approve an organisation to act
as a sector-led body. The Secretary of State has designated Public Sector Auditor
Appointments Ltd, a sector-led body recommended by the local government sector as
an appointing person and given them the necessary powers and duties to act as a
collective procurement body. (see paragraph 2.24)

The regulations set out the process by which authorities can choose to participate in
the sector-led arrangements. Essentially, the appointed person must invite
authorities to become opted in authories. The authorities to whom the invitation is
issued must then individually decide whether to accept the invitation. The decision to
accept the invitation may only be accepted by the full council. If an authority accepts
then, the appointment of the auditor is made by the appointing person. The
regulations also set out the powers and functions of the appointing person which
include, for example, a power to levy fees on opted-in authorities and a
corresponding duty on the body to consult before setting those fees.

These regulations modify parts of the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014, as
they apply to authorities that have opted in to the collective procurement
arrangements. This includes the provision that Authorities that opt in and do not make
their own appointment will not need to establish an independent auditor panel.

The regulations still requires the Appointing Person to make a new appointment at

least every five years. In the vast majority of cases, that will require the Council to go
through a full EU-compliant appointment process, taking advice from their
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independent auditor panel. That will ensure that authorities regularly review the
quality of the audit service and that auditors are appointed through a fair and
compliant process. If the incumbent firm is found to be the best candidate through
such an open and competitive process, we do not think it right that Government
should prevent its reappointment.

In addition, the Financial Reporting Council’s ethical standards already require that
key audit staff, such as the lead partner are rotated on a regular basis. The
Government believe that, along with the other provisions about auditor appointment
and removal, the requirements for a new appointment every five years and for the
rotation of key audit staff provide sufficient safeguards to ensure the independence of
the auditor.”

Best value inspections

Schedule 10 of the Act deals with “best value inspections” and transfers the power
(previously held by the Audit Commission) to order an inspection to the Secretary of
State for Communities and Local Government. In practice this is likely to mean that
the auditors will no longer be required to give an opinion on the “best value”
arrangements of a council, as they do annually at present.

It is not clear to what extent the Secretary of State is likely to order such inspections,
or who would be asked to undertake them. However, it is reasonable to assume that
they are likely to be the exception rather than the norm.

Abolition of the Audit Commission

As noted above, the Audit Commission ceased to function on 31 March 2015. The
table below summarises the arrangements which will be in place from 1 April 2015
for Audit Commission functions.

Audit Commission function Destination
Audit contracts Transitional body (see below)
Certification work Transitional body

(Housing Benefit only)

VFM profiles tool Transitional body

Code of Audit Practice and technical National Audit Office

guidance

VFM studies National Audit Office

National Fraud Initiative Cabinet Office

Counter-fraud CIPFA

Corporate governance inspections Secretary of State for Communities and

Local Government

A transitional body has been established by the Local Government Association (LGA)
as a private company. This company is called Public Sector Audit Appointments
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(PSAA) PSAA will operate between 2015 and 2017 (or to 2020 if any of the current
contracts are extended by DCLG) and will:

e During the transition, appoint auditors from 1 April 2015;
e Set fees from 2016-17; and
¢ Monitor compliance and quality issues.

As the “Appointing Person” Public Sector Audit Appointments will make the auditor
appointment for those Councils that become an opted in authority from the end of the
transitional period.

Note: Article 6(2) of the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014 (Commencement
No. 7, Transitional Provisions and Savings) Order 2015 allows during the transitional
period that section 7 of the Audit Commission Act1988 (which deals with the setting
of fees) is kept ‘alive’ but the functions under it are delegated by the Minister to PSAA

It is expected that local authorities will either join a collective procurement vehicle or
establish their own auditor panels with a view to commencing procurement in late
2015 ready for appointment by December 2016 and operation from the 2017-18
financial year.

Options for Consideration

In line with the arrangements in place at other local authorities, the Council’s current
external audit contract (with Grant Thornton) runs to 2016-17, but we believe this has
been extended to 2017-18, with the possibility of a further extension to 2019-20.
However, it is appropriate that this Council addresses the issues arising from the new
external audit regime. The specific issues for consideration are whether the Council
wishes to opt in to the sector lead appointment of our external auditor, or if not the
structure and appointment of the Auditor Panel and the procurement route for the
service:

Option 1. The Council could seek to opt in to the sector lead procurement of the
external audit service. The Local Audit (Appointing Person) Regulations 2015 Part 2,
paragraph 3 enables the Secretary of State to specify an Appointing Person to
appoint a local auditor to audit the accounts of an opted in authority. Using Public
Sector Audit Appointments as the Appointing Person is attractive as it removes a
great deal of administration and arrangements that will need to be put in place and
improves the effectiveness of procuring in what is a specialised activity area. The
market for this service is very limited and at present, only the larger accounting firms
have the experience and specialist staff to undertake the work. These firms would be
much more likely to bid for work through a bigger procurement exercise rather than
seek work from one or two isolated districts or even an area as large as Kent. In
contrast a contract for the south east (as at present) would be more attractive and
would potentially attract the right players and maintain economies of scale.

If the Council chooses not to join the sector lead route, there are three alternatives:

Option 2. The Council could seek to form a joint auditor panel and a joint
procurement arrangement with neighbouring authorities (this could be with East Kent
Authorities or could be wider to cover the whole of Kent) so that there is a single
auditor panel and single external audit contract for the entire area (however defined).
This would aim to take advantage of better purchasing power and provide a more
attractive offer for the external auditor bidders. This is particularly important as local
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authority audit is a specialised activity. The market for this service may develop, but
we should not assume it will, and at present, only the larger accounting firms have
the experience and specialist staff to undertake the work. These firms would be
unlikely to seek work for one or two isolated districts, and then procurement could be
problematic. In contrast a contract for Kent or the south east (as at present) would be
more attractive and would potentially maintain economies of scale.

At the present time, our external auditors, Grant Thornton provide the service across
all of Kent. There may be some additional bureaucracy associated with creation and
management of a joint auditor panel, although it would avoid the need for each body
to source its own independent members. In reality the panel is unlikely to meet very
often and the governance arrangements once established should be relatively easy
to manage. This approach would require delegations from (or feasibly to) this Council
from other Councils to form a lead authority for the appointment of the panel and for
future governance and procurement purposes. There would also need to be joint
arrangements in place to introduce and manage an allowance scheme for the panel.

Option 3. Alternatively, the Council could form its own auditor panel and undertake its
own procurement arrangements. This approach if replicated elsewhere, could lead to
the panels in each authority in Kent, with associated administration and governance
to create and maintain each panel. Procurement would then be undertaken for this
Council, the small size of the audit contract may not be attractive to the bidders, who
in reality are likely to be from the bigger accounting firms. This approach raises the
question as to whether there is an available and willing source of independent
members across Kent to appoint to numerous auditor panels, recognising that there
will need to be a majority of independent members, including the chair on the panel
and the panel will have limited responsibilities and in reality will meet infrequently,
and will be dealing with an area that is to some degree specific to local authorities. If
the Council was to choose this approach, it is suggested that the auditor panel
should be formed of three independent members and two district councillors. Three
or more district councillors would mean that the panel would be treated as a
committee of the Council and impact on the political balance rules. It is also
suggested that the auditor panel doesn’'t become a committee or sub-committee of
the Council (i.e. becoming the Governance Committee).

Option 4. The Council could have a hybrid of options 1 and 2. It could form its own
auditor panel, but seek to procure jointly with neighbours, either within East Kent or
with the wider Kent authorities. All participating Councils in this arrangement would
have to pass the same resolution, not insurmountable, but with some difficulties. This
would allow the Council’s own auditor panel to advise this Council, whilst benefiting
from joint procurement as described above. This raises the same question of
available and willing independent members as described above. It also raises the
issue of the composition of the panel, it would again be suggested that a 3:2 split is
the most suitable arrangement.

Preferred Option

It would seem sensible to pursue Option 1. This offers the potential for economies of
scale and importantly a high probability of securing auditors with the necessary
experience to effectively audit this local authority. If the Council approves this option,
during the compulsory appointing period, which is not yet specified, the Council will
need to give notice to the Appointing Person of our decision to become an opted
authority.

37



4.2

5.1

6.1

6.2

6.3

Options 2 to 4 would require the full Council to initially delegate the interview process
to either a committee of Council or a specially formed sub- committee or to officers of
the Council or to another Council (if a joint approach was approved). Ultimately
Council would be required to approve the auditor panel appointments.

Resource Implications

Option 1 will incur minimum costs for the Council. Options 2 to 4 will require officer
time to introduce these arrangements. There will be costs associated with
advertising and then interviewing for the independent members. Subsequently there
will be the cost of an allowance scheme.

Corporate Implications

Comment from the Section 151 Officer: The Director of Finance, Housing and
Community has been consulted in the preparation of this report and has no further
comments to make.

Comment from the Solicitor to the Council: The Solicitor to the Council has been
consulted in the preparation of this report and has no further comments to make.

Comment from the Equalities Officer: This report does not specifically highlight any
equalities implications however, in discharging their responsibilities members are
required to comply with the public sector equality duty as set out in section 149 of the
Equality Act 2010 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15’

Appendices

None

Background Papers

Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014

The Local Audit (Appointing Person) Regulations 2015

Contact Officer: David Randall, Director of Governance
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Public Sector
Audit Appointments

27 October 2016 Email: appointingperson@psaa.co.uk

Nadeem Aziz

Dover District Council
White Cliffs Business Park
Dover Kent CT16 3PJ

Copied to: Mike Davis, Director Of Finance And Ict, Dover District Council
Harvey Rudd, Solicitor to the Council, Dover District Council

Dear Mr Aziz

Invitation to opt into the national scheme for auditor appointments

As you know the external auditor for the audit of the accounts for 2018/19 has to be appointed
before the end of 2017. That may seem a long way away, but as there is now a choice about
how to make that appointment, a decision on your authority’s approach will be needed soon.

We are pleased that the Secretary of State has expressed his confidence in us by giving us the
role of appointing local auditors under a national scheme. This is one choice open to your
authority. We issued a prospectus about the scheme in July 2016, available to download on the
appointing person page of our website, with other information you may find helpful.

The timetable we have outlined for appointing auditors under the scheme means we now need
to issue a formal invitation to opt into these arrangements. The covering email provides the
formal invitation, along with a form of acceptance of our invitation for you to use if your authority
decides to join the national scheme. We believe the case for doing so is compelling. To help
with your decision we have prepared the additional information attached to this letter.

| need to highlight two things:

e we need to receive your formal acceptance of this invitation by 9 March 2017; and

e the relevant regulations require that, except for a body that is a corporation sole (a police
and crime commissioner), the decision to accept the invitation and to opt in needs to be
made by the members of the authority meeting as a whole. We appreciate this will need to
be built into your decision making timetable.

If you have any other questions not covered by our information, do not hesitate to contact us by
email at appointingperson@psaa.co.uk.

Yours sincerely

a4 7,
o 4
/

7

Jon Hayes, Chief Officer

PSAA, 3 floor, Local Government House, Sméth Square, London, SW1P 3HZ
T 020 7072 7445 www.psaa.co.uk Company number: 09178094
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Appointing an external auditor

Information on the national scheme

Public Sector Audit Appointments Limited (PSAA)

We are a not-for-profit company established by the Local Government Association (LGA). We
administer the current audit contracts, let by the Audit Commission before it closed.

We have the support of the LGA, which has worked to secure the option for principal local
government and police bodies to appoint auditors through a dedicated sector-led national
procurement body. We have established an advisory panel, drawn from representative groups
of local government and police bodies, to give access to your views on the design and operation
of the scheme.

The national scheme for appointing local auditors

We have been specified by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government as
the appointing person for principal local government bodies. This means that we will make
auditor appointments to principal local government bodies that choose to opt into the national
appointment arrangements we will operate for audits of the accounts from 2018/19. These
arrangements are sometimes described as the ‘sector-led body’ option, and our thinking for this
scheme was set out in a prospectus circulated to you in July. The prospectus is available on the
appointing person page of our website.

We will appoint an auditor for all opted-in authorities for each of the five financial years
beginning from 1 April 2018, unless the Secretary of State chooses to terminate our role as the
appointing person beforehand. He or she may only do so after first consulting opted-in
authorities and the LGA.

What the appointing person scheme will offer

We are committed to making sure the national scheme will be an excellent option for auditor
appointments for you.

We intend to run the scheme in a way that will save time and resources for local government
bodies. We think that a collective procurement, which we will carry out on behalf of all opted-in
authorities, will enable us to secure the best prices, keeping the cost of audit as low as possible
for the bodies who choose to opt in, without compromising on audit quality.

Our current role means we have a unique experience and understanding of auditor procurement
and the local public audit market.

Using the scheme will avoid the need for you to:

establish an audit panel with independent members;

manage your own auditor procurement and cover itS costs;

monitor the independence of your appointed auditor for the duration of the appointment;
deal with the replacement of any auditor if required; and

manage the contract with your auditor.

Our scheme will endeavour to appoint the same auditors to other opted-in bodies that are
involved in formal collaboration or joint working initiatives, if you consider that a common auditor
will enhance efficiency and value for money.
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We will also try to be flexible about changing your auditor during the five-year appointing period
if there is good reason, for example where new joint working arrangements are put in place.

Securing a high level of acceptances to the opt-in invitation will provide the best opportunity for
us to achieve the most competitive prices from audit firms. The LGA has previously sought
expressions of interest in the appointing person arrangements, and received positive responses
from over 270 relevant authorities. We ultimately hope to achieve participation from the vast
majority of eligible authorities.

High quality audits

The Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014 provides that firms must be registered as local
public auditors with one of the chartered accountancy institutes acting in the capacity of a
Recognised Supervisory Body (RSB). The quality of registered firms’ work will be subject to
scrutiny by both the RSB and the Financial Reporting Council (FRC), under arrangements set
out in the Act.

We will:

e only contract with audit firms that have a proven track record in undertaking public audit
work;

¢ include obligations in relation to maintaining and continuously improving quality in our
contract terms and in the quality criteria in our tender evaluation;

e ensure that firms maintain the appropriate registration and will liaise closely with RSBs and
the FRC to ensure that any quality concerns are detected at an early stage; and

e take a close interest in your feedback and in the rigour and effectiveness of firms’ own
quality assurance arrangements.

We will also liaise with the National Audit Office to help ensure that guidance to auditors is
updated as necessary.

Procurement strategy

In developing our procurement strategy for the contracts with audit firms, we will have input from
the advisory panel we have established. The panel will assist PSAA in developing
arrangements for the national scheme, provide feedback to us on proposals as they develop,
and helping us maintain effective channels of communication. We think it is particularly
important to understand your preferences and priorities, to ensure we develop a strategy that
reflects your needs within the constraints set out in legislation and in professional requirements.

In order to secure the best prices we are minded to let audit contracts:

e for 5 years;

e in 2 large contract areas nationally, with 3 or 4 contract lots per area, depending on the
number of bodies that opt in; and

e to a number of firms in each contract area to help us manage independence issues.

The value of each contract will depend on the prices bid, with the firms offering the best value
being awarded larger amounts of work. By having contracts with a number of firms, we will be
able to manage issues of independence and avoid dominance of the market by one or two
firms. Limiting the national volume of work available to any one firm will encourage competition
and ensure the plurality of provision.
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Auditor appointments and independence

Auditors must be independent of the bodies they audit, to enable them to carry out their work
with objectivity and credibility, and in a way that commands public confidence.

We plan to take great care to ensure that every auditor appointment passes this test. We will
also monitor significant proposals for auditors to carry out consultancy or other non-audit work,
to protect the independence of auditor appointments.

We will consult you on the appointment of your auditor, most likely from September 2017. To
make the most effective allocation of appointments, it will help us to know about:

e any potential constraints on the appointment of your auditor because of a lack of
independence, for example as a result of consultancy work awarded to a particular firm;

e any joint working or collaboration arrangements that you think should influence the
appointment; and

e other local factors you think are relevant to making the appointment.

We will ask you for this information after you have opted in.

Auditor appointments for the audit of the accounts of the 2018/19 financial year must be made
by 31 December 2017.

Fee scales

We will ensure that fee levels are carefully managed by securing competitive prices from firms
and by minimising our own costs. Any surplus funds will be returned to scheme members under
our articles of association and our memorandum of understanding with the Department for
Communities and Local Government and the LGA.

Our costs for setting up and managing the scheme will need to be covered by audit fees. We
expect our annual operating costs will be lower than our current costs because we expect to
employ a smaller team to manage the scheme. We are intending to fund an element of the
costs of establishing the scheme, including the costs of procuring audit contracts, from local
government’s share of our current deferred income. We think this is appropriate because the
new scheme will be available to all relevant principal local government bodies.

PSAA will pool scheme costs and charge fees to audited bodies in accordance with a fair scale
of fees which has regard to size, complexity and audit risk, most likely as evidenced by audit
fees for 2016/17. Pooling means that everyone in the scheme will benefit from the most
competitive prices. Fees will reflect the number of scheme participants — the greater the level of
participation, the better the value represented by our scale fees.

Scale fees will be determined by the prices achieved in the auditor procurement that PSAA will
need to undertake during the early part of 2017. Contracts are likely to be awarded at the end of
June 2017, and at this point the overall cost and therefore the level of fees required will be
clear. We expect to consult on the proposed scale of fees in autumn 2017 and to publish the
fees applicable for 2018/19 in March 2018.
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Opting in

The closing date for opting in is 9 March 2017. We have allowed more than the minimum eight
week notice period required, because the formal approval process for most eligible bodies,
except police and crime commissioners, is a decision made by the members of an authority
meeting as a whole.

We will confirm receipt of all opt-in notices. A full list of authorities who opt in will be published
on our website. Once we have received an opt-in notice, we will write to you to request
information on any joint working arrangements relevant to your auditor appointment, and any
potential independence matters that would prevent us appointing a particular firm.

If you decide not to accept the invitation to opt in by the closing date, you may subsequently
make a request to opt in, but only after 1 April 2018. The earliest an auditor appointment can be
made for authorities that opt in after the closing date is therefore for the audit of the accounts for
2019/20. We are required to consider such requests, and agree to them unless there are
reasonable grounds for their refusal.

Timetable

In summary, we expect the timetable for the new arrangements to be:

Invitation to opt in issued 27 October 2016

Closing date for receipt of notices to optin 9 March 2017

e Contract notice published 20 February 2017

e Award audit contracts By end of June 2017

e Consult on and make auditor appointments By end of December 2017

e Consult on and publish scale fees By end of March 2018

Enquiries

We publish frequently asked questions on our website. We are keen to receive feedback from
local bodies on our plans. Please email your feedback or questions to:
appointingperson@psaa.co.uk.

If you would like to discuss a particular issue with us, please send an email to the above
address, and we will make arrangements either to telephone or meet you.
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Agenda Item No 12

Subject:

Meeting and Date:

Report of:

Portfolio Holder:

Decision Type:

Classification:

COUNCIL TAX REDUCTION SCHEME 2017/18

Cabinet — 21 November 2016
Scrutiny (Policy and Performance) - 22 November 2016
Cabinet — 28 November 2016
Council — 30 November 2016

Mike Davis, Director of Finance, Housing and Community
Dominic Whelan, Director of EKS

Councillor Mike Conolly, Portfolio Holder for Corporate
Resources and Performance

Executive — Key Decision

Unrestricted

Purpose of the report:

This report seeks approval for the Dover District Council Tax
Reduction Scheme (CTRS), taking into account the recent
consultation exercise and making the changes to the current
scheme as recommended below.

Recommendation:

It is recommended that Cabinet recommends to Council the
revisions to the CTRS for the financial year 2017/18 as set out
below.

It is recommended that Council approves the following revisions
to the current CTRS (in respect of working age Council Tax
payers) for the financial year 2017/18:

1. That the current minimum contribution towards their
Council Tax made by recipients of Council Tax Support
are increased from 6.0% to 10.0%.

2. That the maximum savings that a council tax payer liable
to pay council tax can have and still claim Council Tax
Support is reduced from £16,000 to £6,000.

3. That a minimum income is used within the calculation for
Self-Employed Council Tax payers after 12 months of self-
employment.

4. That the maximum level of Council Tax support is
restricted to the equivalent of a Band D property charge.

5. That only the first two children in a family will be included
in the calculation for children born after April 2017. (Some
exceptions will apply).

6. That the Family Premium is not included in the calculation
of Council Tax Support for all new working age Council
Tax payers.

7. That the period for which a late claim can be backdated is
reduced to one month.
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8. That the period for which a Council Tax payer can be
absent from Great Britain and still claim Council tax
Support is reduced to 4 weeks (with some exclusions for
certain occupations).

9. That the element of the work related component of
Employment and Support Allowance is not included in the
Council Tax Support Calculation.

10. That DDC works towards making determinations pursuant
to section 17A(7) Local Government Finance Act 1992 of
classes of cases in which the amount of council tax which
a person is liable to pay will be reduced in accordance with
section 13 A(1)(c) Local Government Finance Act 1992
from April 2017, in order to provide a safety net for council
tax payers experiencing extreme difficulty paying their
Council Tax.

11. That Members note the Equalities Impact Assessment as
detailed in Annex 4.

12. Pending acceptance of the Kent County Council proposal
(see Annex 5) regarding funding of the revised CTRS
scheme administration, Cabinet delegates authority to the
Director of Finance, Housing and Community to approve
the final details of the scheme for recommending to
Council.

1.2

1.3

1.4

Summary

The existing Council Tax Reduction Scheme (CTRS) has been in place since 1st
April 2013 and has remained largely unchanged since that date. Reductions in the
Revenue Support Grant (RSG) have resulted in a significant shortfall in CTRS
funding. A new more affordable scheme from April 2017 has been consulted on.

The recommendations are that the existing scheme is modified to reduce the level of
expenditure within the scheme by an estimated £497k (of which the reduction
retained by DDC would be an estimated £54k).

The significant cost saving changes are:

(a) Increase minimum contribution to 10% and limit savings to £6,000, saving
£259k

(b) Assume a minimum level of income based on the National Living Wage for
self-employed after 12 months, saving £203k

(c) Restrict to the equivalent of a Band D property, saving £35k

(d) Total saving £497k.

The maijority of the other changes are “structural” and maintain alignment with the
Housing Benefit rules whilst protecting the principles of the original scheme relating
to protecting the most vulnerable where possible.

Introduction and Background

CTRS is a means tested locally defined Council Tax discount and replaced the
national Council Tax Benefit (CTB) in April 2013, since when each billing authority
(DDC is a billing authority, whereas KCC is not) is required is set its own CTRS on an
annual basis.
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2.2

23

24

2.5

26

2.7

2.8

The current DDC scheme closely mirrors the former CTB and is administered in a
similar way (and often at the same time) as an award of Housing Benefit. It was also
a requirement, specified by Government, that although the CTRS could be changed
for working age claimants, there should be no adverse changes for pension age
claimants.

In 2015/16 Dover District Council awarded £8.4m in Council Tax Reduction on behalf
of all precepting bodies. The cost to Dover District Council of those awards was circa
£914k.

The DDC CTRS (for working age claimants) has been amongst the most generous in
the country, recognising the outcome of the previous consultation where there was a
consensus favouring protection of the most vulnerable / least well resourced. The
scheme provided a discount of 94% so Council Tax bills to full CTRS claimants were
6% of the full bill, or around £95 per annum, of which circa 88% has been collected.

The scheme must be approved Council by the 31st January every year, to come in to
effect from the 1st April of that year. In the event that a new scheme is not agreed,
the previous year’s scheme will roll forward to the next year.

Whilst CTRS is a local discount, the rules around pension age council tax payers are
defined by government and the local authority has no discretion to vary that element
of the scheme. However the scheme for working age council tax payers is not
defined and the local authority has full discretion over the design and generosity
(cost) of the scheme. This means that where there is a need to reduce scheme cost,
that burden can only be borne by the working age recipients.

When CTB was abolished in 2013, responsibility for the new CTRS passed to Local
Authorities. The funding for CTRS was added to the Revenue Support Grant (RSG),
but was subject to a 10% reduction from the previous amount paid under Council Tax
Benefit. In practice this 10% reduction in funding to DDC amounted to a 20%
reduction in funding for the 50% of the claimants who were of working age and
therefore not protected. The amount included within the RSG has not been
separately identified since 2013 and since then, central government has reduced the
overall RSG by over 60%, whilst expenditure on the CTRS scheme has remained
largely static.

DDC previously agreed to lessen the impact on claimants of the funding cut in 2013
by increasing the amount of Council Tax it collected from the general population
through the removal of some discounts (primarily empty property and second home
discounts which this report does not seek to change) that were available at that time.
This additional revenue reduced the amount that needed to be saved from the
Council Tax Reduction scheme and for Dover District Council, working age council
tax payers have been required to pay a minimum of 6.0% towards their Council Tax.
This has not subsequently been reviewed despite the increasing funding shortfall.

Identification of Options

CTRS for Dover District Council is managed by EK Services (EKS) alongside the
schemes for Canterbury City Council (CCC) and Thanet District Council (TDC). The
existing scheme was developed jointly with CCC and TDC and benefits from shared
principles, modelling and methodology. The overall principles of the schemes are
also common across all the authorities in Kent with the main exception that the three
East Kent districts, by raising additional funding through the removal of other
discounts, are able to have a lower CTRS claimant contribution rate.
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3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

Following the previous consultation, DDC’s CTRS was designed to follow the
previous CTB scheme rules, but with the following main changes:

e Minimum 6.0% contribution towards the Council Tax charge for all working
age recipients
e Removal of Second Adult Rebate

The major preceptors (KCC, Fire and Rescue and Police) are the main beneficiaries
of Council Tax and any cost mitigations, receiving 85% of Council tax between them,
and so over the past 4 years of the scheme they have provided each district with an
additional £125K per annum of funding to contribute towards the additional costs
incurred during the recovery of Council Tax payable by CTRS recipients.

This funding has been used by EKS to fund a number of posts focussed on Council
Tax collection and compliance. Major preceptors are currently negotiating a similar
arrangement for the 2017/18 financial year and the KCC position is set out in Annex
5. It is therefore anticipated that the current arrangement will continue. As the
position has not been finalised, it is recommended that Cabinet delegated authority to
the Director of Finance, Housing and Community to make any necessary
amendments in the scheme recommended to Council, if he is satisfied with the
funding arrangements from the preceptors for 2017-18.

The financial shortfall between scheme expenditure and RSG funding has been
growing since 2013 as set out in Annex 6 (column 6). For Dover District Council it's
share of that gap equates to its percentage of the total Council Tax raised and
currently stands at £574k in 2016/17. Ongoing monitoring has highlighted the risk in
continuing with the current arrangements without significant reform or identification of
alternative funding streams.

Collectively the major preceptors (the districts, KCC, Police and Fire) across Kent
agreed to fund consultancy to review the viability of the existing scheme and to
recommend options for change, in order to increase the affordability of the scheme.
Based upon the recommendations from that work DDC undertook public consultation
on those options, from 27th June to 16th September 2016 as follows:

° Explanatory information and a survey were made available online.
° Explanatory “You Tube’ videos explained each option in further detail.
° All working age council tax payers (5,532) were sent a covering letter, paper

information booklet and paper answer booklet with an invitation to complete
either the form or complete an online survey.

o 5% of the remaining households (2,582) were sent a covering letter inviting
them to complete an online survey.

o Copies of the information booklet and answer booklet were available for pick
up at Council face to face outlets.

° Four ‘Drop In’ sessions were held where members of the public could ask
questions about the consultation.

. A statement was added to every Housing Benefit Notification letter and every

CTRS notification letter issued between 26™ June and 14" September 2016
advising council tax payers that the consultation was running.

° Where received, responses from community groups were taken into account
The consultation was promoted in the Council’s Twitter feed.
. The consultation was promoted on the Councils Facebook page.

Consultation on the Options
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4.1

4.2

4.3

5.2

Fourteen different options were directly consulted on. Some of these related to direct
alterations to the scheme. Others related to “structural changes” to keep the scheme
closely aligned to the known changes to the Housing Benéefit rules.

Consultees were asked their views on:

a) leaving the scheme unchanged;

b) 14 specific changes set out in the table in the “results” section below;
) their four pre