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Summary 

Our previous two inquiries into Communities and Local Government’s Annual Reports 
have stressed the need for the Department to become more of a ‘big hitter’ in Whitehall.  
This year, we focused on three distinct themes: the success of CLG against measurable 
targets; the capacity of CLG to deal with the particular challenges it faced this year; and, 
crucially, the extent to which CLG has been able to exert its influence on other 
Government Departments and external bodies to achieve its objectives.   

Our inquiry paid particular attention to the key areas of housing, planning, and the fire and 
rescue services.  CLG faced particular challenges this year: as well as the extraordinary 
economic and financial pressures, which had a particularly dramatic impact on housing, it 
also faced its own internal challenges presented by the change of Ministers and staff 
turnover.  A certain number of stakeholders made particular mention of the lack of 
continuity caused by an average tenure in post of just 9 months for a CLG official and, over 
the lifetime of the Department so far, barely a year for a senior Minister.  As regards the 
influence that CLG is able to exert, we show that several stakeholders and key organisations 
that work closely with CLG expressed concern that CLG’s influence on other Departments, 
though improving in some areas, was patchy and less than was desirable overall.  The 
Secretary of State, in our oral evidence session, conceded that he had some sympathy with 
the view that CLG needs to exert its influence more effectively.   

In conclusion, we recognise that this year has raised particular challenges for CLG.  
However, we feel strongly that CLG still has to improve its performance in several key 
respects, as identified in our recommendations, if it is to punch above its weight in 
Whitehall.  
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1 Introduction 
CLG has a unique position within Whitehall as its success as a department is largely 
defined by how effective it is in influencing other government departments.1 

1. So said the Local Government Association in its written submission to the Committee, 
which encapsulates its view of CLG within Whitehall: to what extent does the Department 
have control over its own effectiveness?  Every year, we run an inquiry into how CLG has 
performed over the past year, considering what CLG says about itself and its achievements, 
in its Annual Report and in oral evidence, and what others—such as the National Audit 
Office and relevant stakeholder organisations—say about CLG. This year, we have focused 
on three distinct themes: the success of CLG against measurable targets in the form of 
Public Service Agreements (PSAs) and Departmental Strategic Objectives (DSOs); the 
capacity of CLG to deal with the particular challenges it has faced since our last report; and, 
crucially, the extent to which CLG has been able to exert its influence on other 
Government Departments, as the LGA observes it must do to be effective.   

 
 
1 Ev 58 
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2 CLG and its measurable results 

Public Service Agreements (PSAs) and Departmental Strategic 
Objectives (DSOs) 

2. The Public Service Agreement (PSA) framework for the Comprehensive Spending 
Review 2007 years (2008-09 to 2010-11) has changed compared to the previous Spending 
Review period.  The number of PSAs has reduced to 20 across Government.  Each new 
PSA will be led by a single Department, but will rely on several Departments’ input to be 
met.  CLG leads on two PSAs:  

• To increase long term housing supply and affordability (PSA20); 

• To build more cohesive, empowered and active communities (PSA 21). 

3. Specific to the Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG) are six 
Departmental Strategic Objectives.  The 2009 Departmental Annual Report (hereafter 
“DAR”) describes the aims of the DSOs: they “set out what we aim to achieve over the three 
years from 1 April 2008 and give a framework for measuring the progress we make”.2 The 
DSOs and PSAs are set out in Figure 1 below, together with reported progress in them 
from the 2009 DAR and Autumn Performance Report. 

Figure 1: The Department’s Strategic Objectives – overall progress  

CSR07 Target APR assessment DAR assessment Change

DSO 1: Local government  
To support local government that 
empowers individuals and 
communities and delivers high 
quality services efficiently 

Some progress
Improvement made against 3 
out of 7 indicators 

Some progress 
Improvement made against 3 
out of 7 indicators 

DSO 2: Housing 
To improve the supply, 
environmental performance and 
quality of housing that is more 
responsive to the needs of 
individuals, communities and the 
economy 

Strong progress
(12 of 17) 

Some progress 
(8 of 17) 

DSO 3: Prosperous communities 
To build prosperous communities by 
improving the economic 
performance of cities, sub-regions 
and local areas, promoting 
regeneration and tackling 
deprivation 

Not yet assessed
(1 of 9) 

Not yet assessed 
(2 of 9) 

DSO 4: Cohesive communities 
To develop communities that are 
cohesive, active and resilient to 
extremism 

Some progress
(2 of 5) 

Some progress 
(2 of 5) 

 
 
2 Department for Communities and Local Government Annual Report 2009 (Cm 7598), para 2.3. 
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DSO 5: Planning 
To provide a more efficient, 
effective and transparent planning 
system that supports and facilitates 
sustainable development, including 
the Government's objectives in 
relation to housing growth, 
infrastructure delivery, economic 
development and climate change 

Some progress
(1 of 8) 

No progress 
(0 of 8) 

DSO 6: Fire and Rescue Services 
Ensuring safer communities by 
providing the framework for the 
Fire and Rescue Service and other 
agencies to prevent and respond to 
emergencies 

Strong progress
(3 of 4) 

Some progress 
(2 of 4) 

PSA 20: Long term housing supply  
Increase long term housing supply 
and affordability 

Strong progress
(4 of 6) 

Some progress 
(4 of 6) 

PSA 21: Cohesive communities  
Build more cohesive, empowered 
and active communities 

Not yet assessed
Progress is not yet assessed 
on 4 of 6 indicators 

Not yet assessed 
Progress is not yet assessed 
on 5 of 6 indicators 

Source: Department’s Annual Report 2009 and Autumn Performance Report 2009 

4. The Performance Brief by the National Audit Office (NAO) comments on CLG’s 
progress against these DSOs as reported in the 2009 DAR: 

[T]he Department reported that it has made some progress against four out its six 
DSOs.  It reported no progress overall in providing a more efficient, effective and 
transparent planning system (DSO 5) and was unable to report progress against its 
objective of building stronger communities (DSO 3). The Department did not report 
strong progress against any of its DSOs in 2008–09.3  

5. Overall, performance as reported in the Autumn Performance Report has slightly 
improved since the publication of the DAR, most notably with DSO 2 (Housing) where 12 
out of 17 indicators show an improvement, up from 8 in the DAR.  The other two DSOs 
showing an overall improvement (DSOs 5 and 6) have done so by an improvement in only 
one indicator each.  Performance on DSO 3 (Prosperous communities) and DSO 5 
(Planning) remains weak. 

6. Within the limited confines of this inquiry, we have not considered the Department’s 
performance against all its DSOs in any detail. Rather, in questioning Ministers and 
officials, we concentrated on two areas in which we have taken a particular interest in the 
rest of our work, and which illustrate particularly well the challenges which the 
Department has faced in the period since our last report on its performance—housing 
(PSA 20 and DSO 2) and planning (DSO 5)—and one further area which we have regularly 
considered in the context of this annual inquiry—fire and rescue services (DSO 6). We 

 
 
3 National Audit Office, Performance of the Department for Communities and Local Government 2008–09: Briefing 

for the House of Commons Communities and Local Government Committee, October 2009, para 3.8 (available from 
www.nao.gov.uk). Hereafter “NAO Performance Brief”. 
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offer some brief comments on each below, before making some remarks about the 
Department’s performance in the round. 

Housing (PSA 20 and DSO 2) 

7. Progress towards PSA 20 and DSO 2 is judged by a variety of indicators, broadly 
covering three areas: (i) housing supply, affordability and environmental performance; (ii) 
the condition of housing for the most vulnerable; and (iii) enabling the most vulnerable to 
access or maintain settled accommodation. The indicator of arguably the most importance 
in contributing to overall government policy objectives concerns the number of net 
additional homes provided. The Government has set a target to deliver 240,000 homes per 
year by 2016, “to bring greater stability and affordability to the housing market”.4  Annual 
housing supply in England reached 207,500 net additional dwellings in the financial year 
2007–08, the latest year for which data are available.5  However, new house completions, 
which make up the majority of new housing supply, fell by 20% in 2008–9 compared with 
2007–8 and are at a level similar to 2002–03.  If the net supply of additional homes follows 
a similar trend, it will require a strong recovery to bring the trajectory back into line to 
meet the 2016 target.6  These figures are illustrated in the graph below, taken from the 
NAO briefing: 

Figure 2: Net additional homes provided and new house completions in England since 2001-02 
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4 Cm 7598, para 4.3. 

5 NAO Performance Brief, para 3.18. 

6 Ibid. 
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8. CLG’s 2009 Autumn Performance Report (APR) comments 

The latest published figures show that annual housing supply reached 207,500 net 
additional dwellings in 2007–08. This was a 4 per cent increase on the 199,000 net 
additional homes supplied in the previous year, meaning that the indicator is 
currently on track. However, global financial and economic conditions have had a 
significant impact upon the delivery of housing, as implied by the most recent 
quarterly housing statistics. Annual housing completions in England totalled 126,500 
in the 12 months to June 2009, down by 22 per cent compared with the 12 months to 
June 2008. This is likely to result in a severe drop in the 2008-09 net additions figures 
compared to 2007–08.7 

9. Within this total, the Government has also set itself a target for the number of affordable 
homes delivered. The APR reports on progress on this indicator as follows: 

The DSO target is the delivery of 70,000 affordable homes per year by 2010–11, 
including 45,000 for social rent. In 2008–09, there were 55,770 affordable homes 
completed (of which 31,090 were for social rent) compared with 53,730 in 2007-08, 
44,330 in 2006–07 and the baseline figure of 45,980 in 2005–06. This indicator is 
currently off track, in the light of the significant impact that the global financial and 
economic conditions are having upon the delivery of affordable housing. The 
Housing Pledge announcement in June[8] committed the Department to a revised 
delivery target of over 55,000 and over 56,000 affordable homes in 2009–10 and 
2010–11 respectively.9 

10. Although the APR reports the indicator for number of net additional homes provided 
as “on track”, as the narrative comment which we reproduce above shows, this is largely 
based on pre-credit crunch figures. As the diagram above shows very clearly, future reports 
will be likely to show the Government falling well behind the trajectory of housing building 
needed to attain the target of 240,000 homes per year by 2016. This has led many to call on 
the Government to abandon those targets as unrealistic. Meanwhile, the APR reports the 
indicator for number of affordable homes delivered as “off track”, despite the significant 
decrease in the targets for 2009–10 and 2010–11 described above.  

11. We considered the calls to abandon the targets in an inquiry, Housing and the credit 
crunch, on which we took evidence in late 2008, and which we followed up with further 
evidence in June 2009. The reports of both these inquiries rejected these calls and 
continued to support the Government’s house-building targets. We maintain that position 
now. The credit crunch has not reduced levels of need for new housing nor affected the 
need to address years of undersupply.   

 
 
7 Communities and Local Government Autumn Performance Report 2009 (Cm 7770), para 2.1. 

8 “We have already committed to investing an extra £1.2 billion this year to build new houses. But to ensure that we 
meet the needs of young families across the country, we will expand this building programme by investing a further 
£1.5 billion over the next two years to deliver 20,000 additional energy efficient, affordable homes to rent or buy. 
This housing investment package will also create an estimated 45,000 additional jobs in the construction and related 
industries over the full three-year construction period.” (Building Britain’s Future, Cm 7654, June 2009). 

9 Cm 7770, para 2.3. 
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12. We report below on some of the measures which the Government has taken since we 
last reported on its performance to address the issue of chronic undersupply and the effects 
of the credit crunch. Meanwhile, we commend the Department for the focus which it has 
maintained on these issues and for the progress which it has reported up to now. 
However, we anticipate that future reports will show much weaker progress as the 
effects of the credit crunch feed through into reported figures for new housing 
completions. The Department will need to continue to report clearly and honestly on 
progress, both to ensure accountability for its performance and to enable it to adjust its 
programmes appropriately to take account of the effects of its policies.  

Planning (DSO 5) 

13. The Government’s housing targets as expressed in CLG’s DSO 2—as well as other 
important Government objectives—are heavily underpinned by targets set in another 
crucial DSO, on planning. The first two indicators of progress against this objective 
concern the production of Regional Spatial Strategies and Local Development Plan 
Documents.10 As the 2009 Departmental Annual Report says, “Regional Spatial Strategies 
(RSSs) and Local Development Frameworks (LDFs) have an important role in ensuring the 
Government’s objectives on housing growth and identifying land for housing supply, and 
other priorities such as economic recovery and tackling climate change are delivered”.11 

14. It is therefore of considerable concern that neither of these indicators show progress to 
be on track to meet the overall objective. The 2009 DAR reported that the target to have 
seven out of eight RSSs in place by the end of 2008-09 had been missed; and that only 10 
per cent of development plan documents (DPDs) had been completed, against a target of 
80 per cent by March 2011. The most recent Autumn Performance Report shows no 
further progress on RSSs and a rise to just 12 per cent of local authorities having adopted 
the necessary DPDs. 

15. Richard McCarthy, Director of Housing and Planning at CLG, told us when we 
questioned him about slow progress on DPDs: 

The implementation of the Local Development Framework programme has been a 
challenge and it is disappointing to report to you, which we have done, that we have 
still quite a long way to go to reach the target for the end of the Spending Review 
period.  What I can tell you is we think we have around 20 per cent of the core 
documents now published and we have a great deal of work which we are starting to 
pick up through our direct engagement authorities across at least another 40 per cent 
which will no doubt appear, I hope, over the next 12–18 months.  […] We have put 
in place a whole series of support services and changes to try and make it easier for 
local authorities to produce LDFs.  Ministers remain committed to LDFs.  […] we 
have reduced and improved the regulations, tried to remove elements of over-
engineering in the system and tried to make it easier for local authorities to complete 
LDFs.  We give them advice through the guidance published by the Planning 

 
 
10 Cm 7598, page 128. 

11 Cm 7598, para 7.12. 



Communities and Local Government’s Departmental Annual Report 2009, and the performance of the 
Department in 2008–09   11 

 

 

Advisory Service.  We now offer extra advice through Government Offices and the 
Planning Inspectorate.  We still remain very open to engaging continuously with 
them and other stakeholders to try and make this process work because it is essential 
that local authorities do have those key plans in place that create the spatial plans for 
their areas.  It gives developers, be they house builders or other investors, the sense of 
certainty they want.  It is a real challenge, and we are not trying to diminish that.  I 
hope what I can show you […] is that we are doing a lot of work to try and respond 
to that challenge.12 

16. In July 2008 we published a report, Planning Matters: labour shortages and skills gaps, 
which addressed issues of direct relevance to the achievement of DSO 5. That report 
highlighted long-standing and acute shortages of labour and skills in planning, concluding 
that “there is a significant risk that major Government targets for development and 
regeneration will be missed because our planning system is unable to manage either the 
volume or the variety of tasks it will be asked to perform between now and 2020”.13 The 
most recent reported achievement against the targets in this DSO appear to be confirming 
our fears.  

17. When we questioned the Minister for Planning, Rt Hon John Healey, on these issues, 
he suggested that the Government had “stepped up what we have been trying to do to 
make sure that there are sufficient skilled planners in the system”14—notwithstanding the 
lack of any reference to the issue in the 2009 DAR. Mr Healey went on to refer to a number 
of steps which the Government had taken to increase the number of planners in the 
system,15 evidence which was later augmented by a supplementary memorandum on the 
same point.16 He was, however, less convincing when we questioned him about the role of 
the Homes and Communities Agency Academy (HCAA), a body which the Government 
told us was intended, among other things, “to raise the profile of planning and other 
sustainable communities professions and increase entry into those industries”,17 and 
appeared unaware of an exchange of correspondence between himself and our Chair in 
which the Chair had expressed concern about the effectiveness of the HCAA and in 
particular queried the value added by HCAA to activities already being delivered by 
others.18  

18. We are concerned that, despite Mr McCarthy’s reassurance that “Ministers remain 
committed to LDFs”, there does not appear to be the same Ministerial commitment to 
identifying, and where appropriate operating, the levers for delivering the planning skills 
and manpower pool that local authorities need to access if they are to deliver LDFs in a 
timely manner. Our concern is not allayed by the cuts in Housing and Planning Delivery 

 
 
12 Q145 

13 Eleventh Report of Session 2007–08 (HC 517), para 6. 

14 Q216 

15 Q216 

16 Ev 69 

17 Government Response to the Communities and Local Government Committee’s report: Planning Matters—labour 
shortages and skills gaps (Cm 7495), para 20.1. 

18 Q224 
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Grant—“an important measure of support” with reference to capacity building in 
planning, according to the Government’s response to Planning Matters19—which the then 
Minister for Planning announced in May 2009.20 We reemphasise the importance of 
maintaining the supply of planning skills to the achievement not only of the central aim 
of a decent home for all but to a range of Government objectives. We call for greater 
Ministerial focus on this area and hope that it will result in improved performance 
being reported in the next Departmental Annual Report. 

Fire and Rescue Services (DSO 6) 

19. DSO 6 is to “ensure safer communities by providing the framework for the Fire and 
Rescue Service and other agencies to prevent and respond to emergencies.”21 The 
Department is performing well against the first two of the underpinning indicators relating 
to this DSO (6.1, numbers of primary fires, related fatalities and non-fatal casualties, and 
6.2, number of primary and secondary deliberate fires), as illustrated by the following 
tables: 

Figure 2: Incidence of primary fires, fatalities due to primary fires and non-fatal casualties in 
England in 2006–07 and 2007–-08 

 Incidents (per 100,000 population) 

 Primary fires Fatalities due to 
primary fires  

Non-fatal casualties 
(excluding 

precautionary 
checks) 

2006-07 254.4 0.72 12.5 

2007-08 225.5 0.70 11.3 

Change (2006-07 to 2007-08) -11 per cent - 2 per cent - 10 per cent 

Source: Department for Communities and Local Government Fire Statistics  

Figure 3: Incidence of primary and secondary deliberate fires in England in 2006–07 and 2007–08 

 
 
19 Cm 7495, para 8.5. 

20 HC Deb, 12 May 2009, col 45WS. 

21 Cm 7598, p.137. 
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 Incidents (per 100,000 population) 

 Primary deliberate fires Secondary deliberate fires 

2006-07 113.7 312.3 

2007-08 97.5 267.4 

Change (2006-07 to 2007-08) - 14 per cent  - 14 per cent 

Source: Department for Communities and Local Government Fire Statistics  

20. We asked Sir Ken Knight, Chief Fire and Rescue Adviser, whether he was confident of 
being able to continue to achieve improvements in performance against these indicators. 
He replied: 

No, I am not, Chair, because they are now at a very helpful low base.  The numbers 
of accidental fires in the home are now about 200 and have come down significantly, 
sometimes because of those very large step changes, such as 18 or 20 years ago with 
the foam filled furniture regulations which undoubtedly had an effect, but more 
particularly the Home Fire Risk Checks that are now taking place.  Accidental fires 
do still occur and when they occur, [...] they distort that very low base to a great 
extent.  We have seen that this year again, I am afraid, but still two per cent down on 
last year’s figures.  It has been incredibly successful.22 

21. Progress has also been demonstrated against the third indicator underpinning this 
DSO, Fire and Rescue Service Performance. This indicator calls for “improvements in 
aggregate scores achieved by Fire and Rescue Authorities (FRAs) in the Use of Resources 
and Direction of Travel components of the 2008 CPA compared to 2007.”23 As the NAO 
told us, the 2008 CPA scores show that:   

• The number of FRAs achieving the top two and bottom two scores for Use of 
Resources scores remained static— one FRA moved up into the top categories from the 
bottom, and one moved down; and 

• The number of FRAs achieving the top two scores for Direction of Travel increased 
significantly from 28 in 2007 to 37 in 2008, with only one FRA showing no 
improvement from 2007. 

22. Nonetheless, there remains rooms for further improvement in FRA performance. An 
Audit Commission national study, published in December 2008, identified scope to further 
improve efficiency throughout the Fire and Rescue Service. Whilst overall efficiency saving 
targets are being achieved, four (out of 46) FRAs had contributed nearly half of all the 
savings made by 2008.24 

 
 
22 Q124 

23 Cm 7598, p.144. 

24 NAO Performance Brief, para 3.76. 
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23. Regrettably, performance against the fourth indicator relating to the Fire and Rescue 
Service—“Delivery of a co-ordinated Fire and Resilience programme”—gives much greater 
cause for concern. The target consists of “Achieving planned milestones and deliverables 
for the New Dimension, FiReControl and Firelink projects and completing the programme 
by 2012.” The National Audit Office summarised progress against the various elements of 
this target as follows: 

The Department reported some progress in all three projects and therefore considers 
that progress has been made against some elements of this indicator. Firelink and 
FiReControl, however, slipped from their original timescales and as such delivery of 
all projects by 2012 remains challenging. 

New Dimension 

New Dimension is a programme to enhance the ability of FRSs to respond to major 
disruptive events by:  

• Providing specialist vehicles and equipment (such as high volume pumps 
and vehicles which aid in the detection, identification and monitoring of 
dangerous substances); 

• Funding training for firefighters to use the new equipment; and  

• Supporting planning for deployment of the equipment in the case of an 
emergency.  

The equipment is now fully operational.  

The NAO reported on the New Dimension Programme in October 2008, at which 
time the Department had committed £330 million to the programme. We found that 
the New Dimension programme has enhanced the Fire and Rescue Services’ capacity 
to respond to terrorist and other large-scale emergency events, and has already 
contributed significantly to the handling of a number of major incidents. Avoidable 
costs and delays, however, were incurred in the procurement of the equipment, 
which presented significant risks to value for money.  

FiReControl 

The FiReControl project will replace 46 local control centres with a network of nine 
regional control centres. In November 2008, the Department announced a delay to 
the programme: at this point switch-over to the first three regional control centres 
was planned for summer 2010 (a delay of nine months), with the full system 
expected to be in place by spring 2012 (a delay of five months). In July 2009, the 
Department announced a further ten month extension to this timetable, so that the 
first FRSs will switch over to the Regional Control Centres in spring 2011, and the 
last will switch over by the end of 2012. The latest iteration of the project business 
case, released in January 2009, estimates that the FiReControl project will cost, in 
total, £217.6 million more than current provision. This is more than was anticipated 
in the 2007 full business case, which identified an equivalent figure of £32.9 million. 

 



Communities and Local Government’s Departmental Annual Report 2009, and the performance of the 
Department in 2008–09   15 

 

 

Firelink 

Firelink is a £350 million project to replace telecommunication for the Fire Service 
throughout Great Britain with a digital network. The Department made progress on 
this project in 2008–09—it reported that the roll-out of radio appliances in one 
region was complete and was progressing in the remaining eight regions by March 
2009. The Department reported in its Annual Report that the main milestone for 
2009, completion of 'Phase A' network infrastructure in nine regions, was now 
delayed and due to be met later in the year. The delays to this project have resulted in 
the Department underspending by £18 million. Operational roll-out of radios to all 
nine regions is due to be complete by March 2010.  

Firebuy 

Firebuy was established to deliver FRS procurement in England. In June 2008, the 
Department published a review, which concluded that Firebuy: 

• Did not, as intended, cover its costs from income from the FRS from its third 
year of operation (2008–09); 

• Had not achieved wide stakeholder buy-in from the FRS. The Service has no 
sense of ownership of the organisation or its priorities; 

• Could not systematically demonstrate the benefits its contracts bring over the 
alternatives and that FRAs resent being compelled to use these contracts; and 

• Had a structure that was perceived as unwieldy and unrepresentative. As a 
small NDPB it has relatively high overhead costs.25 

24. We questioned both the Permanent Secretary and the Chief Fire and Rescue Adviser, 
and later Ministers, on the management of these projects, particularly FiReControl.26 We 
have subsequently embarked upon a more detailed examination of the FiReControl 
project, so do not propose to go into any detail here. However, it is clear from the 
National Audit Office’s comments on the range of projects undertaken in the Fire 
Service that project management skills are lacking in the Department and that this is 
having a serious effect on the achievement of the Department’s objectives. We return to 
this theme in our next chapter. 

25. Meanwhile, however, we commend the Department and the Fire and Rescue Service 
for the progress which it has made on the most important of its DSOs, reducing the 
incidence of fires and the number of deaths and casualties from them. 

 
 
25 NAO Performance Brief, paras 3.77-83. 

26 Qq 100-110, 207–215. 
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Performance against efficiency targets  

Value for money savings—CSR07 

26. In CSR07 the Department agreed to deliver £887 million of savings by March 2011.  As 
with other departments, these savings must be cash-releasing, net of any costs incurred, 
and sustainable.  According to the Autumn Performance Report, only £40 million of 
savings (five per cent) had been made by March 2009 towards the overall target, leaving 
£847 million of savings to be made in the remaining two years of the CSR period. 

New affordable housing supply 

27. The Department had planned for the Homes and Communities Agency to deliver the 
vast majority of value for money savings, some £734 million, from efficiency gains in 
affordable housing development.  It was to do this by making the investment programme 
more competitive, maximising the private finance contribution (particularly by 
encouraging housing associations to invest through borrowing), and managing the risk of 
planning new developments more effectively.  The APR reports that no such savings had 
been made by March 2009 and acknowledges the risk that the £734 million target will not 
be met because of the downturn in the housing market and the reduction in expected 
contributions from private development.  The APR notes that the Department is still 
carrying out work to estimate what savings can now be made: even though in the 
Government’s 2009 Value for Money update document the Department committed to 
reporting on progress against the target in summer 2009.27 We are pursuing this point, and 
some wider points about the management of these planned savings, with the Department, 
and will publish its response on our website in due course. 

Fire and Rescue Services 

28. The Department planned to achieve £110 million of efficiency savings by March 2011 
through the ongoing modernisation process in the Fire and Rescue Services, including 
improvements to procurement methods and better risk management.  During 2008–09 
some £40 million of savings were made, and a further £46 million are forecast for 2009–10. 

Administration 

29. The remaining £43 million of efficiency gains planned by the Department were due to 
come from administrative savings arising from sharing corporate services and rationalising 
the Department’s estate.  The Department did not make any such savings in 2008–09 but 
the APR claims that the Department is still on track to meet this target by 2011. 

 
 
27  HM Government, 2009 Value for money update, page 24. 
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Value for money savings—Budget 2009 

30. The Department committed to an additional £100 million of savings by March 2011 as 
part of the £5 billion of savings announced in the 2008 Pre-Budget Report.  In the 
Government’s 2009 Value for Money update28 this figure was shown as being made up of: 

• £65 million from more effective use of funds to tackle difficult housing estates 

• £20 million from the Housing and Planning Delivery Grant 

• £15 million from a range of programmes including planning budgets. 

The APR states that the Department is on course to meet the £100 million target but 
provides no information on savings made to date. 

Relocation of staff out of London and the South East 

31. The Department had relocated 220 full time equivalent posts out of London and the 
South East by March 2009, and states in the APR that it is confident of meeting its target of 
240 posts by March 2010.  However, no additional posts have been relocated since the 
2007–08 DAR reported 220 posts as of June 2008. 

Efficiency targets: conclusion 

32. Last year, we congratulated the Department on the achievement of its SR04 
efficiency targets, but said that we would “watch with interest” to see whether it was 
capable of achieving the further demanding targets which have been set for it in the 
CSR07 period. As is evident from the above, achievement of the Department’s overall 
target of £887 million in efficiency savings by March 2011 will be extremely 
challenging.  Failure to do so will leave a very significant hole in CLG’s plans. We look 
forward to seeing what contingency plans the Department has in place to identify other 
sources of efficiency savings that will contribute to the £887 million target, or otherwise 
to cover the shortfall should they not be achieved. Meanwhile, we also look forward to 
seeing the details of how the Department will achieve its target for staff relocation, and 
the additional £100 million of savings by March 2011 announced in the 2008 Pre-
Budget Report. 

Accountability and the Department’s performance in the round 

33. When reporting on its performance, Communities and Local Government  has to face 
some particularly demanding critics. One of the Department’s main stakeholders is of 
course local government itself, which routinely now describes itself as “the most efficient 
part of the public sector”.29 Commenting on the publication of CLG’s Departmental 
Annual Report, LGA Vice-Chairman Cllr Richard Kemp is quoted as having said “If 

 
 
28 HM Government, 2009 Value for money update, page 24. 

29 See, for example, the foreword by Cllr Margaret Eaton, Chairman of the Local Government Association, to the LGA 
publication Delivering more for less: maximising value in the public sector (November 2009). 
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DCLG were a council it would be rated ‘two-star’ and ‘failing to improve’ ... Central 
government should be setting the example but in fact they have been unable to match local 
government’s performance.”30  

34. CLG might perhaps be grateful that Cllr Kemp saw fit to award it as many as two stars. 
For our part, we will refrain from comparing the Department’s performance with local 
government’s. The main reason why we will do so is that CLG does not face anything like 
as rigorous a performance regime as local authorities. There is no “Comprehensive Area 
Assessment” of it or any other central Government Department. Instead, its stakeholders 
must rely on the Department’s assessment of its own performance, as set out in Annual 
Reports and Autumn Performance Reports and as judged against DSO and PSA targets. 

35. It is therefore regrettable that the Department’s reporting of its performance against its 
targets remains so patchy and unclear. This is not a criticism of the Departmental Annual 
Report itself, which we praised last year for the clear and helpful presentation of its 
assessment of the Department’s work.31 Rather, it is a criticism of the performance 
framework itself. We made this point last year, concluding: 

[N]ext time the Secretary of State comes before us to discuss her Department’s 
overall performance, we do not expect her to have to rely on complaints about the 
nature of the indicators which have been set in order to explain apparently poor 
performance.  We look forward to seeing not only improved overall performance by 
the Department, but also a performance framework which provides genuine 
accountability both to Parliament and to the Department’s many stakeholders for the 
whole range of its work.32 

36. We were therefore particularly disappointed this year to hear the new Secretary of State 
make very similar excuses about the problems of measuring the progress of the 
Department: 

I do not think they [the DSOs] were wrong but I think that if you were to repeat the 
exercise for the next CSR my conclusion would be that you have to look very 
carefully at the balance between having a measure which is a good strategic measure 
which, if you can get it right, gives you a better cross-government measure of how 
well you are doing so you have the sense of the ideal measure and those that you can 
practically put in place and measure in a reasonable time scale.  From my point of 
view I would say that I find it frustrating to be 18 months into the CSR and to have 
quite a number of areas of my Department’s work where I cannot readily put my 
hands on a set of figures that says how well I am doing.33 

37. We share the Secretary of State’s frustration at being unable—nearly two years now 
into the Comprehensive Spending Review period—readily to put our hands on a set of 

 
 
30 “DCLG off target on value”, Local Government Chronicle, 23 July 2009, p.2. 

31 Second Report of Session 2008–09 (HC 238), Communities and Local Government's Departmental Annual Report 
2008, para 18. 

32 HC (2008–09) 238, para 25. 

33 Q175 
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figures which show how well the Department is doing. The most recent Autumn 
Performance Report offers a fuller picture than did the DAR, but even now is still not 
complete. If the system of setting, and reporting progress against, Public Service 
Agreement and Departmental Strategic Objective targets is to be worthwhile, much 
greater efforts need to be made to ensure that information is available at a much earlier 
stage by which to judge whether progress is being made. Otherwise accountability for 
Departmental performance becomes impossible to maintain effectively. 
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3 The capacity of CLG to deal with 
challenges of the past year 

The challenges facing CLG 

38. The Chartered Institute of Housing, commenting to us on its perception of CLG’s 
recent performance, rightly points out the challenges facing CLG this past year: 

Commenting on the department at this time has to consider the unique challenges 
presented by [the]unprecedented external environment.  We would note that the 
current financial and housing turmoil appears to have placed significant pressures on 
CLG.  It has been noticeable that staff have been moved from existing work to deliver 
new emergency programmes (the range of mortgage rescue activities, the Housing 
Pledge).  This is in addition to an important and ongoing core programme (local 
government reform, an ambitious housing development programme anchored in the 
2007 Housing Green Paper, planning reforms, and significant institutional change 
internally and externally with the creation of the FSA [Financial Services Authority], 
HCA [Homes and Communities Agency], IPC [Infrastructure Planning 
Commission], NTV [National Tenant Voice]).34 

39. The recession has obviously required changes to spending programmes across 
Government: CLG is not the only Department affected. However, the extent of the task 
facing CLG in particular should be acknowledged. As the Permanent Secretary told us:  

Communities and Local Government made by far and away the biggest set of 
changes in its programmes.  £1.5 billion was a very significant proportion of our 
expenditure that was refocused to do new things in different ways with a very high 
success rate.  I am proud of what we have done for our Ministers on that. 35  

40. Chapter 2 of the DAR sets out in more detail the action which CLG has taken to 
respond to the changing economic situation. In particular—alongside its regular 
programme of work—it has: 

• reprofiled its planned expenditure, with over £1.5bn of investment brought forward 
from 2010-11 to support housing and regeneration activity; and  looked across all of its 
policy areas to ensure that the Department, together with its local and national delivery 
partners, is responding effectively to the changed economic circumstances (para 2.4);  

• taken practical steps to ensure that homeowners who are concerned about the risk of 
repossession have access to advice and information; and provided wider support for 
householders to support the supply of private sector and affordable housing (para 2.5); 

 
 
34 Ev 60 

35 Q 144 
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• provided help to councils, communities and business, including supporting the 125 
English local authorities affected by the collapse of the Icelandic banks in October 2008 
(para 2.6);  

• commissioned Professor Michael Parkinson to assess the impact of the credit crunch 
on the commercial property sector, the housing market and the regeneration sector 
(para 2.6);  

• worked with the Department for Work and Pensions to deliver the Future Jobs Fund 
(para 2.6); and 

• “managed and refreshed” Local Area Agreements, in particular looking at how local 
partnerships have been able to respond locally to the impacts of the downturn (para 
2.8). 

41. In our oral and written questioning for this inquiry, we focussed particularly on the 
£1.5bn of budget changes to which the Permanent Secretary referred in the quotation 
above. We reproduce the Department’s response to our request for a clear explanation of 
those changes, made to deliver the Prime Minister’s ‘Housing Pledge’, in an Appendix to 
this Report. 

42. The Chartered Institute of Housing suggested that this allocation of funding from other 
Government Departments to the Housing Pledge “reflects well on the department in 
attracting (scarce) public funding to housing as a government priority.”36  As the CIH goes 
on to point out, there is no evidence that the work of CLG itself was responsible for 
securing the funding: “Obviously, what is not clear from this is how much of this was 
informed by CLG work and how much was a simple political/cabinet decision and 
therefore in effect little directly to do with the department per se”.37 However, as Richard 
McCarthy, CLG’s Director General of Housing and Planning, noted, “of the £1.5 billion 
allocated to new investment in housing around, £600 million of money from the 
department, reprioritised and reprofiled, geared in some £900 million of money from 
elsewhere in government”.38 

43. CLG responded well, then, in adjusting its spending programme to take account of the 
economic downturn; but how well equipped is the Department to meet the challenges of its 
day-to-day policy work? We have commented on this issue in successive earlier reports on 
the Department’s performance, concluding last year that 

Notwithstanding the advances noted in the Department’s Annual Report and in the 
Capability Review, we have yet to see consistent and sustained evidence that the 
Department possesses the full range of skills required for the effective formulation 
and delivery of the policies for which it is responsible. We look forward to seeing 
further progress in the Department’s 2009 Report.39 

 
 
36 Ev 62 

37 Ev 62 

38 Q 77 

39 HC (2008–09) 238, para 13. 
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44. The 2009 DAR devotes a section to “Building our capacity”, setting out the action 
which the Department has taken to address points made by us and others, including in the 
most recent Cabinet Office “Capability Review” of its performance. In particular, it notes: 

We have continued to strengthen our skills and capabilities on policy and delivery. 
The governance of the Department has been strengthened, both through the 
appointment of six senior non-executives drawn from across the third and private 
sectors and local government, and through the role of the Delivery Sub-Committee 
which continues to be responsible for scrutinising and ensuring the successful 
delivery of the Department’s key, high risk delivery programmes. We have also 
implemented a tailored programme and project management (PPM) training 
package, and are on track to have trained 50 per cent of staff from Executive Officer 
to Director level by March 2010, including all key project and programme managers. 

We have continued to embed evidence and analysis throughout the Department. 
Our work on the spatial impacts of the recession and our new Local Analysis and 
Delivery Unit, provide a strong platform for ensuring our policies and programmes 
reflect and address the new challenges arising from the downturn. We have also 
continued to build skills and awareness across policy teams, including by increasing 
co-location of policy and analytical teams. Our Special Projects Unit, led by Stephen 
Aldridge, provides a new dedicated resource to consider long-term challenges, while 
our flexible analyst pool enhances our ability to respond to new demands and 
priorities. 

We have continued to improve the quality and transparency of our policy 
assessments through a further strengthening of our impact assessment process, 
driven by the new Chief Economist sign-off process and accompanied by focused 
training to strengthen assessment of equality impacts. We have also demonstrated 
our commitment to the principles of Better Regulation through our dedication to the 
Government’s Code of Practice for public consultations and through our continued 
improvement in stakeholder engagement, confirmed by the results in our 2008 
Stakeholder Survey.40 

45. This last point, on stakeholder engagement, is taken up later, along with comment on 
how CLG works with other Government Departments, under the heading of “Maximising 
our impact with staff and stakeholders”: 

Together with our new Homes and Communities Agency, we have worked closely 
with housebuilders, lenders and other key agencies to develop interventions which 
respond to the impacts of the housing market downturn and to ensure these new 
schemes are delivered effectively. This includes our successful work with the banking 
sector to deliver the new Homeowner Mortgage Support Scheme, with major lenders 
either due to participate or to offer a comparable scheme.  

Our reach across government continues to grow, in particular through LAA and 
MAA negotiations which have secured high-profile engagement in other 

 
 
40 Cm 7598, paras 2.41-43. 
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departments to deliver challenging targets for localities and regions in their highest 
priority areas. We continue collaborative cross-government work to deliver PSAs 20 
and 21 and we are active participants on the boards for other PSAs where we make a 
major contribution. Many of our key achievements set out in this report have been 
based on strong partnership working arrangements, including: 

• devising and implementing our response to the housing difficulties during 
the downturn (HM Treasury); 

• tackling worklessness through the Working Neighbourhood Fund and the 
new Future Jobs Fund (DWP);  

• tackling violent extremism and considering the impacts of migration on our 
communities (Home Office);  

• responding to the emergency situation in Zimbabwe (FCO, DWP), and in 
the UK, to the swine flu outbreak (DH).41 

Stakeholder engagement 

46. Stakeholder engagement was mentioned by a number of those who sent us written 
evidence on CLG’s performance. The picture which emerges from this evidence is a mixed 
one, but suggests improving performance and generally reflects the impact of the measures 
which the Department refers to in its Annual Report. The National Housing Federation, 
for example, told us: 

The Department has worked well with the Federation on operational issues and has a 
good level of interaction with the housing association sector in responding to issues 
as they arise. Historically, on strategic policy such as the Housing and Regeneration 
Act 2008 and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) there has been a tendency to 
form specific proposals behind closed doors and publish them before opening 
discussions with stakeholders as to how they should function in practice. This has 
resulted in extensive refinement of the policy proposals through the parliamentary 
process and in consultation with the Department which has delayed implementation 
and affected performance. 

Enabling input from stakeholders in forming policies and testing ideas at an earlier 
stage in the process would have improved their effectiveness and allowed more focus 
on implementation. However, there have been recent improvements in this area, 
with the sector working effectively with the Department to develop and implement, 
for example, mortgage rescue schemes.42 

47. Similarly, the National Council for Voluntary Organisations commented 

 
 
41 Cm 7598, paras 2.50-52. 

42 Ev 56  
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Our sector plays a key role in meeting CLG policy objectives in partnership with 
councils and with other local public sector bodies.  It is therefore important that CLG 
maintains an effective relationship with representative organisations such as NCVO 
so that it understands the impact of its work and adapts its programmes and policies 
accordingly. [...] I think it would be fair to say that NCVO has had a mixed 
experience of CLG but that performance is certainly improving.  In the past we have 
been concerned by the way in which CLG has tended to silo civil society as being the 
responsibility of its third sector staff rather than recognising our policy contribution 
in for example bringing insight into how to revitalise local democracy.  […] Better 
relationships with officials have now been developed, enabling NCVO to input its 
thoughts and those of its members more effectively.43 

48. Responding on behalf of the Department to criticisms of its stakeholder engagement, 
Mr McCarthy commented on CLG and the NHF working together on the mortgage rescue  
scheme, and made a wider point about the department’s approach to this issue: 

[The NHF] helped us design the mortgage rescue scheme.  It has regular engagement 
across the piece.  Indeed, one of the things that we try to do is to empower our 
directors and our deputy directors so that stakeholder engagement is not just about 
people sitting at the top of the office; it is about the way we do our business. 44 

49. We welcome the steps which the Department has made, and continues to make, to 
improve the way in which it engages with its stakeholders in the formulation and 
delivery of policy. However, even the best stakeholder engagement is no substitute for 
effective policy formulation and delivery within the Department, as we go on to discuss 
below. 

Skills in the Department 

50. In the course of our oral evidence sessions, we considered a number of issues which, 
arguably, demonstrated continued weaknesses in the Department’s policy formulation and 
delivery. We discuss briefly here two examples which have already come up in the course 
of this Report: the Fire and Rescue Service projects Firelink, Firebuy, FiReControl and New 
Dimension; and the Mortgage Rescue Scheme. We also consider the National Audit 
Office’s recent report on financial management in the Department. 

Fire and Rescue Service projects 

51. As we conclude above, it is clear from the National Audit Office’s comments on the 
range of projects undertaken in the Fire Service that project management skills are lacking 
in the Department and that this is having a serious effect on the achievement of the 
Department’s objectives.45 In a recent Treasury Minute in response to reports from the 
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45 See paras 23-24. 
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Committee of Public Accounts, CLG acknowledges this area of weakness, and sets out 
some steps which it has taken to address them: 

The Department has done much to address [weaknesses in the programme 
management of New Dimension] since 2005 and now has improved systems in 
place. For example: the lessons learnt on New Dimension were picked up by the 
Department’s then emerging FiReControl project which put in place specialist 
resource covering programme management, and commercial and quality assurance 
competencies.  The Department’s finance and procurement functions are now 
closely involved in the running of the Fire and Resilience Programme Board (which 
considers not only New Dimension but the Firelink and FiReControl projects as 
well). There are regular meetings on budget issues between the policy and project 
functions. Additionally a new Head of Procurement has been appointed with an 
increased portfolio of practical experience, which he is bringing to the function. The 
Department is addressing the acknowledged areas of weakness working with 
business units including Fire and Resilience Directorate.46 

52. Questioned in oral evidence on whether the problems the Department has had over 
these programmes were in part due to the fact that the staff involved did not have the 
requisite skills, the Permanent Secretary replied 

In part, yes.  If I look at the development of those programmes over the while we 
have been running them, in our jargon the ‘client-side’ of managing those 
contractors is a tough call.  We brought a range of specialist professional expertise 
into the FiReControl team and if I look back now at the work we have done in 
relation to that, I can see places where we could have done better.  I think the balance 
here is important though.  The delays we have experienced on both Firelink and 
FiReControl have been about the technology platform.  We have had world-class 
suppliers who won these jobs in competitive tender, who have been unable to deliver 
a satisfactory product on the timescale which they promised.  In those circumstances 
we have been open, talked with our stakeholders about it and reformulated the 
timetable.  That has been very frustrating and expensive for us.  The main thing is 
that failure of technology and platforms, but I hope nobody would sit in front of you 
and say their side of the work could not have been improved, I know we could have 
done better on that.47 

53. Following the evidence we took during our sessions on the DAR, we decided to 
undertake an inquiry specifically into the FiReControl project. The evidence we have 
received suggests very strongly that, notwithstanding the measures which CLG and its 
Permanent Secretary mention above, the weaknesses which have beset that programme 
persist. We will have more to say on this subject in a separate report in due course. 

 
 
46 Treasury Minutes on the fourth to the sixth, the eighth to the eleventh and the thirteenth to the sixteenth reports 

from the Committee of Public Accounts, Session 2008–09 (Cm 7622), 10th Report, paras 8 and 9. 

47 Q37 
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Mortgage Rescue scheme 

54. Notwithstanding the positive comments from the National Housing Federation on 
stakeholder engagement which we reproduce above, the mortgage rescue scheme also 
demonstrates some Departmental weaknesses. According to figures obtained in advance of 
time of our oral evidence session, only 23 registered social landlords had joined the 
scheme, and it was evident that some local authorities had not displayed as much 
enthusiasm for the scheme as had others. This left some vulnerable people at risk of not 
being able to access the help the scheme provided. Questioned about this, Mr McCarthy 
acknowledged the early weaknesses in the scheme:  

I think it is fair to say that was a threat but [...] we have taken action on both fronts to 
try to ensure that does not occur [...] We are doing some very targeted activity to 
ensure that in particular in those areas we are both supporting and, I have to say, 
challenging those authorities about the provision of those services.48 

Later, the Minister similarly noted the improvements which had been made to the scheme, 
but similarly acknowledged the weaknesses in the formulation and delivery of the policy 
which had made those changes necessary and hindered its early effectiveness: 

To be fair yes, I think they did.  The weaknesses that I saw when I came into the job 
in June included us not having enough housing associations that were ready and 
signed up as part of the scheme; we are raising that number now.  I do not think 
enough lenders were looking hard at whether the Mortgage Rescue Scheme might be 
appropriate for some of their borrowers who were really in trouble and we have done 
that with the central team.  I have also allowed the Homes and Communities Agency 
to flex the grant rates that are there because what housing associations were finding 
as they looked to take on these properties was that there was actually quite a large bill 
often to bring them up to the sort of standard before they would let them as a 
housing association and that had not been anticipated in the way we originally 
designed the scheme.49 

Financial management skills of CLG staff 

55. In July 2009, the National Audit Office published Financial Management in the 
Department for Communities and Local Government. That report noted the problems CLG 
has in delivering its financial objectives: it acknowledged that commitment has been shown 
in improving financial leadership and governance, but concluded that CLG has more work 
to do to embed financial management throughout the organisation: 

The Department is committed to good financial management at senior management 
and Board level and has introduced processes to improve its financial management 
systems and the financial capability of its staff.  The Department does still have more 
to do to embed good financial management throughout the organisation, which is 
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made more challenging by the complex delivery framework within which it 
operates.50 

56. The Local Government Association, in written evidence to us, cited that NAO report 
and also commented on the financial management of CLG, demonstrating the effects of 
the lack of skills in this area: 

We have concerns over the financial management of the department which, in turn, 
impacts on the resources of councils and, ultimately, residents.  The National Audit 
Office report…demonstrated that the “Department cannot accurately report 
expenditure against its strategic objectives or other outcome indicators”.  Its slow 
decision-making and financial management has a direct impact on our members: for 
example, under spending by £722m, when the bulk of the department’s expenditure 
is grants to local government having clear knock-on effects.51 

57. The NAO performance brief reiterated the comments from its July Report praising 
good financial management at senior level, but continued by saying that 

 [t]he Department still has more to do [...] to embed good financial management 
throughout the organisation. We found that the Department should have more 
financially trained staff given its size and expenditure. As at June 2008, some 28 per 
cent of the Department’s finance staff were professionally qualified, compared to an 
average across public sector organisations of 34 per cent. The Department recognises 
the need to increase the proportion of financially qualified staff within its finance 
teams and considers that it is making improvements in this area. The Department 
told us that it has restructured the Finance division to separate transaction 
processing from business support and created a business partnering team. It has also 
redeployed some existing staff and recruited qualified and experienced finance staff. 
The Department estimates that half of the 28 staff in the business partnering team 
were appointed from outside the Department.52 

58. In oral evidence, Hunada Nouss, Director General, Finance and Corporate Services, 
acknowledged the points made in the NAO briefing, whilst setting out what action the 
Department has taken in response: 

I think the NAO Report recognises that we have made outstanding progress over the 
last three years where we had very little professionalisation in the finance function 
and it has moved significantly.  Part of the recruitment…is about bringing in more 
professional staff to lead the function and drive much more improvement in systems 
processes, quality of management information to improve the management 
conversations and also engaging with the policy teams to ensure they understand 
good financial management.  We have made a lot of progress, but I would never be 
complacent about this.  There is a lot more we can do in terms of ensuring all policy 

 
 
50 NAO, Financial Management in the Department for Communities and Local Government (HC (2008–09) 293), para 

16. 

51 Ev 59 

52 NAO Performance Brief, para 2.8-9.  
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is well-grounded in our understanding of both affordability and value for money.  
That is part of what my finance business partners do, sitting alongside policy teams.53   

Staff movement and Ministerial changes 

59. A recent Parliamentary written answer setting out the average (median) years in post, 
by grade level, for staff in Communities and Local Government as at end of March 2009 
suggests one possible contributory factor to the problems which the Department has 
experienced with effective policy formulation and delivery:  

 Average years (median)

AA 2.9

AO 2.0

EO 0.9

HEO 0.7

SEO 0.9

Grade 7 0.7

Grade 6 0.8

SCS 0.9

All grades 0.8

Source: HC Deb, 12 October 2009, col 313W 

This answer suggests that, on average, an official in CLG can expect to have been in his or 
her particular post in the Department for just 0.8 years (about 9 months). It is questionable 
how effective an individual can expect to be in a post after such a short time. 

60. We questioned the Permanent Secretary on this point in oral evidence. His answers 
bring us back around to the challenges which have faced the Department in the period 
since our last report on its performance: 

This year will have been a more rapid figure than normal because we made some 
very significant shifts of staffing resource to cope with the recession.  Particularly in 
the housing area where we have taken on completely new areas of work, we have had 
to move staff from their previous sector, so that will have added to the turnover [...] If 
you take, for example, the suite of work we have done on repossessions, 12 months 
ago none of that was available through the Department and a completely new set of 
interventions of support, which has been effective across a range of situations, has 
been put into place with a whole set of new partnerships and so forth.  That has 
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required us to shift the balance of staff and to move from low priority work on to the 
higher priority work.54 

61. This same point was highlighted in written evidence from the CIH, who also 
demonstrated some of the consequences: 

The re-prioritisation of department resources (both capital and staffing) is not 
unwelcome, reflecting as it does decisions that are being made across the economy to 
respond to troubling times.  However it has meant that there has been a period of 
unusual fluidity.  This has impacted on continuity of some work.  Perhaps most 
notable for CIH has been the shift of focus from what we believe are some 
fundamental and important long term questions (such as rental housing reform and 
the “parking” of the green paper on this) to more immediate responses.  While we 
recognise that resources need to be best allocated, the long term vision should not be 
lost.  In this, chopping and changing of priorities within the department has had an 
impact externally—as people contributing their ideas and time to specific areas of 
work see their contributions marginalised (albeit understanding the wider 
pressures).55 

62. The turnover of staff postings in the Department is mirrored in another problem which 
the Department has experienced, and on which we have commented before—albeit one 
over which the Department itself can have little influence. That is the frequency of 
Ministerial change in the Department. The Chartered Institute of Housing, commenting 
on Departmental capability, told us:  

Perhaps most notable has been the revolving door of Ministers.  Delivering a 
coherent programme of work and policy in these times would be difficult enough 
with strong leadership and direction, let alone with frequent changes to the Secretary 
of State and their ministers of state.  Each new minister takes time to get up to speed 
with existing priorities and also brings with them fresh thinking.  Despite the 
professionalism of the civil service this would appear to consume senior officials’ 
time and energy in a way that could be more productively employed.56 

The National Housing Federation made a similar point: 

The rapid turnover of ministers in recent years has made it more difficult for the 
sector to build long term relationships with the Department. Performance, and 
indeed the degree of openness and engagement, not just with ministers, but across 
the whole department, has differed between ministerial regimes.57 

We commented on this point in a recent follow-up report on the effect of the credit crunch 
on the Government’s housing policies. We concluded, “While we recognise the need for 
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changes to Ministerial posts, it is vital that CLG has continuity in its housing policy: regular 
changes in the responsible Minister do not further that aim.”58 

63. Since it was established on 5 May 2006 to succeed the Office of the Deputy Prime 
Minister, CLG has had: 

• three Secretaries of State 

• three Ministers of State for Local Government, and 

• four Ministers of State for Housing, 

to say nothing of the numerous appointments at parliamentary under-secretary level. The 
average length of time in post of a CLG senior minister at the time of our oral evidence 
session was barely a year. Just as it is questionable how effective a member of CLG staff 
may expect to be after just 9 months in the post, so it is questionable how effective 
Ministers can expect to be if they are in post for just a year. 

64. Ministerial appointments are a matter for the Prime Minister. Doubtless many factors 
enter into the equation when he is considering Ministerial reshuffles. The effect on 
Departmental performance, however, should not be the least of those factors. The rapid 
turnover—or revolving door, as one of our witnesses put it—of Ministers in the 
Department is bound adversely to affect its performance. Effective policy-making and 
delivery suffers where officials’ time and energy is consumed with getting to grips with a 
new Minister; it is enhanced when well-informed Ministers remain in place long enough to 
see their programmes through. Our experience supports the recent conclusion of the 
Public Administration Committee, in the report of its inquiry into Good Government, that 

what is [...] crucial is leaving ministers in post for longer so that they can cultivate the 
knowledge and relationships they need in order to govern well. Assuming that the 
right appointments have been made in the first place, this would help ensure that 
government develops the ministerial capacity it needs to function effectively.59 

Departmental capacity: conclusion 

65. In our last report on CLG’s performance, we said that we looked forward to seeing 
further progress in the development of the Department’s capacity. The challenges of the 
economic downturn have changed the policy context very considerably since then. 
Recognising the very substantial changes which have been made to its policies and 
programmes to meet those challenges, we commend CLG for the action which it has 
taken to meet Ministers’ priorities in this difficult period. We also recognise the steps 
which the Department has taken to strengthen its capacity and equip itself to deliver on 
those priorities. We conclude that we still have yet to see consistent and sustained 
evidence that the Department possesses the full range of skills required for the effective 
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formulation and delivery of the policies for which it is responsible. We expect to see 
further progress recorded in the next Departmental Annual Report. 

66. The Department can help itself in the task of improving its capability by improving 
its workforce planning. Leaving staff in post for an average of just 9 months before 
moving them on to something new is not a sensible way to run an organisation. If our 
successors in the next Parliament choose to repeat this exercise of examining the 
performance of the Department next year, we would expect them to look for evidence 
that this issue has been addressed. 

67. Meanwhile, the issue of Ministerial turnover, though it is one which has an equally 
negative effect on Departmental performance, is not one which the Department itself 
has any power to address. For that, we must appeal to the Prime Minister. We urge the 
Prime Minister to take greater account of the prerequisites for effective government 
when conducting Ministerial reshuffles. 

68. Finally, we urge both officials and Ministers in the Department not to allow the 
challenges of the economic downturn to distract them from long-term policy goals, 
especially in housing. We are pleased to see that the Government has now, some 
considerable time later than originally expected,60 addressed the Chartered Institute of 
Housing’s concern about rental housing reform.61 We ourselves, meanwhile, have in a 
recent report called on the Government to consider the long-term future of the balance of 
housing tenures.62 These are important issues for the future of the country and will 
require considered and rigorous policy formulation as well, in due course, as effective 
delivery. It will also be crucial that the Department engage effectively with its 
stakeholders, both within and outside Government, if the questions which these issues 
raise are to be resolved successfully. 

 
 
60 See, for example, the Government’s response to the Committee’s report on the Supply of Rented Housing (Cm 

7326), which in September 2008 referred to the intention to “publish a Housing Reform Green Paper towards the 
end of the year”. 

61 HC Deb, 3 February 2009, col 13WS. 

62 Eighth Report of Session 2008–09, Housing and the credit crunch: follow up (HC 568), para 33. 
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4 The influence of CLG within and outside 
Government 
69. Last year, we concluded 

Communities and Local Government holds responsibility for the delivery of some 
crucial aspects of Government policy: increasing housing supply; creating cohesive 
communities; and ensuring that local government is able to deliver effectively for 
local people. The nature of those responsibilities is such that it is heavily reliant on a 
wide range of other Departments, agencies, non-departmental bodies, local 
authorities and other stakeholders for the delivery of its goals. To achieve those goals, 
it therefore needs to become a “big hitter” among Government departments: a 
department skilled in influence, brokering and negotiation and, crucially, with the 
weight of robust policy formulation and development to back those skills up. 
Perhaps inevitably for a department which has been in existence for less than three 
years, it cannot yet claim to be one of those “big hitters”. Its senior management and 
its Ministerial leadership have recognised the steps which have to be taken towards 
that goal: we look forward to seeing further progress towards it when we come to 
repeat this exercise of examining its Departmental Annual Report next year.63 

70. One important indicator of whether a department can claim to be a “big hitter” is the 
extent to which it is viewed as such elsewhere in Government. Since our report of last year, 
CLG has gained a new Secretary of State, Rt Hon John Denham MP. We asked him 
whether he considered his appointment as Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government  to be a promotion from his previous post as Secretary of State for Innovation 
and Skills: 

Yes I did.  It was also, without being indiscreet, of a number of options that were 
discussed, the one that I chose to have and the one that I wanted to do [...] I have a 
background in local government personally as a councillor and have a strong 
commitment to local government.  My work at the Home Office and subsequently 
chairing the Home Affairs Select Committee gave me a great interest in issues 
around community cohesion and that side of the agenda so it seemed to me to be a 
department where there was still a job to be done and one that I would find 
personally interesting and one that I thought was particularly important.64 

71. We went on to ask him whether he thought he had been able to increase CLG’s 
influence with other Departments: 

I think I would say that I have some sympathy with the view that there may be places 
where we need to drive our influence further in more detailed areas. Within the last 
few months I would point to a number of examples where I think we have done that, 
most obviously [...] with the scale of the Housing Programme and that ambition has 
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involved other government departments, not just our own. I think in the 
consultation around local government—Strengthening Local Democracy—we clearly 
could not have done that without buy-in from a significant number of government 
departments to the increased scrutiny role of local government, and finally the recent 
launch of the Connecting Communities campaign again only really makes sense if 
you can be confident that other government departments are going to back you up at 
local level.  So I think there is probably more that we can do but I think there are a 
number of examples of where we have set out very clearly to have influence across 
government departments to influence delivery on the ground, not just our own 
Department’s work.65 

72. We went on to test the extent of CLG’s influence within Government in a number of 
different areas. These areas included other Departments’ commitment to localism;66 the 
extent of regulation of local authority performance;67 local authority influence in PCTs;68 
the collapse of the Icelandic banks;69 and housing, particularly the asset-backed securities 
guarantee scheme.70 Speaking particularly in the context of housing policy, and 
commenting on the suggestion that CLG was not as influential in Government as it needed 
to be, the Minister for Housing and Planning told us: 

To amplify what John Denham has said, I think it is a fair criticism of the 
Department in previous years; I do not think it has been characteristic of the 
Department in the last couple of years and certainly not in the last few months.  [...]  I 
think you could see the prime minister’s housing pledge in June, a centrepiece for the 
Building Britain’s Future document in which, as a Department, we were able to nail a 
deal and negotiate a switch of funding from other parts of government, topside of 
£900 million.  I think this Committee would be hard pressed to remember the last 
time when education money, health money, Home Office money or transport 
money was switched to housing and in particular to build affordable homes that this 
country needs and I think that is a sign of the strength of the Department across 
government.  Finally I think it goes beyond government [...] I think the Financial 
Services Authority’s Mortgage Markets Review demonstrates the extent to which it is 
accepted that there should be tougher rules and regulations on lenders.  I think the 
extent to which the court service is now toughening up and implementing its pre-
action protocol meaning that even on the day when people face a repossession order 
in court with the free advice and representation and the operation of that pre-action 
protocol we can still prevent four out of five repossessions taking place on that day.  
It is a department that has always played that mediating role between the local and 
the central and the marshalling role between government departments and I think 
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we are playing that together as a team here probably more forcefully than we have 
done in previous years.71 

73. Evidence from CLG’s main stakeholders broadly reflects the view of the Secretary of 
State that CLG has done some good work, but could go further in driving its influence. The 
Local Government Association, for example, told us: 

When it is able to, CLG operates well as a “local government Cabinet Office”, 
bringing policies into line to ensure national policy objectives can be realised in the 
most productive way for councils. However, it is our experience that, on balance, 
CLG has too often failed to influence other government departments sufficiently 
well. For example, on the children and young people’s agenda, it is rare to attend 
DCSF project board or stakeholder events and find that representatives of other 
Whitehall departments have engaged CLG in their policy areas.72  

The Association of North East Councils reiterated this point:  

[There is] a broader issue of coordination and communication within Government 
that needs to be addressed. Given CLG’s broader and more over-arching focus than 
other departments, we would urge CLG to rise to the challenge of driving better co-
ordination in government. 73 

London Councils told us that it was “pleased with CLG’s efforts to drive a more concerted 
approach in Whitehall to the local performance framework and to reducing its scale”.  
However, it added a cautionary note: 

[The local performance framework] is never a cause that is truly won and there are 
always dangers of the position slipping backwards.  We believe CLG will need to 
fight its policy corner tenaciously if the interests we have in this area are to be 
advanced.74 

74. Moving away from Whitehall and considering the Department’s influence with those 
delivering on the ground, the Chartered Institute of Housing suggested that recent change 
in the Department promised not only more effective delivery but also better 
communication between policymakers and the front line: 

The movement of the department to a more strategic, policy-focused footing is 
welcome.  With the creation of the HCA (and TSA to a lesser extent) it has been clear 
that CLG has looked to create strong delivery bodies to take forward the government 
priorities it shapes and articulates.  The policy-delivery split is however one that 
always blurs.  Those delivering on the ground (with significant resources) are often 
well placed to pick up on key issues and wish to be more responsive and progressive 
in their thinking.  The department finds itself increasingly reliant on its delivery 
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bodies for this information and evidence.  It is important that a strong relationship 
between the department and its institutions is in place so that these energies and 
ideas are developed mutually and with a strong sense of openness and transparency.  
The framework created by the Housing and Regeneration Act is relatively embryonic 
but drawing on the strengths of the respective organisations to improve policy 
making should remain a priority.75 

75. The Local Government Association, however, suggests that there is still some way to go 
before CLG can be considered fully effective in its relations with stakeholders: 

One of our main concerns is that not only does CLG struggle to influence other 
Whitehall departments; it also fails to act as a coherent body within the sector itself 
and too often is not joined up in its approach with either stakeholders or councils.76 

76. The Departmental Annual Report demonstrates that CLG has recognised these 
concerns. It reports that 

we are currently undertaking a comprehensive review of our approach to 
communication strategy and stakeholder engagement across all of our policy areas, 
to ensure that we improve our impact and relationships with stakeholders. The 
stakeholder survey also indicated areas where we could do better, particularly on 
concerns about ‘silo’ working and confirmed stakeholders’ desire to be involved 
more consistently in the early development of policy. Stakeholder engagement is a 
key part of our PPM training programme and we are ensuring that it plays a core 
role in the Department’s learning and development strategy.77 

77. In oral evidence, Mr McCarthy re-emphasised that point and reassured us that the 
Department is listening to its stakeholders with a view to improving its engagement with 
them: 

We have a stakeholder engagement strategy for the department and in the specifics 
of my group I am reviewing all of our stakeholder engagement at present.  One of the 
things that we have sought to do is to make it very systematic.  [...] We have to deal 
with a very wide range of separate stakeholders, particularly again in response to the 
current circumstances.  We will take the opportunity of feedback [...] and ask them 
what they felt they were missing so that we can improve what we do in the future.78 

78. Defending its record of stakeholder involvement, CLG referred particularly to issues 
connected with the past year’s housing crisis: with the formation of the Mortgage Rescue 
Scheme and with programmes such as Kickstart and HomeBuy Direct.  This work has 
involved CLG working with, in particular, the NHF, with mortgage lenders and with the 
FSA and, according to Mr. McCarthy. 
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with colleagues across government in terms of the way we have engaged on dealing 
with the repossessions and changed the whole regulatory framework and the way 
that people are given protection, it is all about very extensive stakeholder 
engagement.  We created with the Treasury for example the home finance forum 
which I have attended all the way through with Lord Myners and which John Healey 
also now attends, engaging with a very large group of both lenders and also the 
representatives of the national advice agencies, trying to respond to an extraordinary 
challenging set of circumstances.79 

Mr McCarthy gave a further example of the Supporting People programme, with local 
authorities working with the NHS to help people stay in their home and “helping people 
with particular vulnerable needs to receive care and support in the community where we 
are waiting for the baseline data to appear.  That is absolutely about PSAs where we are 
sitting and working together with those colleagues from the Department of Health and 
elsewhere.”80 

79. Last year we said that we looked forward to seeing further progress towards seeing 
CLG develop its role as a “big hitter” within Whitehall and elsewhere. The evidence we 
have taken for this inquiry, including from the Department’s most recent Annual 
Report, shows that there remains some way to go before it can be described as such. 
However, there is evidence of progress, and further evidence that the Department’s 
Ministerial leadership is aware of what is required and is in a position to exert the 
influence which is required to pursue CLG’s policy goals effectively. We look forward 
again to seeing further progress when we repeat this exercise of looking at CLG’s 
Annual Report next year. 
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Conclusions and recommendations 

Housing (PSA 20 and DSO 2) 

1. We commend the Department for the focus which it has maintained on [the issues 
of chronic undersupply of housing and the effects of the credit crunch] and for the 
progress which it has reported up to now. However, we anticipate that future reports 
will show much weaker progress as the effects of the credit crunch feed through into 
reported figures for new housing completions. The Department will need to 
continue to report clearly and honestly on progress, both to ensure accountability for 
its performance and to enable it to adjust its programmes appropriately to take 
account of the effects of its policies.  (Paragraph 12) 

Planning (DSO 5) 

2. We reemphasise the importance of maintaining the supply of planning skills to the 
achievement not only of the central aim of a decent home for all but to a range of 
Government objectives. We call for greater Ministerial focus on this area and hope 
that it will result in improved performance being reported in the next Departmental 
Annual Report. (Paragraph 18) 

Fire and Rescue Services (DSO 6) 

3. It is clear from the National Audit Office’s comments on the range of projects 
undertaken in the Fire Service that project management skills are lacking in the 
Department and that this is having a serious effect on the achievement of the 
Department’s objectives. (Paragraph 24) 

4. We commend the Department and the Fire and Rescue Service for the progress 
which it has made on the most important of its DSOs, reducing the incidence of fires 
and the number of deaths and casualties from them. (Paragraph 25) 

Efficiency targets 

5. Last year, we congratulated the Department on the achievement of its SR04 
efficiency targets, but said that we would “watch with interest” to see whether it was 
capable of achieving the further demanding targets which have been set for it in the 
CSR07 period. As is evident from the above, achievement of the Department’s 
overall target of £887 million in efficiency savings by March 2011 will be extremely 
challenging.  Failure to do so will leave a very significant hole in CLG’s plans. We 
look forward to seeing what contingency plans the Department has in place to 
identify other sources of efficiency savings that will contribute to the £887 million 
target, or otherwise to cover the shortfall should they not be achieved. Meanwhile, we 
also look forward to seeing the details of how the Department will achieve its target 
for staff relocation, and the additional £100 million of savings by March 2011 
announced in the 2008 Pre-Budget Report. (Paragraph 32) 
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Accountability and the Department’s performance in the round 

6. We share the Secretary of State’s frustration at being unable—nearly two years now 
into the Comprehensive Spending Review period—readily to put our hands on a set 
of figures which show how well the Department is doing. The most recent Autumn 
Performance Report offers a fuller picture than did the DAR, but even now is still not 
complete. If the system of setting, and reporting progress against, Public Service 
Agreement and Departmental Strategic Objective targets is to be worthwhile, much 
greater efforts need to be made to ensure that information is available at a much 
earlier stage by which to judge whether progress is being made. Otherwise 
accountability for Departmental performance becomes impossible to maintain 
effectively. (Paragraph 37) 

Stakeholder engagement 

7. We welcome the steps which the Department has made, and continues to make, to 
improve the way in which it engages with its stakeholders in the formulation and 
delivery of policy.  (Paragraph 49) 

Departmental capacity 

8. We commend CLG for the action which it has taken to meet Ministers’ priorities in 
this difficult period. We also recognise the steps which the Department has taken to 
strengthen its capacity and equip itself to deliver on those priorities. We conclude 
that we still have yet to see consistent and sustained evidence that the Department 
possesses the full range of skills required for the effective formulation and delivery of 
the policies for which it is responsible. We expect to see further progress recorded in 
the next Departmental Annual Report. (Paragraph 65) 

9. The Department can help itself in the task of improving its capability by improving 
its workforce planning. Leaving staff in post for an average of just 9 months before 
moving them on to something new is not a sensible way to run an organisation. If 
our successors in the next Parliament choose to repeat this exercise of examining the 
performance of the Department next year, we would expect them to look for 
evidence that this issue has been addressed. (Paragraph 66) 

10. Meanwhile, the issue of Ministerial turnover, though it is one which has an equally 
negative effect on Departmental performance, is not one which the Department itself 
has any power to address. For that, we must appeal to the Prime Minister. We urge 
the Prime Minister to take greater account of the prerequisites for effective 
government when conducting Ministerial reshuffles. (Paragraph 67) 

11. We urge both officials and Ministers in the Department not to allow the challenges 
of the economic downturn to distract them from long-term policy goals, especially in 
housing.  These are important issues for the future of the country and will require 
considered and rigorous policy formulation as well, in due course, as effective 
delivery. It will also be crucial that the Department engage effectively with its 
stakeholders, both within and outside Government, if the questions which these 
issues raise are to be resolved successfully. (Paragraph 68) 
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The influence of CLG within and outside Government 

12. Last year we said that we looked forward to seeing further progress towards seeing 
CLG develop its role as a “big hitter” within Whitehall and elsewhere. The evidence 
we have taken for this inquiry, including from the Department’s most recent Annual 
Report, shows that there remains some way to go before it can be described as such. 
However, there is evidence of progress, and further evidence that the Department’s 
Ministerial leadership is aware of what is required and is in a position to exert the 
influence which is required to pursue CLG’s policy goals effectively. We look forward 
again to seeing further progress when we repeat this exercise of looking at CLG’s 
Annual Report next year. (Paragraph 79) 
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Appendix: Extract from the Department’s 
memorandum explaining budget changes 
to fund the Housing Pledge 

Building Britain’s Future announced £1.5 billion for new affordable housing over 2009-10 
and 2010-11. It is intended that the investment package will be delivered through four 
funding streams: 

• £756 million to extend the existing affordable housing programme to enable RSLs 
to deliver up to an additional 12,500 affordable homes. 

• £504 million to expand the Kickstart programme announced at Budget 2009. The 
programme aims to unlock stalled housing sites, and this additional investment 
will enable the delivery of 13,000 additional homes, of which 4,000 will be 
affordable.  

• £240 million for direct development of 3,000 new council social rented houses by 
expanding the programme announced at Budget. 

• £16 million for the development of public sector land owned by the Homes and 
Communities Agency to deliver an additional 1,250 units of which 500 will be 
affordable. 

Housing Pledge programmes Funding (£m)

2009–10 2010–11 

Expanded Affordable Housing programme 375 381 

Extend Kickstart scheme 252 252 

Extend LA New Build scheme 36 204 

Land in Public Ownership 0 16 

Total Pledge funding required 663 853 

 
Up to £930 million towards the cost of this package will come from underspends in other 
Government departments, including access in 2010-11 to up to £340 million of anticipated 
capital underspends in Communities and Local Government, the Department of Health 
and the Department for Children Schools and Families, and any available capital 
underspend from 2009-10 in Communities and Local Government. 
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CLG and HCA capital spending programmes Funding (£m)

2009–10 2010–11 

Home Office 45 45 

Department for Transport 350 ---- 

Department for Children Schools and Families ---- 100 

Department for Business, Innovation and Skills 25 25 

CLG, DH and DCSF anticipated underspends ---- 340 

Total 420 510 

 
It is proposed that the remaining funding (£586 million) will be switched from a number of 
CLG and HCA capital spending programmes, as follows: 

CLG and HCA capital spending programmes Funding (£m)

2009-10 2010-11 

Private Sector Decent Homes ---- 75 

Growth Areas ---- 128 

Decent Homes ----  150 

Unallocated funding ---- 50 

HCA programme savings 108 75 

CLG bring forward 135 -135 

Total 243 343 

 
HCA programme savings will be derived from a combination of effective project 
management, bearing down on grant rates and cost efficiencies, targeting investment in 
areas that produce the most cost effective outputs and slippage on a range of programmes. 
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Q1 Chair: Good afternoon. Mr Housden, can I
welcome you and your team to this afternoon’s
meeting and suggest that unless Committee
members address questions to specific members, we
will leave it to you to decide who answers what since
obviously you are more intimately familiar with
everybody’s responsibilities. Can I start oV with a
fairly general question. One of the comments we
have received from the Vice-Chair of the LGA is, “If
DCLG were a council it would be rated ‘two-star’
and ‘failing to improve’”. Would you agree with that
assessment were you being assessed by the Audit
Commission?
Mr Housden: Chair, firstly, thank you and your
Committee for the opportunity to talk with you this
year. Chair, I would not agree. My views are one
thing, but the Capability Review Assessment, which
the NAO Report on the Department reflected, is a
good starting point. If you will remember, the first
one was in 2007 and I think it reflected the fact that
we start from a low base. The review which was done
in the autumn of last year, about 12 months ago,
showed some pretty significant improvements and
important areas we wanted to continue to work on.
We are almost 12 months past that and no doubt we
will talk about some of the specific improvements in
capacity. In what has been a tough and challenging
year with a lot of communities under significant
pressure, we have worked very hard to serve our
ministers and those communities to the best we can.
Particularly around the response to the recession
more broadly, and especially through the work on
local government, I think the proof of the pudding is
we are improving strongly and have made a
diVerence, I hope.
Chair: I do not think that is quite the basis on which
local councils are judged by the Audit Commission,
but since you brought up the Capability Review,
perhaps we will turn to that one straightaway and
then come back.

Q2 Mr Hands: Given the fact that it is almost 12
months since the Capability Review was
undertaken, in which areas do you think the
Department is now currently well placed according
to the standards set by the Capability Review?

Mr Housden: I think we made some significant
progress on delivery capability. We had big
challenges in setting up the Homes and
Communities Agency and the Tenant Services
Authority and also with the Infrastructure Planning
Commission. Those, alongside FiReControl and a
series of programmes there, have been significant
delivery challenges and we have improved our
capability across the board there. On finance, which
I think we will want to talk about later, we have
made a significant investment there and also on
analytical capacity, to make sure our policies are
underpinned appropriately by evidence around all of
that. It might help to say something about what
underpins all of this. Over the period we have been
talking about, we have had something like a 40%
turnover in our senior leadership group in the senior
Civil Service, and we have taken those opportunities
to significantly refresh our leadership group, both at
board level and more broadly. We now have five non-
executive directors, you will have seen from the
report, who provide really good stimulus and
challenge to avoid us becoming narrowly focused in
our work. We have used them particularly to
strengthen corporate governance. We have an
investment board, we have a delivery sub-committee
and a very powerful audit and risk committee,
chaired by a non-executive director, which has added
a lot to the work and strength of what we have done
over that period.

Q3 Mr Hands: Can I take you back to the 40%
turnover. From what you were saying, it sounded as
if that led to some welcome results in refreshing
various approaches. What has caused the 40%
turnover?
Mr Housden: People moving on, people retiring,
those sorts of issues. We have taken all those sorts of
opportunities and we have been very active in
seeking the kind of people we would want to bring
into the Civil Service. Our recruitment has been a
mixture of people with Civil Service backgrounds
and those from outside, as you can see from our team
here today. That type of diversity and strength has
been important for us.
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Q4 Mr Hands: If I can ask you about your financial
management. According to the NAO, they are
saying the Department still has much more to do to
embed good financial management throughout the
organisation. How much progress are you making
there?
Mr Housden: Perhaps my colleague, Hunada Nouss,
the Director General for this area of work, will
respond here.
Ms Nouss: I think the NAO Report recognises that
we have made outstanding progress over the last
three years where we had very little
professionalisation in the finance function and it has
moved significantly. Part of the recruitment which
Peter talks about is about bringing in more
professional staV to lead the function and drive
much more improvement in systems processes,
quality of management information to improve the
management conversations and also engaging with
the policy teams to ensure they understand good
financial management. We have made a lot of
progress, but I would never be complacent about
this. There is a lot more we can do in terms of
ensuring all policy is well-grounded in our
understanding of both aVordability and value for
money. That is part of the role of what my finance
business partners do, sitting alongside policy teams.

Q5 Mr Hands: A further question on the Capability
Review more generally: if there was a further
Capability Review now, which areas do you think
would be shown to be most in need of further
progress?
Mr Housden: I think one of the areas which was a
source of concern to us in the previous review was in
the jargon “staV engagement”, the extent to which
our 2,000 staV really understand the focus of the
organisation, are committed to it and feel it is an
organisation they can contribute to. Some of our
staV survey results would say we were certainly not
in the place we would want to be. That is where we
put significant eVort over this last little while. The
principal vehicle for that has been to develop a set of
departmental values, really to have a conversation
about how the organisation should feel, and more
than 1,000 people were actively involved in that over
a period of time. We followed that up with a whole
series of ways in which communication and
engagement in the Department has been stronger. I
do not know if you picked up from the NAO Report
that this year is to be the first Civil Service-wide staV
survey with the same set of questions and it is
currently halfway through its time period. There was
a pilot for that a few months back and we
volunteered for the pilot and had some quite
encouraging results. The group we focused upon was
our middle-management tier, Grade 6 and Grade 7
in our jargon, but in many ways that was the right
choice because they are the focal point, the pivot of
the Department. StaV engagement in that area is
crucial and those results were more encouraging. If
we had the Capability Review again now, I would be
looking for improvement in those sorts of areas.

Q6 Mr Hands: On the 2,000, what has been the
turnover rate amongst the whole Department? You
said 40% for the senior staV.
Mr Housden: That is over four years, so it is not an
annual figure, I am glad to say.

Q7 Mr Hands: It is 40% over four years.
Mr Housden: Yes. I have not got the accurate figure
for the Department as a whole, but I have the figure
of 8% in my head per annum. I can check that, Chair,
and let you know. That is the sort of turnover. With
London labour markets, that is not an unusual
figure.

Q8 Alison Seabeck: Picking up on that and looking
at the average amount of time staV remain in post
from the figures we have been given, it looks as if it
is about nine months. To me that rather smacks of
an unhappy staV if you get that degree of turnover. I
have heard what you said about improving the upper
echelons, but this is right the way across the piece.
You cannot be happy about that. Do you have any
reasons, other than the fact that staV might be
unhappy?
Mr Housden: There are two things about that, Ms
Seabeck. First of all to say, I think we have answered
that question incorrectly.

Q9 Alison Seabeck: That is helpful. What is the
correct figure?
Mr Housden: I have the correct figure here. Let me
explain first of all the wrong question we have
answered because it is quite interesting. The question
was interpreted to be about how long people stayed
in a particular post or job in the Department and you
will see there, those numbers are quite small. That is
an issue for us because stakeholders, the people we
work with outside, like to form a relationship and if
your turnover is too quick, that is hard.

Q10 Alison Seabeck: There is the same problem with
ministers, I should add.
Mr Housden: Indeed.

Q11 Chair: Can we get a bit of clarity here. Are you
suggesting the nine-month figure refers to the
average stay of a member of staV in a particular
post? Is that what you are suggesting?
Mr Housden: Yes.

Q12 Chair: Even that seems quite short.
Mr Housden: Yes, it is. For all grades it is 0.8 of a
year, so, yes, you would be about right there. This
year will have been a more rapid figure than normal
because we made some very significant shifts of
staYng resource to cope with the recession.
Particularly in the housing area where we have taken
on completely new areas of work, we have had to
move staV from their previous sector, so that will
have added to the turnover.

Q13 Chair: Do you know what the figure is for
staying within the Department then?
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Mr Housden: We are going to ask this question
properly very soon. I am not sure I have got the full
data on that.

Q14 Chair: Perhaps you can let us have it
subsequently.
Mr Housden: We are going to answer the question.
Chair: Are there any other questions you think you
might have given the wrong answer to, by the way?

Q15 Alison Seabeck: If you have had this re-jigging
this year, can we be sure that next year’s figures will
be an improvement on that level?
Mr Housden: Yes. I think on this one it was a
straightforward misinterpretation of what the
question was asking. I am not sure why because it
seems the question from Justine Greening was
perfectly straightforward, but it was misinterpreted.
Of course we will apologise to her and answer it
properly.

Q16 Sir Paul Beresford: Most firms would find a
turnover like this, especially in a diYcult time like
this, as an opportunity to reduce staYng levels, we
think squeeze. Have you done that?
Mr Housden: No, our staYng levels have stayed
about the same over this period, Sir Paul, and I think
that has been a reflection of the significant new work
we have taken on over this period, again associated
with the recession particularly. You will know that
our staYng budget is set within a total for
administration, and in the Spending Review
settlement that is ring-fenced. We are reducing that
by 5% in real terms through each of the three years
of this Spending Review, but staYng numbers have
stayed much the same as a reflection of this pressure.

Q17 Sir Paul Beresford: A large parcel of your work
is working with local government, they feel you sit
on their shoulders all the time. Is that not an area
you might be able to reduce the over-scrutiny of local
government and there reduce staV?
Mr Housden: What we do in relation to local
government is shaped by ministers’ priorities over
this period. I think there is a mixed picture, Sir Paul,
we have talked about this before. On things like
Local Area Agreements and the reduction in the
number of ring fences, there has been a shrinkage
which has been welcomed by local government in
general, but there still is a significant body of advice,
guidance and work which we do with local
government and ministers who have been keen to
press forward on things like empowerment and
community cohesion, developments of the third
sector, a whole range of activities at local level which
obviously does involve local government. Similarly,
in the housing sphere over the last generation or so
where local government has pulled back from
significant activity and investment, ministers have
been keen to see them come back in the new climate
and get more involved. In all of those ways we have
been very active with local government on their
behalf.

Q18 Anne Main: Mr Housden, can you explain the
churn that happened in the Department, as partially
accounted for by moving people around and
redeploying them elsewhere? How do you explain
the fact then that in the staYng survey one of the
least positive responses was their intention to stay in
the Department? You might have moved them, but
they did not want to stay there anyway.
Mr Housden: Of course, people have career
intentions and aspirations. I mentioned before, Mrs
Maine, I think we have got some continuing work to
do on staV engagement. You want motivated staV
who believe in what they are doing and who do want
to stay an appropriate length of time.

Q19 Anne Main: They do not at the moment, do you
know why? I know you have had a better response
than the last time on bullying, but the fact that their
work and home life seems to be an issue, so are
people being overly worked for the grade they are at,
I do not know, perhaps you can explain that to us.
Are they being asked to do things which are beyond
them? If they are being moved too often, they are not
getting the skilling they need. Surely there is more to
it than just they have got intentions of progressing
up the career ladder because if they are moving every
eight to nine months, I cannot think they have got an
awful lot to oVer to the next job they are going to.
Maybe you would like to think about those issues.
Mr Housden: There is a very important point in all
of that. People are not staying in the Department for
eight or nine months on average, they are being
deployed into a diVerent post on average.

Q20 Anne Main: They do not want to stay. Why do
they not want to stay in your Department, even if
they are being moved around?
Mr Housden: I think there are two separate things.
The employee engagement survey looks at people’s
intentions to remain with their employer, in this case
us, our figures are okay on all of that. What we have
been talking about before is within the Department,
the extent to which people will move.
Anne Main: I accept that, I still do not know why you
will not answer why you think they have no
intention of wanting to stay.
Chair: Anne, what is the percentage?

Q21 Anne Main: One of the least positive responses
within the staV survey was of people’s intention to
stay within the Department. Is it because you are
moving them from job to job to job, so they are
constantly feeling overwhelmed and underskilled? Is
it because they are being asked to do too much? Is
it because there is still a degree of bullying which is
unacceptable? I am trying to tease out from you why
they do not wish to stay in your Department.
Mr Housden: I will be very interested to see what the
overall figure is from the full survey as it is
undertaken now. There is no doubt that working in
Communities and Local Government, and I suspect
many other government departments, is a
pressurised environment. The communities we serve
have been under a lot of pressure and we have had to
respond quickly and emphatically. Your point about
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work-life balance, people have gone an extra mile,
they do work long hours to serve those sorts of
communities and they are under some pressure. My
colleagues here and I will be very interested to see
what we get in terms of the wider survey. I asked our
work group, “What should I say to the Select
Committee today?” because I have a blog, for better
or for worse, and it is interesting, the sort of
responses which came back, many of them wanted
me to tell you about staV engagement and about the
diVerence they felt about communication and
involvement over this last little while. Certainly in an
answer to Sir Paul, I think the Capability Review the
last time was right to land on that. What they were
basically saying was you have got your senior
managers, you have refreshed that group, they are
powerful and eVective, your task now is to motivate
more strongly the group more broadly and I think we
are making progress.
Anne Main: Perhaps I will have to leave it, I have
asked it in about three diVerent ways and I am none
the wiser as to whether or not you have a group of
staV who wish to leave your Department because
they are feeling underskilled or not trained correctly
for their jobs or overworked for their jobs.
Chair: Perhaps Mr Housden could ask that question
on his blog and let us know what the answer is.
Anne Main: I am really not interested in Mr
Housden’s blog, I am interested in why the staV still
feel they have no intention of staying within the
Department.
Chairman: Some staV.
Anne Main: That is a skills loss; it is not the case of
moving jobs.

Q22 Chair: Can I ask about something else which
arose out of the NAO’s performance brief, which is
that the Department seems not yet to have made an
assessment on about a third of your indicators.
Would it not be a good idea if you have got
indicators that you do assess departmental
performance against them? What are you going to
do to make sure you do improve that record?
Mr Housden: I think the picture here, Chair, is one
which had been widely anticipated. You will
remember your concerns about the set of targets we
had and how they were defined in the previous
Spending Review. The move to PSAs and
department strategic objectives was a long-term shift
to respond to that. The NAO says in their report that
those data systems and targets will take some time to
bed down.

Q23 Chair: Mr Housden, I think the problem is last
year we had the excuse that the indicators were not
the right indicators. At some point you will have to
accept the indicators as they are and report against
them.
Mr Housden: Yes, indeed. Of course we do accept the
indicators as they are, but some of the data sources
from the Citizenship Survey or the Place Survey are
still coming through and baselines are being
established. The NAO Report—and I am very

happy to talk about any of the individual ones in
here—indicates where we are on those types of
issues. The picture is building up quickly.

Q24 Chair: When do you think the Department will
be able to report against all of its DSOs?
Mr Housden: We are reporting against all of them
here and progressively, as those data sources become
available, the picture will become richer.

Q25 Chair: I do not think that has quite answered
the question of when.
Mr Housden: I cannot give you a definitive date but,
again, I could come back and write to you about
that.

Q26 Chair: I think it would be helpful if you would
come back with a definitive date, maybe before we
see the ministers
Mr Housden: We will do that.

Q27 Alison Seabeck: Would you say, therefore, you
were fortunate that DSO 3 has not been assessed
given the continuing failure of implementation in
terms of Thames Gateway and all the regeneration
which that ought to be bringing in and is not?
Mr Housden: In the Thames Gateway there has been
a very significant impact in terms of the recession.

Q28 Alison Seabeck: I am sorry, Mr Housden, but
Thames Gateway was started many years ago, it
predates the recession significantly and your
progress up to the recession had been pretty poor.
Therefore, are you not quite fortunate that DSO 3 is
not recorded?
Mr Housden: I think it is a matter of judgment about
progress which has been made in the Thames
Gateway. In terms of educational opportunity and in
terms of many of the economic drivers there, the
progress which has been made by the economy,
supported by public sector interventions, has been
pretty good. My point was the last year or two
inevitably have seen some of that progress slowing
with the recession.

Q29 Chair: There is one final matter. I believe the
Department has not even reported on all of the
targets which were set for 2004. Would it not be a
good idea if you did at least report the final position
on those?
Mr Housden: I would need to understand the
concern there a bit more.

Q30 Chair: We have had a written reply from the
Department which confirms that the Department
will not be reporting on the final position for all its
previous targets, that is the Spending Review 2004
targets, and there is no timetable for when those will
be reported on.
Mr Housden: Let me follow that up because with
some of them the ongoing responsibility has shifted
to other departments, so that will be one where we
will be reporting.
Chair: That is another one we would like before we
see ministers.
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Q31 Anne Main: I am sorry but we are going back to
the shifting around of the staV. Can you give us a
view on whether you think your staV are fully
eVective—and I am not blaming the staV in any way,
shape or form—if they are moving at an average of
eight or nine months and potentially because they
are being moved if they do not choose to move.
Mr Housden: Mrs Maine, I think we have got a very
eVective workforce and the proof of the pudding is
in what the Department has secured for ministers
and with our partners over this period. I make no
apologies for the fact that people have moved
relatively quickly this year because we have been
moving to meet new needs. If you take, for example,
the suite of work we have done on repossessions, 12
months ago none of that was available through the
Department and a completely new set of
interventions and support, which has been eVective
across a range of situations, has been put into place
with a whole set of new partnerships and so forth.
That has required us to shift the balance of staV and
to move from low priority work on to the higher
priority work. Yes, that has probably increased the
rapidity with which people have moved, but I think
that is what you would have wanted us to do.

Q32 Anne Main: Moving people rapidly is one thing,
are they trained up as rapidly and, back on the work-
life thing, I suppose it all comes into it, are people
being expected to assimilate too much in too short a
period of time? Is this why people are feeling
stressed?
Mr Housden: As I acknowledged before, I think
there is pressure. On things like programme
management, which is an area where we wanted to
become more eVective, we put a significant training
programme in place to enable people to acquire
those skills. We have also been refocusing our
learning and development expenditure to be more
broadly based and it is intended to be focused upon
the more senior staV and our fast-streamers. We
have changed the way that is made available to staV
so that more people can gain access to that. I think
we have done some really powerful things about
giving relatively junior staV the opportunity to think
about how they might progress their career more
eVectively.

Q33 Anne Main: If you are only in the post about
eight or nine months and some of that is getting
trained and knowing your job and then you know
you are going to move on, what commitment is there
to do the job to the best of your ability if you know
you are not going to stay there very long?
Mr Housden: Some of these people will be moving
within their own groups. You might be doing one job
in the housing group, for example, and then move to
another one. There will be an awful lot of overlap in
terms of the skills and the relationships that people
will be using. With the best will in the world, ours is
not a huge department, so people get a good
understanding of the totality of it and are able to
pick these things up quickly.

Q34 Anne Main: You have looked to see whether or
not that moving around is not part of the reason why
people want to leave?
Mr Housden: Yes.

Q35 Anne Main: You are painting it as a good thing,
is it a good thing? Have you asked them, “Do you
like moving every so often?”
Mr Housden: We have done and are doing a lot of
surveying of staV opinion. There is an awful lot of
discussion about those sorts of issues in the
Department. Again, the answer to your previous
question is that the survey which is currently being
done on a consistent basis across the Civil Service
will, I understand, be published early next year, so
we should have another conversation about where
Communities and Local Government appears there
relative to other departments.

Q36 Anne Main: You are happy about the level of
skill each member of staV will have, despite the
rapidity of the post changing?
Mr Housden: I always shrink from the word
“happy” because it sounds complacent. We are in the
business of continually getting better and always
looking for opportunities to improve that.

Q37 Chair: We are going to ask about FiReControl
and Firebuy later, but just because it is relevant here,
do you think the problems the Department has had
over those two particular programmes were in part
due to the fact that the staV involved did not have the
requisite skills?
Mr Housden: In part, yes. If I look at the
development of those programmes over the while we
have been running them, in our jargon the “client-
side” of managing those contractors is a tough call.
We brought a range of specialist professional
expertise into the FiReControl team and if I look
back now at the work we have done in relation to
that, I can see places where we could have done
better. I think the balance here is important though.
The delays we have experienced on both Firelink
and FiReControl have been about the technology
platform. We have had world-class suppliers who
won these jobs in competitive tender, who have been
unable to deliver a satisfactory product on the
timescale which they promised. In those
circumstances we have been open, talked with our
stakeholders about it and reformulated the
timetable. That has been very frustrating and
expensive for us. The main thing is that failure of
technology and platforms, but I hope nobody would
sit in front of you and say their side of the work could
not have been improved, I know we could have done
better on that.

Q38 Chair: That is not quite the question I asked,
what I asked was whether you thought that part of
the failure had been because the individuals within
the Department were being asked to do a job for
which they had not got the proper skills or
experience.
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Mr Housden: You could not rule out that being part
of the issue. It is very diYcult to give you a precise
answer to that.

Q39 Chair: Have you assessed whether it was part of
the issue?
Mr Housden: In our jargon again, you always try
and learn lessons, so we have looked at these
experiences. If you take FiReControl, for example,
in the last little while we have taken on some
additional consultancy expertise to be absolutely
sure we could understand properly and have a
proper dialogue with the pretty rarefied issues that
EADS, our principal contractor, said they were
facing in developing the right interfaces to deliver
this programme. You want to be confident that you
understand and can participate properly in these
conversations. In that sense we have taken on
additional expertise and it has been a moving target.
We did not have that as an issue six or nine months
ago, we have now, so we have strengthened our team.
Chair: We might come back to this when we come
back to the more detailed questions on FiReControl.
We will come on to questions about stakeholders.

Q40 John Cummings: As a Committee we have been
told by the National Housing Federation that there
is also not enough interaction between the sector and
top ranking civil servants, with the Permanent
Secretary and, to a lesser extent, Directors General
not being visible and accessible enough to
stakeholders. That evidence is given by the National
Housing Federation. Bearing that in mind, can you
tell the Committee, what do stakeholders tell you
about the Department’s performance and how?
Mr Housden: I imagine that is one of the responses
you have had through your request for stakeholders
to give you some feedback. We had a big stakeholder
survey in 2008 and we are just about finishing a
major one now. What do they tell us? They tell us
they feel they have a good engagement with us
overall. They worry that we are a bit silo-based, in
our jargon, namely the diVerent parts of the
Department do not always seem to them to be as
coherent as they would like. They would like to be
involved in the formation of policy earlier and more
broadly. Some organisations feel that we pigeon hole
them a little and they could contribute across the
board. That is set however in a not unreasonable,
not bad, overall framework. Richard might like to
talk about the work with colleagues in the housing
area. The survey that we are doing now will give us
a still better view about how those relationships
might go forward. I do not think we would have
achieved what we have in the last 12 months without
good and eVective stakeholder relations. Of course
there is always scope for them to improve.
Mr McCarthy: If I could illustrate, some of the
things that we have designed as our response to the
recession in terms of the housing interventions were
designed with the NHF, so I find the comment
slightly strange. It helped us design the mortgage
rescue scheme. It approached us. We worked with
them on it along with the CML and others. It had
regular engagement across the piece. Indeed, one of

the things that we try to do is to empower our
directors and our deputy directors so that
stakeholder engagement is not just about people
sitting at the top of the oYce; it is about the way that
we do our business. We will listen to the comments
and clearly we will take them seriously, but I think I
could point to many stakeholders—I would say the
NHF as well—that would also tell you how closely
we have worked with them over the last period in
developing the way that we were operating in
extraordinarily challenging positions.

Q41 John Cummings: If you believe that the
comments of your stakeholders are justified, what
are you doing to address them?
Mr McCarthy: We have a stakeholder engagement
strategy for the department and in the specifics of my
group I am reviewing all of our stakeholder
engagement at present. One of the things that we
have sought to do is to make it very systematic. One
of the things that NHF and others have to
understand is we have to deal with a very wide range
of separate stakeholders, particularly again in
response to the current circumstances. We will take
the opportunity of feedback like that and ask them
what they felt they were missing so that we can
improve what we do in the future.

Q42 John Cummings: Can you give the Committee
any examples to demonstrate that the stakeholder
engagement strategy is producing results?
Mr McCarthy: I gave you one example already
which was with the NHF. If I look at a programme
like Kickstart and also Homebuy Direct, those
followed extensive engagement with the house
building sector, not just with its trade body but with
the house building sector directly. In tackling some
of the slow completions with the mortgage rescue
schemes, we have been engaging directly with
housing associations and with the NHF and with
lenders. That has had a significant impact. If you
look at the work that we have done with the FSA
and with colleagues across government in terms of
the way we have engaged on dealing with the
repossessions and changed the whole regulatory
framework and the way that people are given
protection, it is all about very extensive stakeholder
engagement. We created with the Treasury, for
example, the Home Finance Forum which I have
attended all the way through with Lord Myners and
which John Healey also now attends, engaging with
a very large group of both lenders and also the
representatives of the national advice agencies,
trying to respond to an extraordinary challenging set
of circumstances.

Q43 John Cummings: How many mortgages have
you actually rescued?
Mr McCarthy: If you would like me to deal with that
now I am happy to go into mortgage rescue in some
depth, although you are taking me into areas of
national statistics.

Q44 Chair: Give the answer that Mr Cummings has
asked for and we will not go further on that one.
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Mr McCarthy: On mortgage rescue, I am bound by
the Statistics and Registration Act which means our
next date for reporting is going to be in November.
What I can tell you is that we have now nearly 500
households who have had their repossessions
stopped as a result of the mortgage rescue scheme.
Those households are now going through a process
and we are in the many tens, potentially through into
the hundreds, in terms of the households who have
completed schemes. In terms of the throughput in,
we are now taking over 200 new cases per month into
the scheme. That is not just people applying for
advice as there are many thousands who have had
advice through the mortgage rescue scheme. We are
now taking over 200 new applicants a month who
have been through the initial process and that is
rising. Hence the numbers are improving but we still
continue to work hard on those to make them
improve even faster.

Q45 Sir Paul Beresford: That is 200 a month
coming in?
Mr McCarthy: Yes.

Q46 Sir Paul Beresford: You have 500 in the process.
How many are completed? Any?
Mr McCarthy: I will give you the same answer. The
completions are now in their many tens and could be
now over the 100 but I cannot answer that explicitly
and I am not allowed to because of the Statistics and
Registration Act. I am trying to be as helpful as I
can be.

Q47 Chair: We understand that. On the stakeholder
engagement front, can I ask whether the department
is engaging with the FSA over the control of
Treasury management advisers, since that was an
issue we highlighted in our report on local authority
investments?
Mr McCarthy: Over the issue of?

Q48 Chair: Regulating the Treasury management
advisers who advise, or do not advise, depending
which way you look at it, local authorities on
investment policy. There is a lack of clarity about
what of the functions that the Treasury management
advisers carry out is regulated by the FSA and what
is not. As our report clearly demonstrated, many
councils seem to be under the impression that a
wider range of activity is regulated than actually is.
We would have hoped as a Committee that the
department would have picked that up and would be
talking to the FSA about it.
Mr McCarthy: You will have to ask my colleague if
it is a specific thing about local authority finance. I
can talk to you extensively about the FSA on
mortgage markets.
Ms Lucas: Is this specifically about the investment of
local government?

Q49 Chair: Yes. It is about the local government
investments and the role of Treasury management
advisers, which was exposed in detail in the
Committee’s report on local authority investments.

Ms Lucas: Work is still being carried out about the
extent to which Treasury management advisers can
advise local government around investments
without fettering their judgment. My understanding
is that work is not yet complete but all of the
comments which have been made have been taken
seriously and we will be doing everything in our
power, as we did in fact in terms of responding to the
issues about investment with local government.

Q50 Chair: What about specifically interacting with
the FSA, who appear as I said to regulate Treasury
management advisers and yet not to regulate
everything?
Ms Lucas: I am afraid I do not know the answer to
that.

Q51 Chair: Can you follow that up then?
Ms Lucas: I certainly will.
Anne Main: I asked the FSA when they were here
had they taken their eye oV the ball in terms of
auditing financial management on local authorities
and they admitted that they had.
Chair: That was the Audit Commission.

Q52 Anne Main: Sorry. They admitted that their eye
was oV the ball. Have you picked up on that at all
as to whether or not that is something you should be
looking into?
Ms Lucas: We have absolutely picked it up in terms
of how far we can go in giving advice to local
government without fettering their judgment. That
work is not yet complete but I will let you have a full
and comprehensive response to that.

Q53 Alison Seabeck: We have been talking about
stakeholder engagement. The evidence we have had
is that a number of your stakeholders do not think
you are a big hitter across Whitehall. The LGA have
given evidence that they are attending meetings and
policies which should be of interest to other
government departments that are extremely relevant
to delivery in terms of CLG are just not being
discussed. What is your view?
Mr Housden: A department like ours that is
concerned with everything that happens in
communities has to focus its engagement in
Whitehall because we could pretty well be at every
meeting that happens. Where we have focused
particularly was to get government interventions in
localities on a more coherent, rational basis. Before
local area agreements, you have six or seven
government departments who independently would
take a view about what was the right thing about
policing in SheYeld, about education in SheYeld,
housing and so on, and would separately develop
targets, performance management frameworks,
funding streams. Of course, this created a huge job
for any locality, as you will well know, to make sense
of all of this and relate it to their local priorities. We
focused on an alliance with the Treasury. We were
quite clear that we would only get this through if the
Treasury wrote it into the framework of a Spending
Review. That is what happened. 1,200 indicators
became 188 and we have a much more rational



Processed: 01-03-2010 18:26:46 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 441145 Unit: PAG2

Ev 8 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

19 October 2009 Mr Peter Housden, Ms Hunada Nouss, Mr Richard McCarthy, Ms Irene Lucas and Sir Ken Knight

process. Is it bureaucratic? A bit. Could it be
improved? It is being but it represented a huge step
forward. We are now going one stage further.
Apologies for these labels and jargon. The work that
we are reporting on in the pre-Budget report on Total
Place is very important because this takes the whole
of the public spending that is going into an area,
maps it and gives local partners the opportunity to
think about how they might use all of that money
more eVectively. Various projects are focusing on
youngsters not in education, employment and
training and health issues, a range of things. The fact
that this is something that has been endorsed by the
Chief Secretary alongside our Secretary of State
means it has the chance to really make a diVerence
across Whitehall and to aVect the way national
government works with local government. That is
the sort of thing that we have focused our attention
on across Whitehall and I think we have had some
success, to be frank. I hope we will continue so to do.

Q54 Alison Seabeck: Basically, what you are saying
is that in a sense, with Total Place established and in
theory starting to prioritise properly, this time next
year, your stakeholders will start to say that CLG
has more influence as a result of Total Place.
Mr Housden: I hope so. When I worked in local
government I always thought national government
was a muddle as well. We are here trying to sort it out
really, get it more rational. Irene is leading a group
of Directors General across some key departments
to make sure that our end of the business on Total
Place actually achieves something.
Ms Lucas: In terms of listening to stakeholders and
colleagues, we are trying to develop Total Place in
localities. They are telling us very strongly the asks
that they would like of government, some of which
are easier than others to deliver, but we are listening
very carefully to what they are as part of the pilots
and part of the experiment. Total Place tries to do
two things about which we are passionate. One is
better outcomes for people and communities. The
second is simplification across the agencies and
locality, not least for the recipient of a service, to try
and simplify. The example I always use is someone
coming out of hospital, where they are going to their
home and in the course of the first day they could
have three or four diVerent agencies visiting them at
home, all to try and make sure that they are able to
live at home without being hospitalised. We are
trying to simplify that whilst at the same de-
duplicating costs and overheads. Obviously the third
element is the reduction of cost. The very first pilot
was something called “Calling Cumbria” and
“Counting Cumbria”. We tried to identify that cost
but listening to stakeholders and partners in local
government is right at the heart of Total Place.

Q55 Mr Turner: You just raised the issue about your
work with the health economy and the local
government economy. There is a clear problem in the
sense that it is not a boundary that is straightforward
between somebody being in health care and
somebody being in social care. I just wondered what
arrangements you have with the Department of

Health in order to make sure that that kind of
boundary is on the services provided for people at
that local, personal level.
Ms Lucas: It is absolutely at the heart of Total Place
and fundamentally important. Across this country
we will have diVerent relationships played out in
localities between local authorities and primary care
trusts. Total Place seeks to address—it has not yet
addressed—those very issues. There have been
recent announcements, trying to look at a national
care service, to try and put in place a minimum
service across the whole of the country, which
identifies what that relationship would look like. I
am sure you are aware that that looks very diVerent
in diVerent places. Part of the pilot is to try and make
sure that there is an absolutely clear and consistent
approach to what that service would look like so
people understand what a minimum service would
look like.

Q56 Mr Turner: What I was trying to get at was the
relationship between local government and the
Department of Health at that over-arching level, in
order to deliver that at local level. I understand and
agree with you that the view will be diVerent in
diVerent areas and communities.
Ms Lucas: Absolutely.
Mr McCarthy: We do have some arrangements. I
work in this area as well because of the responsibility
for the Supporting People budget, which is our
principal revenue fund paid to the local government
sector, which is used to help people stay in their
home or to stay in supported housing homes. That
interface and that revenue with the care services
provided through the NHS is absolutely critical. The
services provided by the agencies that carry out
repairs to allow people to return from hospital to
their home are again carried out through that. We
have regular engagement with colleagues in the
Department of Health. We also have PSAs. We sit on
those PSA boards. I have colleagues from my group
sitting on the relevant PSAs to deal with supported
housing. You referred earlier to some of those
unfortunate indicators, where we are still waiting for
some of the data. Some of that is around DSO2. It is
about helping people with particular vulnerable
needs to receive care and support in the community
where we are waiting for the baseline data to arrive.
That is absolutely about PSAs where we are sitting
and working together with those colleagues from the
Department of Health and elsewhere.

Q57 Chair: Is it the baseline data that is the problem
there, that the boundaries for health and local
authority are diVerent or not? I am just seeking to get
a bit of clarity.
Mr McCarthy: It is more that we are setting
indicators we have not set before and we are trying
to disaggregate and collect data which we need to do
for the first time.
Alison Seabeck: How much of the 1.5 billion end
year flexibility amassed by the department is going
to have to be returned to the Treasury or is it being
drawn down for building Britain’s future? How is
that going to be used?
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Q58 Sir Paul Beresford: Or is it eYciency savings?
Ms Nouss: It is not eYciency savings. The 1.5 billion
is a cumulative number. In the last year, the amount
of EYF that we accumulated was 540 million and
half of that is the Olympics. Some of it historically
may be Olympic money. We have a commitment to
put money towards the Olympics when DCMS, on
behalf of the ODA draws down that money. When
they do not call on it, we retain the funds, but with
a ring. We cannot use it for other purposes and it just
gets carried forward into subsequent years. We have
absolute agreement with the Treasury that we have
access in future years to the Olympic element of
EYF.
Chair: How much of the EYF is Olympic?

Q59 Alison Seabeck: Half a billion.
Ms Nouss: In terms of the 540 million that we
amassed this year, about 250 of that is Olympic.

Q60 Chair: Of the total 1.5 billion?
Ms Nouss: I do not know the answer to that.
Chair: Could we have the answer before we see the
ministers?

Q61 Sir Paul Beresford: Have you made any
eYciency savings?
Ms Nouss: We are continually looking to make
eYciency savings.

Q62 Chair: Have you made eYciency savings?
Ms Nouss: Yes. We have reduced our admin budgets
by 5% year on year through reducing our cost base.
One of the biggest contributors to that is we have
moved from five premises within central London.
We now have just literally two or three weeks ago
consolidated into one oYce building in central
London. Some of these five were satellite oYces but
we were really working within two premises,
Ashdown House and Eland House, until a few weeks
ago. We will not see the benefit of much of that in the
current financial year but in future years that will
save us £4.5 million a year. We are doing a lot of
work and we are realising real savings and real
eYciencies.

Q63 Mr Betts: I think we had some discussions on
the European Regional Development Fund before.
It does seem rather a shame in the current financial
climate when every penny matters that we are
handing money back because schemes were not done
correctly or whatever. Apparently there is another
£25 million in the last year and maybe only £290 on
top of that for a contingency in your figures to cover
that. Why are we still having problems in this area?
Ms Nouss: This really relates to the 2000–06
programme as it is called. This is really about
programmes and projects that started almost 10
years ago now. We are trying to address some of the
issues that are quite historical and that came up at a
time when we had less understanding of what
European requirements would be around the audit
trails around this data. Because the 2000–06
programme is just closing now—it says 2006; you
have two years to spend and that takes you to 2008

and there is formal closure in 2009—this is the point
in time where we bring all the evidence together in
order to assess each of those programmes. That is
why at this point in time there is a recognition that
there is a potential liability out there. We are doing
everything we can to push that liability down. Some
of it is about audit trail. Do we have the paperwork
that demonstrates that we did this procurement in
the right way? If we do not have the paperwork, we
will go and look for it. If it does not exist, then that
could result in a risk to the department. We have a
significant amount of resources. We have put quite a
lot of resource during this year—and we are about to
use some more now—into supporting the government
oYces which have the primary responsibility of
building up these files that will evidence all these
projects. It is about 20 programmes and about 6,000
individual projects that we are looking at, costing
over five billion euros. This is a really huge amount
of money. In the big scheme of things, the numbers
are not huge but I am not complacent. We have to
bring those costs down and we are doing everything
we can to do that.

Q64 Mr Betts: Do I take it, because you are saying
it is historical, that when we come to look at the
programmes for the last couple of years we are not
going to have the same problems with them?
Ms Nouss: The new round started a couple of years
ago. They are being structured through the RDAs as
being delivered through the RDAs. We spend a lot of
time in the setup phase trying to make sure that the
RDAs understand the degree of granularity we need
in terms of paperwork and audit trail. We are already
doing ongoing auditing as we go along to make sure
that those issues are understood and we can pick up
anything fairly quickly.

Q65 Mr Betts: Does that mean the RDAs have got
the message and you have given them the message
about lessons to be learned and they are learning
them?
Ms Nouss: Yes, but we will continue to repeat the
message. Certainly we speak with the RDAs
regularly. I meet with the chief executives of the
RDAs. We are also working with Department of
Business Innovation and Skills, who are the
sponsors of the RDA network, to help us get the
message through in terms of responsibility and
accountability.

Q66 Anne Main: (a) who is at fault and (b) what
structure is being put in place to make sure it is not
going to happen again? We have heard it is historical.
Who is at fault?
Ms Nouss: My judgment is that at the end of the day
it is hard to say who is at fault. Most of this is not
about fraud; it is about insuYcient record keeping.
Ten years on it is hard to reconstruct records that
were not available then. It is true that Europe has
changed its views on how much detail it asks us to
keep, but they are still holding us to account for
detailed records in 2000, even though they only
decided in about 2006–07.
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Q67 Anne Main: As Members of Parliament we are
being asked exactly the same thing. I do not think the
public finds that a good enough excuse. Who is at
fault? Poor record keeping? Receipts not being there,
budgets not there? Who is at fault?
Mr Housden: Amongst these 6,000-odd projects,
where we identify that the responsible body, which
sometimes will be a local authority, is at fault, we are
able to and do reclaim significant sums from them.

Q68 Anne Main: Are we going to have a list of local
authorities that are at fault and owing large sums of
money? These are not insignificant amounts of
money.
Mr Housden: They are not and it is a matter of great
regret. On some occasions however, because of the
historical time lag, you are dealing with
organisations that no longer exist, so there may be
commercial training firms who have gone out of
business.

Q69 Anne Main: I have a vision of local authorities
and a bill landing on the doorstep. Meeting my local
authority, for example the chief police constable,
10% of them had potentially 20% eYciency savings
to be expected over the next couple of years. Are we
going to see a raft of local authorities presented with
historic bills?
Mr Housden: We do talk with local authorities.
Where they are responsible for that we do reclaim it.
We do that in a sensible way over time if needs be. In
the great scheme of things, these are not usually huge
sums for local authorities, important though they
are. Often you can find yourself dealing with very
small, voluntary organisations who have not kept
the right paperwork, who have not perhaps followed
exactly the procurement rules. What gives me some
comfort in all of this though is that in the 1997–99
programme, the previous one, we started with some
numbers that were as alarming as the ones currently
here and were able by eVort to get them down to
something much more manageable. That is the work
that is going on at the moment.
Chair: Apparently we have asked lots of detailed
questions about this in previous years on previous
annual reports. What might be most helpful is if we
collate what we already have—there seem to be some
gaps—including who was identified as at fault. We
have been over it but I think maybe we should check
and see if there are gaps. Then we can ask questions
and pursue this subsequently.

Q70 Mr Betts: On value for money targets, are we
going to achieve the target of 887 million with 734
million through the supply of new, aVordable
housing? I think there is some concern about that.
Mr McCarthy: I think that is a reasonable comment.
It is now an extremely challenging target. You will be
aware that it became necessary to increase grant
rates during the last financial year and that has
maintained itself through into the current year. This
is because housing associations found themselves in
the position where they were not getting the cross-
subsidy from and through the section 106

agreements and where they were not able to cross-
subsidise through property sales which they had also
been able to enjoy previously. We found our
aVordable housing programme almost coming to a
halt which was the last thing we could aVord in terms
of meeting housing needs and maintaining capacity
in the house building sector. It became necessary to
increase grant rates. We monitor those very carefully
and I am delighted that the HCA board is doing the
same with its executive. We are seeking to see
whether we can start to pull some of those down over
the year ahead of us in terms of some greater
eYciencies, but we have only managed to stabilise
the market at present. You will be aware, I am sure,
that the Housing Minister, John Healey, announced
our new house building targets for aVordable
housing in his speech, by the way, at the NHF
housing conference where he went to speak, just to
make another point. He had to unfortunately
declare that we would not hit some of the larger
numbers we had previously anticipated meeting due
to the eYciency gains that had been lost for all the
reasons I have just stated. At present that number
looks under a great deal of threat. The Treasury have
accepted and understood that and they agreed to
those numbers before they were published.

Q71 Mr Betts: What exactly are value for money
savings?
Mr McCarthy: They were about reducing our grant
costs through greater eYciency gains, achieved
through cross-subsidies from outside the public
sector.

Q72 Mr Betts: Is that reducing your grant costs on
the basis of the higher levels of grant that you were
having to put in because of the downturn or on the
basis of what was happening before?
Mr McCarthy: It preceded that period. If we went
into the beginning of the current spending review
period, the world was a very diVerent place and we
were driving increased eYciency gains out of the
aVordable housing sector, which was getting us more
homes for the same amount of money. We set
ourselves a target with the Treasury to go even
further on that. It was challenging but it was
possible. The world completely turned on its head.

Q73 Mr Betts: Are you making any of these savings?
Mr McCarthy: At the moment no in terms of the
delivery of aVordable housing. We have had to revert
back to higher grant rates to maintain all the things
I have talked about previously.

Q74 Mr Betts: Are you being asked to find savings
in other parts of the budget to cover the change in the
climate in aVordable housing? You cannot make
value for money savings there. Is there a substitution
of some other savings?
Mr McCarthy: Not as a direct replacement, no. The
Treasury have taken an extremely responsible view
towards this. They have had to deal with many
things turning on top of their heads in the last year
and a half. As you know, we have been innovating
with some new programmes during the past year and
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a half. They have been testing the value for money
of those programmes which they have done and we
continue to do.

Q75 Mr Betts: Are the Treasury just giving you an
extra £700-odd million?
Mr McCarthy: No. We have no more money. We are
building sadly slightly fewer homes than we had
hoped to in our final year of the current spending
round.

Q76 Mr Betts: You are simply not having a value for
money saving. You have the same amount of money
but you are building fewer homes because of it?
Mr McCarthy: That is correct. As you know, we
have had more money, not to meet that particular
issue but to invest in more housing where possible.

Q77 Mr Turner: There has been a lot of talk about
reprioritisation, reprofiling and all the rest of it,
which are good words and nice jargon but what do
they mean? Does it not mean in eVect that some
programmes are being reduced to expand others?
Mr McCarthy: The first thing is to recognise that of
the £1.5 billion allocated to new investment in
housing around, £600 million of money from the
department, reprioritised and reprofiled, geared in
some £900 million of money from elsewhere in
government. There was an immediate gearing
impact. Ministers were faced with some diYcult and
challenging decisions. I am sure they will talk you
through those when you see them shortly. In the case
of the significant reductions in the money allocated
in the current spending review period—those are
decent homes and the growth areas, In the case of
decent homes ministers are absolutely clear. They
remain absolutely committed to that programme
and they have simply moved a small element of that
programme into the next spending review period.
They have deferred, not cut, the funding from the
decent homes programme. In the case of the growth
areas, regrettable though it was to have to make
those reductions, ministers took the view there that
the market itself had slowed down dramatically
across the country. What we needed to do was not,
if you like, prioritise investment in all places that will
facilitate future house building, but we needed to put
our money directly into house building. Therefore,
some of the money from the growth areas was moved
into this programme which sees homes put on site at
an earlier date. That is a typical example of the
rationale that ministers and ourselves worked
through as they made those diYcult decisions.

Q78 Mr Turner: Why does moving money from the
growth fund into the housing fund give you more
houses?
Mr McCarthy: It gets you more houses faster. The
key point is the speed at which you can deliver the
homes.

Q79 Chair: If you move money from the growth
fund into housing, is it not the case that what you
actually get is houses that would not otherwise have
been built? Given that the growth funding is often to

infrastructure which is to be in parallel to housing,
the housing which would have been funded by the
private market, you are replacing the private market
housing by moving money, but you have fewer
houses than would have been built had the economy
stayed the same and had the growth fund funding
been spent on the infrastructure it was intended to be
spent on.
Mr McCarthy: I understand that point completely.
It is a question of when those homes are built. We are
faced with a position where house building has
dramatically fallen away, much faster than we saw in
the early 1990s after the dramatic turn in the autumn
of 1988. That has happened. That is a real world
situation. When you are investing money in the
growth areas, by and large that investment facilitates
house building in later years. What we have done is
put money into programmes that facilitate house
building in the current period. That was the
judgment that was made. I apologise if it was not
clear earlier.

Q80 Mr Turner: Can I ask about the decent homes
standards? Presumably what we are saying here is
that 90% of decent housing with decent home
standards by 2010 will not be achieved because it has
been moved back into the next CSR. Is that right?
Mr McCarthy: We are evaluating exactly where we
are across the whole piece in the decent homes
programme. You will be aware that in the budget we
got an extra £84 million to spend on cavity wall
insulation across the social housing stock, so that
was an additional flow of funds into our existing
homes in the social sector. We are currently doing a
very detailed evaluation and it is by no means all of
our decent homes money that has been deferred. It
is an element of the funding in that particular year.

Q81 Mr Turner: Are you saying that it is likely that
the 2010 target will be achieved?
Mr McCarthy: No. We have already said when Ruth
Kelly in 2006 announced that we would not hit the
full target. We are just checking and reviewing our
figures at present. I am sure that we and ministers
will wish to share those with you after the current
evaluation.

Q82 Mr Turner: You cannot give any commitment,
can you, in the sense that the next comprehensive
spending round is going to be somebody else’s job in
the sense that it will be the next Chancellor or the
current Chancellor? He is not going to be in a
position to be able to tell you, “Yes, you can have
this”.
Mr McCarthy: That is a fair point. All I can tell you
is that we have a programme here that has run over
a number of years, over three CSRs. It is an
extraordinary programme in terms of its scale. Some
£40 billion will have been spent by the end of
2010–11. A significant part of that, well more than
half, will be public money. It is much greater than the
£19 billion calculated in 1996 as we moved towards
the 1997 election. It has been an incredible period of
investment in social housing. The government and
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our ministers have said to us and made it clear very
publicly that they remain absolutely committed to
seeing this through to the end. We will do everything
we can as a department to support ministers in
achieving that.

Q83 Mr Turner: The householders in Wigan that I
represent have benefited tremendously from this. It
has been a huge fund that has done an awful lot of
good and I wish you good luck in making sure that
it continues to do good.
Mr McCarthy: Thank you.

Q84 Alison Seabeck: I suppose we should not be
surprised that developers retrenched as quickly as
they did given that even post-1990 as things were
starting to grow they were still fairly risk averse. Is
there anything else the department therefore can do,
other than wait for the recovery in the general
housing market to stimulate new house
completions?
Mr McCarthy: We are not just waiting for the
recovery. I think our actions have contributed to the
stabilising of market conditions which we cannot
guarantee will remain going forward. The aVordable
housing programme and other investments have had
a degree of success. What we are looking at now is
first of all how programmes like Kickstart and
Homebuy Direct can help individuals wanting a
home and keep capacity in the house building
industry. We are trying to maintain capacity levels.
We have a construction review going on at the
moment looking at how we might introduce greater
levels of innovation and how we can introduce more
players into that market. You may be aware—it is a
modest part of the pledge but something we hope to
build on in the future—that we have a public land
initiative in the housing pledge which will involve
land owned by the HCA. We have now identified a
number of sites which will be put out to tender to
those who are not already established house
builders, who are interested in working on that land
to build a range of housing across tenures, where the
land receipt for the market housing will be taken at
the end rather than at the beginning. The purpose of
that is to shift the risk, to encourage more people to
enter into the house building sector. It is an
illustration again of work we are doing to try to build
capacity and enhance capacity in the sector. We have
also been looking at what we can do to enhance
development of the private rented sector. We have
been looking at and are working now with a number
of institutions who have shown interest in
institutional investment in private rental homes in
terms of building those homes from the start, which
we hope again will enhance the demand and the
building of more homes in the future. I mentioned
earlier about keeping a weather eye on value for
money across our aVordable housing programmes.
As conditions improve, we shall not relax with the
current grant rates that we have, but we seek to drive
greater eYciency to improve the number of homes.

We are also continuing to look at the planning
system and trying to ensure that local authorities
really have identified suYcient land that is needed to
build the homes that are required in their areas.

Q85 Alison Seabeck: Can I come back to the
planning side of this? Are you looking at for example
whether or not legislation allows for existing
planning approvals to be extended? Clearly, there are
developers out there who have been sitting on sites,
who have not even started and who might find that
useful. Secondly, how closely are you monitoring
what is happening in local government in terms of
the way planning applications and approvals and
outline applications have been accepted and whether
or not developers are going back to local authorities
saying, “We want to renegotiate this. We do not so
much aVordable housing”?
Mr McCarthy: I am delighted to tell you that we
have announced on the first point about extending
planning approvals.

Q86 Alison Seabeck: I missed that.
Mr McCarthy: We are making a lot of
announcements at the moment which we try to help
our stakeholders keep up with because we are trying
to respond very quickly. You can now apply to
extend the life of your planning approval. We have
also written to all planning authorities through our
chief planner and asked them to consider, but
thoroughly test opportunities to help the developer
make their development more viable in the changing
market circumstances. One authority recently said
that they were prepared to reduce their section 106
requirements but only if the developer got on with
the construction of the home within the year rather
than some time within the next three years. That
struck me as a very mature, sensible conversation for
a planning authority to have with a developer, where
it felt that it was an appropriate oVer for it to make
and in return it got homes built earlier. We have
asked local planning authorities to think about the
opportunities. We are not telling them to simply
sacrifice all the gains that they achieved but to review
the viability of development in their area. We do talk
to local government at some length, not just within
the department but directly, about the range of
planning issues, trying to ensure through those
immediate actions and through our work on the
Killian Pretty review where we have issued one set of
consultation papers—there will be a further set for
example trying to improve the role of statutory
consultees and trying to improve the pre-planning
process, that the system is as eYcient as possible for
both the applicant but also for the community and
for the local authority in terms of management. I
hope that gives you the sense in which we are trying
to stay alive to those challenges.

Q87 Alison Seabeck: You are confident that you can
keep your eye on the ball in terms of ensuring that
local authorities—and we are hearing anecdotally a
number of them are doing this—are just significantly
removing the aVordable element?
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Mr McCarthy: I am sorry. I did not quite
understand.

Q88 Alison Seabeck: Are you keeping an eye on local
authorities to ensure that across the piece they are
not cutting the aVordable element in schemes
because anecdotally that is what we are hearing?
Mr McCarthy: Yes. We use our government oYces
to keep a reasonable track of that. You have to allow
authorities to breathe. I will say no more.

Q89 Mr Betts: You say local authorities are now
allowed to receive applications to extend planning
approval. They do not have to grant them though.
There is no automatic right.
Mr McCarthy: I believe the way we have constructed
it means you apply to extend the length of your
planning approval.

Q90 Mr Betts: That is within the authority’s remit
to decide?
Mr McCarthy: We have given it to them. We have
extended the automatic means to amend your
planning application for minor amendments.

Q91 Mr Betts: There is not an automatic right for
developers to extend. You say there is a right for
them to apply and it is for local authorities to decide.
Is that it?
Mr McCarthy: My understanding is we have given a
right for them to apply to extend. I am very happy
to clarify the details.

Q92 Chair: Could you clarify that?
Mr McCarthy: Yes.

Q93 Mr Betts: One of the concerns is the slow pace
at the start of the mortgage rescue scheme. Even
now, as far as we understand, there are only 23 RSLs
who joined into the scheme and some local
authorities certainly have not always displayed as
much enthusiasm for the scheme as they might have
done. Is it now a bit of a postcode lottery where, in
some parts of the country, although this is a scheme
open to people, in others basically there is not an
option for them because none of the RSLs or
authorities are really interested?
Mr McCarthy: I think it is fair to say that was a
threat but as I will now demonstrate we have taken
action on both fronts to try to ensure that does not
occur.

Q94 Chair: What action?
Mr McCarthy: First of all, we realised that we
needed to increase the number of housing
associations. We are doing that actively now with the
Homes and Communities Agency. We now have
over 50 housing associations who are signed up for
the scheme and we intend to get to between 80 and
90 by November. In terms of the local authorities, we
have very close monitoring of engagement by
authorities. What we are doing is focusing the work
of our homelessness advisers. We have them
embedded out in the regions. They are now targeting
their eVorts on those local authorities who do not

seem to be doing much on the mortgage rescue front,
where we have small numbers of referrals coming in,
in the identified areas where we have relatively high
repossessions. We are doing some very targeted
activity to ensure that in particular in those areas we
are both supporting and, I have to say, challenging
those authorities about the provision of this service.

Q95 Mr Betts: Is that information about which
authorities are not performing available?
Mr McCarthy: I do not know that we have
published this in terms of a desire to name and
shame. We have focused on our support and direct
engagement with them.

Q96 Mr Betts: Is that information available to the
Committee?
Mr McCarthy: I can imagine it should be available
to provide to you.

Q97 Chair: That would be helpful but you will need
obviously to really clear the basis and whether it has
been published or not.
Mr McCarthy: At this stage we could provide it to
you on a confidential, restricted basis because
ministers will want to consider the public use of that
data. I can assure you we are engaging with them.

Q98 Mr Betts: We had a response from the
department to the report we did on housing and the
credit crunch. One of the issues we raised was about
the asset backed guarantee scheme which we know
is a Treasury responsibility, before we get that as a
reply to the question. Clearly the whole issue of the
operation of the mortgage market and the
availability of funds in the wholesale mortgage
market is absolutely key to getting house building in
the private sector going again. When we took
evidence it was absolutely clear from all the private
sector people who came to us and people said, “Yes,
it was a good idea, the asset backed guarantee
scheme” but, as I think we quoted in our report, it
was described as half a leap across a chasm, very
impressive but doomed to failure. Nobody said the
scheme was working or would work without some
changes. We had a response to our report from the
department which was less than overwhelming. I
think you basically said, “Yes. Thank you for what
you said. This is really a Treasury responsibility and
we note it.” Should not the department be
encouraging a little more publicly for something to
give on this, because without some change we are not
going to get housing back again very quickly, are we?
Mr McCarthy: It is a slightly tricky area. As you
quite rightly say—I will try to say this only once—
this is a Treasury lead responsibility. However, we
have not been sitting idle on this point. First is the
importance of today’s publication by the FSA on its
approach to changing the regulation of the mortgage
market through the discussion document that was
produced today. We, along with the Treasury, have
played an active role in working with the FSA and
feeding in our views which are reflected in the
document which is published today. What is
important about that is investors are looking to see
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what is the new regulatory platform for the
mortgage market. This is a critical piece of the jigsaw
in terms of investment. That is investors into the
wholesale market as well as banks and others, so
getting this story right I think is absolutely critical.
We are pleased with the paper that came out today
from the FSA. The second thing is we have, with the
Treasury, been doing quite a bit of analysis of the
mortgage market. You will be aware that we have
seen two recent moves into the wholesale market,
one by Lloyds and one by Barclays Bank. There is
potentially another one expected shortly but
obviously I cannot name that party. These are gentle,
very first, cautious steps back into the wholesale
market which we now need to carry forward and
work on more, as we see that market open in the light
again of the reaction to the FSA report. It is a tricky
area. The Treasury I know are very focused on
something called the asset protection scheme, about
which I do not carry the details, which is all about
the management of bad debts in the wider banking
sector. I think their view is—and I really think I am
now probably straying into their territory—what
would be reasonable to say here is that that is
something which they know the market also wants
to see some further detail on, which then starts again
to shape the market conditions. Clearly we have
been working on what else might need to be done, if
anything, to improve the wholesale market. Our
analysis shows that we are not running at the level of
transactions and therefore mortgage lending that we
would want for a long term, stable market, but all
the eVort quite rightly has been focused on ensuring
that we have a stable market in terms of prices and
a level of house building. We are thinking now and
preparing with the Treasury, about the longer term
strategy in the context of a government which faces
a number of critical fiscal challenges. I cannot really
give you more than that and I apologise.

Q99 Mr Betts: That is something we will have to take
up elsewhere. The announcement of the FSA is an
interesting one in terms of controlling the outflow of
mortgages to make sure that they are lent to people
who can actually aVord them. What the Committee
is trying to get at with the asset backed guarantee
scheme is a flow of money into the mortgage market,
which is the real problem, at a price that people can
aVord. Currently it is perfectly obvious to anyone in
the street. They can see that bank rates are one level
but the cost of borrowing is higher than it used to be
and the availability of mortgages for first time
buyers is a fundamental problem really for the whole
market. Until we can provide some schemes which
first time buyers can aVord, the market is simply not
going to move.
Mr McCarthy: We are aware of those prices. We
monitor the prices regularly each week
comprehensively and we share that data with the
Treasury. Can I just challenge you on the one thing
about the importance of the FSA? I know you say it
is regulation of the money out but given the
commentary about regulation, both in the UK and
to some extent in the US, it is really important for the
investor into the wholesale market to have great

confidence in the regulation of that market. These
changes are critical to opening up the wholesale
market. They are not the only lever but you do have
to create the right regulatory platform.

Q100 John Cummings: This is concerning the costs
associated with the delays in opening up control
centres. What is the current proposal?
Mr Housden: We think the delay recently announced
will add 40 million to the overall cost, thereby
bringing the total to 420 million.

Q101 John Cummings: That is up from the 217
million in January this year? The latest figures for the
estimated costs are £217 million more than the
current provision.
Mr Housden: I am not sure what you are reading
from there.

Q102 John Cummings: CLG’s latest figures for the
estimated cost of the project, released in January
2009, are £217 million, 600,000 more than the
current provision.
Sir Ken Knight: The costs have increased to 420
million. I have not seen the sheet you are looking at
but the diVerence in the figures I think you are
talking about is because the NAO are quoting the
whole life costs of the project which of course are
discounted at net present value over the whole life of
the project. I know in those figures they talk about
the NVP increasing from 32.9 in 2007 to 217 million,
which is the figure you are talking about, in 2009. It
is a diVerent cost base that is over the whole life of
the project, unlike the figures we are talking about
for the cost of the project, to produce and deliver.

Q103 John Cummings: By the time the control
centres are ready, whether it be 2011 or 2012 or
perhaps 2015, what is the anticipated overrun?
Sir Ken Knight: £420 million is the cost of the
project.

Q104 John Cummings: Is that not a shocking
indictment for the eYciency of your department?
Mr Housden: We much regret it because the quicker
these control centres are up, running and established
the more eVective will be the protection that is
oVered to the public and the eYciency of the Fire
Service. We certainly regret it on those grounds. It
has been a source of great frustration to us that the
technology solution, EADS that we are relying on
here, has not worked.
John Cummings: Do we know of any government
department that has embarked upon such an
exercise of introducing this sort of technology that
has come in on time, on cost? I am thinking
particularly of the National Health Service. Why is
the department so totally inept at dealing with the
project?

Q105 Chair: Can you just answer for CLG?
Mr Housden: In fairness, the National Audit OYce
would be able to answer the broader question but
you are right. There is a history of these types of
projects being diYcult. We procured in the open
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market a world class provider. EADS are a major
defence and systems contractor in the UK and more
broadly. There are a multinational, highly successful
company. We are entitled to expect that they will
deliver on this project and many of the things that
they have promised they have done, but we were very
disappointed indeed that their technology solution
on this particular aspect is not yet working. In the
circumstances that we faced, we felt and ministers
felt that it was the right thing to do to consult with
our stakeholders and to announce a revised
timetable, taking into account all the issues. It is a
source of great frustration and disappointment to
me, as it is to you.

Q106 John Cummings: Has the taxpayer any redress
at all for the ineYciencies of these companies?
Mr Housden: We have renegotiated the terms of the
contract with EADS to provide us with some
downstream benefits. We understand that their
interest in this project is that they believe they will be
able to sell the technology more broadly around the
world. They are hoping thereby to make profits on it
going forward. We have negotiated a share of those
profits down the track.

Q107 John Cummings: Will that equate to the extra
money that is involved?
Mr Housden: If it did, it depends how successful they
are in actually moving it forward.

Q108 Chair: Through not delivering on time, EADS
have agreed, when they finally deliver and should
they then be able to sell this scheme to other people,
that the department and thereby the government will
share in the profits. Given that they have not been
able to deliver on time and it is not yet delivered, is
that not letting them oV very easily? Should they not
be paying some sort of penalty or something?
Mr Housden: We were dealing with the terms of the
contract as it was originally framed and the
commercial judgment was this was the best way to
proceed.

Q109 Chair: What did the contract, as it was
originally framed, tie them down to? The delivery of
something on a given date, or not?
Mr Housden: I do not have the detail of the contract
terms with me to advise you properly on that. Again,
we could let you have some information if that
would be helpful.
Chair: I think we need to know that.
John Cummings: I am not flogging this now but I do
believe that this is worthy of a short inquiry by this
Committee.
Chair: The Committee will have to decide that. I
know that we do need the additional information to
be clear what was in the original contract, whether it
had delivery of certain things at certain times which
have not been delivered and what financial penalties
there were, if any.

Q110 Mr Betts: Also it would be helpful to know
whether the cost overruns are purely due to technical
details. When this Committee had its initial inquiry

into this issue—I think John Cummings and myself
are probably the only Members of the Committee
who are still here—one of the things we criticised was
the going ahead of this scheme before a proper
business plan had been developed and could be
shared with the Committee at the time.
Mr Housden: Yes, but the business case was an issue,
was it not, about where the savings would actually
fall?
Chair: We clearly need additional information and
then we can decide where we take it, again preferably
before we see the ministers.

Q111 Alison Seabeck: Four fire and rescue services
have made eYciency savings out of 46. They have
achieved nearly half the savings made. How much of
that predicted saving was predicated on the regional
fire control centres being up and running? I visited
Taunton and it is a fantastic facility. I asked them
about the savings that they were making or
expecting to make once they were in and clearly there
was a significant amount to be had there. Therefore I
suppose my question is how much of the savings that
have not happened were predicated on that?
Mr Housden: There would be none in this spending
review because the roll out on its original timescale
would still have left you essentially with those
savings coming on down the line. The force of your
question is a real one because we would expect
significant resilience benefits, better service and
eYciency savings. If you look at this, there are
alternatives or options here. A standardised
platform for fire control across England has to oVer
real advantages in terms of cost and upgrade
overtime. Doing this on the basis of 46 individual
control rooms, the value for money case of course is
just very, very weak indeed. We are as keen as you are
to see this project advance as quickly as it sensibly
can do and we are very frustrated about the
current delay.

Q112 Alison Seabeck: Some of the savings are clearly
about greater eYciency within the existing system.
What is the relationship like with the trade unions
now? Is there more cooperation than there was when
we did the report? At that point there was clearly a
major problem. Has the situation improved?
Sir Ken Knight: There are a number of trade unions
but the principal trade union is the Fire Brigade’s
Union. They remain opposed to the project for a
number of reasons. Much of it is about the staYng
arrangements and the transfer of staV, although they
will be transferred under TUPE, to eight of the nine
regional fire controls, the ninth one being London of
course, which already has a regional control
eVectively, and about the conditions of service.
Many of their objections are around the staYng
issue. They are very much involved at a local and a
regional level with the local authority control
companies and certainly they are continuing to
make national representations on their concerns
about regional control. They are far from being in
favour of the regional fire control for the above
reasons that you might guess.
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Q113 Chair: I have two separate issues that I would
like to ask questions on. The first is about the
Camberwell fire and the lessons that have been
learned thus far from that fire. Could you perhaps
just briefly indicate how many of those lessons are
very specific to Camberwell and how many have
general significance and, in particular, what lessons
there are for the decent homes refurbishment process
and housing health and safety rating system?
Sir Ken Knight: There is still a full investigation
taking place by the Metropolitan Police and the
Health and Safety Executive. You will know that I
carried out a mini review of Camberwell incident at
the request of the Secretary of State. We have
worked closely in the department with housing
colleagues and fire colleagues in fire policy as well as
building regulations colleagues in a very joined up
way to look at the holistic outcome, talking to
registered landlords as well as local authorities and
fire authorities. In the main, I would focus, if I might,
outside Southwark because there are investigations
ongoing. I think the lessons to be learned are about
ensuring that the Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety)
Order is applied consistently in all premises,
including in those sorts of premises in housing
authorities and alerts have been undertaken in that
area as well as the consistency of enforcement which
is of course the responsibility of each Fire and
Rescue Authority. We are also looking again to
ensure that the operational guidance for high-rise
buildings for firefighting is being reviewed, and will
continue to be reviewed as this investigation goes on.
We also wish to see consistency of the persons
responsible under the Order to ensure that they have
undertaken an appropriate risk assessment. We are
focusing particularly on the eVects of this tragedy as
much outside Southwark as we are on the
investigation itself. Finally, Chair, can I say we are
still very much in touch with the investigation as it
progresses.

Q114 Chair: I think in relation to the Housing
Health and Safety Rating System that does not take
account of the whole building.
Mr McCarthy: I think you are thinking about the
Decent Homes issue. Decent Homes focuses on the
individual dwellings, that is the original construct,
and we remain focused on completing the
programme in that respect. In terms of fire
standards, as Sir Ken made clear, these standards
apply regardless of the Decent Homes standard
which does not have the statutory underpinning that
the fire standard does. It is underpinned by the
Housing Act 2004 and the Regulatory Reform (Fire
Safety) Order 2005. I think it is important to see it in
a rather diVerent space from that of the Decent
Homes programme. It may well be that there are
some investment issues. We are not being faced with
anything of significance at this stage, but what we are
trying to do by working together is to enforce the
operation of the Fire Safety Order and the role of
local authorities and housing associations in
properly assessing their stock.

Q115 Chair: I appreciate that the inquiry into the
Camberwell fire is not complete, but have any
immediate actions been taken in advice to local
authorities or fire safety authorities generally as a
result of what we have done so far?
Sir Ken Knight: Yes, they have in a twin-tracked
approach into Registered Social Landlords and
housing authorities and local authorities through
our housing colleagues as well as through the Fire
and Resilience Directorate and myself into fire and
rescue authorities and triangulating that
information to ensure there is a consistency of
information to both. There has been advice issued to
both and, indeed, working with key stakeholders
such as the LGA to ensure there is consistency.

Q116 Mr Betts: On the issue of the value for money
savings and what fire authorities are supposed to
achieve in terms of the change of shift patterns, as I
understand it in South Yorkshire the word from the
authority is that they expect to see service
improvements rather than financial savings. I
wonder how making financial savings through
changes to shift patterns is squared up with the
overall Department’s savings.
Sir Ken Knight: In that particular case they are non-
cashable savings that they are predicting by taking
three hours oV the nightshift and adding three hours
to the day shift, so no change in overall hours. The
non-cashable savings are as a result of enhanced
training eYciency and enhanced community safety
activity, so they are not counted against those
cashable eYciency savings where the national
eYciency savings overall are on target, of course, for
the three-year target of 110 million. These are the
non-cashable savings that they are expecting to see
from this particular change not of the working
pattern but the start and finish hours of the duty
system.

Q117 Mr Betts: I am probably misreading the
wording because it seemed to indicate in the report
that the £110 million of eYciency savings included
savings from revisions of shift patterns.
Sir Ken Knight: It can be, Chair, in diVerent
circumstances.

Q118 Mr Betts: Can I go on for one minute to look
at the problems in South Yorkshire. I wonder what
responsibility the Department has in terms of
keeping fire cover in an area bearing in mind the
industrial action which is now taking place? Clearly
those who represent the area are extremely worried
in terms of public safety and worried that the
contingency plans are by no means adequate to
protect them if something really serious happens.
Sir Ken Knight: Each fire authority has a
responsibility for business continuity arrangements
under the Civil Contingencies Act. It is not just for
industrial action, it can be flu pandemics and other
reasons why you might lose staV. South Yorkshire is
no exception and has those contingency
arrangements in place. We keep in constant contact
with those fire authorities on their business
continuity arrangements. In fact, the Audit
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Commission this year has undertaken an overview
of the business continuity arrangements in all fire
authorities. We have not had the report back from
that, that is due in the next few weeks, but we do
intend to have that discussion. In this case the
business continuity arrangements we have some
involvement in, particularly to ensure that the New
Dimension equipment is available for catastrophic
incidents, and you may have heard that phrase
before, and that the national co-ordinating centre
can operate and support in major incidents. Those
are in place, as are the neighbouring authorities’
support into South Yorkshire. In the case of South
Yorkshire itself they do have business continuity
arrangements in place and they are anticipating
should a strike take place at six o’clock tonight they
will have contingency arrangements for a number of
fire appliances to remain on the run.

Q119 Mr Betts: Does the Department have any role
to play in trying to get the two sides to reach some
settlement? I am thinking that it might be helpful if
the union withdrew its strike threat and the
authority withdrew its dismissal notices and we get
both sides’ joint secretaries to try and get some sense
into this matter.
Sir Ken Knight: Both sides have met at joint
secretary level through the national machinery in the
NJC with an independent chair under the
Resolution Advisory Panel—RAP.

Q120 Mr Betts: That was some time ago.
Sir Ken Knight: Out of that came the suggestion that
the authority are now proposing. At an
extraordinary meeting of the authority last week I
understand they suggested that they delay the
second phase, which is the movement to 12 hour
shifts, whilst moving to the first phase of the
outcome of the RAP.

Q121 Mr Betts: Initial conciliation did not actually
mention the second phase, it talked about a review
in March rather than a determined push to a second
phase, and that is the issue of diVerence. Surely if we
can get both sides’ joint secretaries without
preconditions that would be an enormous help.
Sir Ken Knight: As I have said, it is clearly a matter
for the fire authority. I think both sides are seeking
to find a resolution to the conflict.

Q122 Mr Betts: Is it any of your roles to try and help
achieve this?
Sir Ken Knight: It is my role to maintain contact and
ensure that we can maintain the cover. Chair, it is not
our role to intervene but certainly I hear what Mr
Betts is saying and I will have some conversations.

Q123 Chair: Can I ask very briefly, and then we are
going to move as a finale to Home Information
Packs, about the strategic objectives. On all of the
strategic objectives that relate to incidence of
primary fires, fatalities, non-fatal casualties and
primary and secondary deliberate fires, the
Department has improved its performance, that is
reduced the numbers, for the last two years.

Sir Ken Knight: Yes.

Q124 Chair: Are you confident you can continue to
do that?
Sir Ken Knight: No, I am not, Chair, because they
are now at a very helpful low base. The numbers of
accidental fires in the home are now about 200 and
have come down significantly, sometimes because of
those very large step changes, such as 18 or 20 years
ago with the foam filled furniture regulations which
undoubtedly had an eVect, but more particularly the
Home Fire Risk Checks that are now taking place.
Accidental fires do still occur and when they occur,
as we have just talked about in Camberwell, in
numbers they distort that very low base to a great
extent. We have seen that this year again, I am
afraid, but still 2% down on last year’s figures. It has
been incredibly successful. The next phase of a
significant campaign is the introduction, I believe, of
the fire safer cigarettes. About 30% of fire deaths in
the home are caused by people falling asleep
smoking, or smoking, and the introduction of those
cigarettes across Europe is being proposed. These
are widely used in the United States and we predict
that it will be another step change for the reduction
in fire deaths that we have seen.

Q125 Chair: What about response times, are you
going to keep those down?
Sir Ken Knight: You have heard me say, before,
Chair, I understand the focus on response times but
I think they are much less important than the first
time, which is the time from ignition to the person
being aware that a fire has occurred. Automatic
smoke detection which provide early alarm like
foam fire detection, far outweighs the importance of
response times. Response times have got longer
mainly due to traYc times, but I think we are doing
much more than response times in preventing fire in
the first place and detection at a very early stage
followed by and early call and evacuation.
Chair: Okay, back to housing and Home
Information Packs.

Q126 Anne Main: At last year’s oral evidence session
I actually asked the Minister about HIPs and their
shortcomings and she said—her now infamous
quote—“I fully accept that they are perhaps not the
perfect vehicle one might wish to see”, which I would
have thought was something of an understatement.
Can we have the latest assessment of the
eVectiveness of HIPs? Are they now a perfect
vehicle?
Mr McCarthy: There has been no formal review.
What there has been a focus on since last year is
continuing to improve the whole home buyer and
selling process. The implementation of HIPs was
only finalised on 6 April with the removal of the
transitional measures that applied to HIPs, so you
now have to have a HIP when you first put your
home onto the market. We have now introduced
with it the Property Information Questionnaire to
ensure that people buying a home are getting as
much information as we can reasonably get to them.
That is filled in by the person selling the home and
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does not result in additional costs, and sits alongside
the HIP. We have also taken action to improve the
quality of personal searches which are a key element
in this.

Q127 Anne Main: Can I just stop you there, Mr
McCarthy. So you have not been reviewing the HIPs
and you have now got something else to sit alongside
the HIP. What is the point of having the HIPs?
Mr McCarthy: It improves the quality of the
information provided. Ministers are very clear about
this. Ministers made a decision that they wanted at
this stage and over the last period to focus on
improving the HIP from a consumer standpoint, to
protect the consumer and provide the consumer with
the maximum amount of information, hence the
simplified leaseholder requirements which also form
part of the revised package and improving the
quality of personal searches. The next stage for a
formal review is in 2010 when—

Q128 Anne Main: I was going to bring you back to
that because you just said there is no evaluation but
the Annual Report describes it as an ongoing
evaluation with another one coming in 2010. If it is
not ongoing, why is it not ongoing?
Mr McCarthy: The main evaluation project will be
in 2010. The ongoing work is the engagement that
we have with the home selling and buying industry
and estate agencies on trying to ensure that we get
the design and operation of that HIP right as best we
can. What we are trying to do is to give HIPs a decent
chance to both improve the information and the
protection to the consumer, particularly to the first-
time buyer, and at the same time speed up the
process, which we have certainly had estate agency
groups like Connells make direct reference to.

Q129 Anne Main: Are you saying there is no ongoing
evaluation of HIPs despite the Annual Report
saying there is an ongoing evaluation?
Mr McCarthy: We collect data on an ongoing basis
on HIPs. The main evaluation process will take place
in 2010.

Q130 Anne Main: So the data is being collected but
there is no ongoing evaluation?
Mr McCarthy: The evaluation is not a formalised
project but, as I mentioned previously, ministers
continue to engage both directly and with
representatives of the industry to ensure that where
they can they will improve it, hence the Property
Information Questionnaire arose out of
consultation and engagement.

Q131 Anne Main: So what was the “not the perfect
vehicle” that the Minister referred to then? What is
it about the process that she felt needed to be altered?
Mr McCarthy: Ministers have a range of views, as
have the public, about HIPs.

Q132 Anne Main: Sorry, ministers have a range of
views?

Mr McCarthy: You will be aware that HIPs did once
include a full-blown property survey, and you have
challenged us on that previously inside the
Committee. HIPs have met with a range of reactions
externally. They were introduced on a phased in
basis which had not been the original intention. All
of that is known and in the public record. What we
have been doing with ministers is away from some of
the early attention that HIPs have is to try and make
the product work well and to best eVect and to
contribute to the protection for and information
oVered to consumers.

Q133 Anne Main: We are going to leave this soon
because of time, but it seems to me they are still
trying to make this rather large foot fit into a shoe
that is not meant for it. Also, the Minister said at the
same time that HIPs may well become out of date
because of the current stagnant housing market,
which we have discussed earlier in this meeting, and
this was being looked into. Can I ask what looking
is being done and what conclusions there are?
Mr McCarthy: There is no evidence that we have
had, and we have commissioned some work
previously on this, that the existence of HIPs has any
significant impact on the market and its operation.

Q134 Chair: That was not what was being asked.
Mr McCarthy: Sorry.

Q135 Chair: I think what was being suggested was,
given the stagnant nature of the home buying or
selling market, if a HIP is taken out by the vendor at
the point when they put the house on the market, by
the time they finally come round to finding a buyer
the HIP itself may be out of date and you may need
a new one.
Mr McCarthy: Okay. At this stage we have not made
any decisions to extend the life of a HIP as far as I
am aware because, as you know, property searches
do require updating. What we are also waiting for,
which I should have made reference to, is the OFT
study which is currently going on into the home
buying and selling market and the consumer
experience. That is due to report fairly shortly and
we will have the benefit of that.

Q136 Anne Main: I do not think the Minister was
looking into the Department extending the life of the
HIP, it was the perception about the viability of a
HIP that had been on the shelf, so to speak, for a
while with regard to mortgage lending or to searches
that were insisted upon because it would seem that
the HIP had lost its viability.
Mr McCarthy: We are not under any direct
consumer pressure, I have to say, at this point in time
about that as an issue.

Q137 Chair: Who do you class as the consumer, Mr
McCarthy, is it the vendor or the buyer?
Mr McCarthy: I would assume the consumer to be
both. We are not under any pressure at all from
stakeholders at this stage in terms of the wider world
in which we operate. The focus of attention is on
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improving market conditions. The fundamental
focus of our attention on is not changing the HIPs
structure.

Q138 Anne Main: The Minister assured the
Committee that this issue of shelf life of a HIP was
being looked into. Is it?
Mr McCarthy: We maintain regular contact with the
RICS, with consumer groups and others directly
involved, and the focus to date has been on how we
can improve the quality of the information provided
through the HIP process. That is where the pressure
is on us and that is where the engagement is currently
focused. I think the OFT study is particularly
important. We have been engaging with OFT and
what they say we will want to reflect on very
carefully.
Chair: I think what we would like you to do, not now
but after, is check back on what the Minister said to
us—we can provide you with the quote—and see if
you can suggest what the Minister might have meant
at the time.

Q139 Alison Seabeck: We have heard evidence today
of implementation failure within the Department for
a range of reasons, some within your control and
some outside of your control. HIPs was actually one
of those implementation failures in many senses.
Has any work been done to assess just how much it
cost the Department in terms of financial
implications of the delay from the initial time when
HIPs were going to be released and started to when
they were rolled out?
Mr McCarthy: I certainly do not have here with me
now any cost data that I could show you on that.
That was some time ago. I am not aware that we
have been asked for it. There would have been some
cost implications but they would not have been
significant.

Q140 Alison Seabeck: You seem to have spent a lot
of civil servant time on this.
Mr McCarthy: Yes, I accept that.

Q141 Alison Seabeck: Reworking and working
these things.
Mr McCarthy: It is not a significant focus of
oYcials’ time at present, partly because we have
many other things which we need to focus our
attention on, but there continues to be active
engagement and work on the product. It was a much
larger team originally. It was not a very significant
team, not a massive part of the Department’s
activities.

Q142 Alison Seabeck: Was that part of the problem?
Did you have a large enough team to get it right?
Mr McCarthy: It is a little bit diYcult reflecting back
on something which was about two years ago which
we have discussed with you previously.

Q143 Chair: Can I ask for some data. I am not
necessarily asking for it now but it would be useful
to know what the compliance is at the moment with
the basic requirement of the HIP legislation and in

particular on what proportion of properties is an
EPC available when marketing begins. I am not
expecting the answer now but it would be useful to
have that before we get to see the ministers. Also,
Home Condition Survey reports, since they are
voluntary, how many have actually been issued?
Mr McCarthy: We would be very happy to do that.

Q144 Chair: That would be helpful.
Mr Housden: Could I just make a comment. It is in
the nature of these things that you will probably
want to focus on things that you feel we could have
done better, but it is worth saying that in the
recession, in terms of the fiscal stimulus and response
to this, that Communities and Local Government
made by far and away the biggest set of changes in
its programmes. £1.5 billion was a very significant
proportion of our expenditure that was refocused to
do new things in diVerent ways with a very high
success rate. I am very proud of what we have done
for our ministers on that. Of course, there are bits
and pieces that we have talked about here, important
things, that we would have liked to have gone better
but I would not want to give you the sense that this
is a general thing. The general thing has been
successful and impactful.
Chair: Indeed, Mr Housden, and on that matter,
talking about data, it would be helpful to have an
indication of how many additional houses have
actually been delivered thus far for that
investment—not completed, started—for the £1.5
billion extra because I think there has been some
slight diYculty in knowing whether the Department
knows exactly which schemes have resulted from it.
I think as MPs, given that all we ever get from
constituents is complaints about services and very
rarely do we get constituents telling us any bit of
public service is working well, we understand that,
our job is to scrutinise the Department and naturally
we focus on the bits where the Department is not up
to spec.

Q145 Mr Betts: A few years ago there was criticism
of the Unitary Development Plans and what they
were supposed to do, but in many cases were not
doing, and that was put down as a major problem in
the planning sphere and there simply were not the
plans around which you could start working on on
the basis of getting the number of homes delivered,
so we changed to Local Development Frameworks.
Things are not any better, are they?
Mr McCarthy: The implementation of the Local
Development Framework programme has been a
challenge and it is disappointing to report to you,
which we have done, that we have still quite a long
way to go to reach the target for the end of the
Spending Review period. What I can tell you is we
think we have around 20% of the core documents
now published and we have a great deal of work
which we are starting to pick up through our direct
engagement authorities across at least another 40%
which will no doubt appear, I hope, over the next
12–18 months. Those are very general figures. They
flow from direct engagement with local authorities.
We have put in place a whole series of support
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services and changes to try and make it easier for
local authorities to produce LDFs. Ministers remain
committed to LDFs. Indeed, they seem to enjoy very
significant stakeholder support across a very broad
church of stakeholders and significant political
support. The focus is on trying to make the system
work, not reinvent it, hence the fact that we have
reduced and improved the regulations, tried to
remove elements of over-engineering in the system
and tried to make it easier for local authorities to
complete LDFs. We give them advice through the
guidance published by the Planning Advisory
Service. We now oVer extra advice through
Government OYces and the Planning Inspectorate.
We still remain very open to engaging continuously
with them and other stakeholders to try and make
this process work because it is essential that local
authorities do have those key plans in place that
create the spatial plans for their areas. It gives
developers, be they house builders or other
investors, the sense of certainty they want. It is a real
challenge, and we are not trying to diminish that. I
hope what I can show you and can give you more on
it, if you were to wish it, is that we are doing a lot of
work to try and respond to that challenge.

Q146 Mr Betts: This is a question more for ministers
when they come but I will lay it down anyway. Is
there not a sense of if only we had tried to tweak the
UDP process a bit in the first place rather than
reinventing the wheel completely we might have got
to where we want to little bit quicker and with a lot
less change and hassle?
Mr McCarthy: All I can say to you is I think if you
remember the shape of the UDP process as it existed
previously, the time it took to complete a local plan

and the myth that was often the reality was that the
plan was out of date by the time it was completed,
that suggested we had to do something which was
shorter and sharper.

Q147 Mr Betts: Is the LDF process any quicker?
Mr McCarthy: People are finding it quicker and we
are challenging people to produce shorter and
sharper, more focused and more accessible plans
that are not plans for planners but are plans for local
authority members and for their communities and
developers.

Q148 Mr Betts: Could we have the latest figures
before we see ministers about exactly where we are
up to in terms of authorities producing what they
should be producing and how long it has taken them
as well?
Mr McCarthy: We will give you what we are able to
give you on that data. I think some of it is not
declared data but we will do that.

Q149 Chair: Finally, would they have got there
quicker if the Housing and Planning Delivery Grant
had not been reduced?
Mr McCarthy: The reduction in the Housing and
Planning Delivery Grant has been made in order to
enable certain other changes to be made within the
Department’s programmes.

Q150 Chair: That is not the answer to the question.
Mr McCarthy: It is in this year and next, so that is
the answer.
Chair: Okay, fair enough. Thank you all very much
indeed. We look forward to the answers to the
additional information we asked for. Thank you
very much.
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Q151 Chair: Can I welcome you, Secretary of State,
to this session on the Annual Report. Since it is your
first Annual Report, so to speak, in your new post,
can I start by asking you, Secretary of State ,whether
you regarded this post as a promotion?
Mr Denham: Yes I did. It was also, without being
indiscrete, of a number of options that were
discussed, the one that I chose to have and the one
that I wanted to do.
Chair: That is very gratifying.

Q152 Sir Paul Beresford: Why?
Mr Denham: I have a background in local
government personally as a councillor and have a
strong commitment to local government. My work
at the Home OYce and subsequently chairing the
Home AVairs Select Committee gave me a great
interest in issues around community cohesion and
that side of the agenda so it seemed to me to be a
department where there was still a job to be done and
one that I would find personally interesting and one
that I thought was particularly important.

Q153 Chair: We have made the point before as a
Committee when looking at the Department’s
Annual Report that we felt that the Department
needed to increase its influence with other
departments. As your answer has just pointed out,
very much of what the Department seeks to achieve
is actually done by other departments. Do you think
you have been able to increase CLG’s influence
within other government departments and can you
point to examples?
Mr Denham: If I set the scene I think it would be fair
to say that the Department over the years has
concentrated its eVorts in a number of key parts of
its relationship with the rest of government. I think
that the relationship with the Treasury (I am not
saying we get everything we want because we do not)
and the understanding with Treasury oYcials and
our oYcials is very good. The Department has
concentrated on the main structural relationships
between central and local government so delivering
Local Area Agreements and Multi Area Agreements
is something that aVects all departments. I think the
successful drive for the last CSR in reducing the
number of performance indicators across
government was something where CLG led and was
influential across government. I think I would say
that I have some sympathy with the view that there
may be places where we need to drive our influence

further in more detailed areas. Within the last few
months I would point to a number of examples
where I think we have done that, most obviously
(John can come in of course on this) with the scale of
the Housing Programme and that ambition has
involved other government departments, not just
our own. I think in the consultation around local
government—Strengthening Local Democracy—we
clearly could not have done that without buy-in
from a significant number of government
departments to the increased scrutiny role of local
government, and finally the recent launch of the
Connecting Communities Campaign again only
really makes sense if you can be confident that other
government departments are going to back you up
at local level. So I think there is probably more that
we can do but I think there are a number of examples
of where we have set out very clearly to have
influence across government departments to
influence delivery on the ground, not just our own
Department’s work.

Q154 Chair: I would just like to follow up an issue
that arises directly from one of the points you made,
Mr Denham, because we are then hoping to go to a
lot of housing related points so your contribution,
Mr Healey, will probably be more appropriate there.
One of the issues that you talked about was scrutiny
at a local level and that brings me to the Committee’s
report on The Balance of Power: Central and Local
Government and the appearance before us of
ministers from the Department of Health and the
Home OYce where I think it would not be an
exaggeration to say that we were very, very
unimpressed at those departments’ attitudes
towards local government and devolving power, and
the Committee is fairly disappointed obviously at
the lack of success of CLG in persuading the
Department of Health and the Home OYce to
seriously consider giving local councils a greater say
over local health services and local policing. Do you
think there is more you could have done to have
persuaded them of the real value of localism?
Mr Denham: Perhaps I could ask you, when did
those appearances take place?

Q155 Chair: When you were probably still in charge
of the other department.
Mr Denham: Then what I would point to is an
example in the document Strengthening Local
Government which was jointly agree wording



Processed: 01-03-2010 18:27:26 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 441145 Unit: PAG3

Ev 22 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

2 November 2009 Rt Hon John Denham MP, Rt Hon John Healey MP and Rt Hon Rosie Winterton MP

between myself and Andy Burnham to the extent
that although we would not have a top-down re-
organisation, we would encourage closer working
relationships between PCTs and local government,
not just in the sense of sharing staYng—which a
number do—we explicitly said joint scrutiny and
accountability arrangements, so we have opened the
door there. I know that the Home Secretary is very
keen to ensure that scrutiny plays a proper role in the
oversight locally of policing in local areas. As we
have published that document and on the work we
have done since, we have actually had significant
success in persuading other government
departments that the local government scrutiny role
is very important. Of course financially the biggest
shift of the last few months has been the
commitment to free domiciliary social care for those
with high needs which is actually the biggest single
transfer of funds from the Department of Health
into local government since 1948. That is a pretty big
statement of faith in the ability of local governments
to deliver a major public service on behalf of both
departments. I think we are making progress. In
terms of broader influence structurally Rosie
Winterton of course is both a BIS minister and a
CLG minister which is enormously important in
cementing the relationship with regions and the
general economic development role of local
authorities and of course we share our Lords
minister with DWP so we also have a physical
presence in two other departments which are very
important, particularly at minister of state level.

Q156 Sir Paul Beresford: Many of the people that I
know in local government, having been a local
councillor like yourself, would say that prior to you
your department built up a huge volume of targets,
massive auditing and then you brought them down
a bit but they feel that the numbers may have been
reduced by a combination of actually reducing them
but combining numbers, but the auditing that goes
on behind the scenes subsequent to those still means
that your interference and load on local government
is as high as it has ever been.
Mr Denham: I think, Sir Paul, that the truth about
this is that when this government was elected in 1997
it was necessary across public services both in local
government and in centrally run services like the
NHS to get a grip on the question of quality and
performance and the measurement of quality and
performance. I think the first few years did involve
in all of the public services an intensive programme
of establishing national targets and driving
performance against those targets, but equally the
last few years has been a relaxing of that regime and
a moving towards local delivery. In the recent shift
announced in Building Britain’s Future towards the
establishment of entitlements, the idea of the level of
service to which a citizen is entitled by being a citizen
as opposed to a target which a professional is meant
to deliver is a further shift in that direction. What we
have tried to flag up in our own documents in the
Department over the last few months is that that
process will now need to go further and the idea
behind Total Place—looking at all public service

spending in a particular area—is clearly designed to
allow and encourage the more flexible use of
resources to meet local needs. I would not apologise
for the period in the history of the government where
targets play a very important role in focussing public
services on what people are actually receiving as
users and consumers of those services, but I also
recognise there is a point beyond which that role was
no longer going to be the big driver of performance
and we had to shift towards more local measures. We
are moving towards the comprehensive performance
assessment which is a further stage in trying to look
at the whole of local service delivery in an area and
we will begin to see the results of that over the next
few weeks. I think it is another move in the right
direction.

Q157 Mr Betts: Can I pick you up on the
relationships with the Department of Health; I am
pleased to hear that they have improved but just say
a department came forward to have a pilot project in
a particular local authority PCT area where the local
authority members eVectively became the board of
the PCT and gave it greater democratic
accountability, how would you respond to that?
Would you encourage it? Welcome it? Kill it stone
dead or say it was something worth discussing with
the Secretary of State for Health?
Mr Denham: I would certainly say—because it
would be his decision—that it was something worth
discussing with the Secretary of State for Health.
The wording in Strengthening Local Democracy that
we would encourage people to propose joint scrutiny
and accountability arrangements. We have not
sought to predetermine those or to say, “This is the
way that you should do it” but I think in doing
that—the Secretary of State for Health agreed with
that wording—that was to invite proposals to ask
how we could do this better at a local level. I am not
in a position to say that a proposal of that sort would
automatically be accepted by the secretary of state
but certainly on the basis of what we have published
ourselves we would not send people away, we would
set up that discussion.

Q158 Chair: We did make that proposal in the
Balance of Power report and it was not taken up.
Mr Denham: Things move forward in politics step by
step and I think most people would recognise, as
would the Secretary of State for Health, that the
wording that is in our consultation document was a
step beyond what government had previously said in
this area. In the context of your question asking if we
can show any evidence of us moving things forward,
that was one example.

Q159 Chair: Perhaps we could return to the issue of
housing and Mr Healey. Could you suggest ways in
which the Department had in fact worked with other
departments on the housing front?
John Healey: Precisely, Dr Starkey. To amplify what
John Denham has said, I think it is a fair criticism of
the Department in previous years; I do not think it
has been characteristic of the Department in the last
couple of years and certainly not in the last few
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months. To add to John’s list, I think you can see the
radical legislation that we led through Parliament to
reform the planning system at the national level and
the work we are now doing to help marshal and
advise departments to produce the national policy
statements as the cornerstone of that new system. I
think you could see the prime minister’s housing
pledge in June, a centrepiece for the Building
Britain’s Future document in which, as a
Department, we were able to nail a deal and
negotiate a switch of funding from other parts of
government, topside of £900 million. I think this
Committee would be hard pressed to remember the
last time when education money, health money,
Home OYce money or transport money was
switched to housing and in particular to build
aVordable homes that this country needs and I think
that is a sign of the strength of the Department
across government. Finally I think it goes beyond
government because if you look at the hard work
that has gone in by my predecessor, Margaret
Beckett, that I have tried to continue, to put in place
support for people who may be struggling with their
mortgages or arrears during this downturn, then I
think the Financial Services Authority’s Mortgage
Markets Review demonstrates the extent to which it
is accepted that there should be tougher rules and
regulations on lenders. I think the extent to which
the court service is now toughening up and
implementing its pre-action protocol meaning that
even on the day when people face a repossession
order in court with the free advice and representation
and the operation of that pre-action protocol we can
still prevent four out of five repossessions taking
place on that day. It is a department that has always
played that mediating role between the local and the
central and the marshalling role between
government departments and I think we are playing
that together as a team here probably more
forcefully than we have done in previous years.

Q160 Mr Betts: A couple of weeks ago we had a
discussion with oYcials, Richard McCarthy
particularly, and we discussed with him the issue of
the asset-backed securities guarantee scheme. There
is certainly some evidence of an improvement in the
housing market but nevertheless there still is a
tightness, particularly in the wholesale financial
market; interest rates tend to be considerably higher
for many new products than existing products; first
time buyers are having diYculty getting into the
market. When we took evidence in a previous report
about the asset-backed securities guarantee scheme
all the evidence was that it was not really working
and improvements were needed. I understand this is
a Treasury matter but clearly it is one of profound
importance to actually solving housing problems. I
just wonder whether any progress has actually been
made in trying to think about improvements to the
scheme so it actually works.
John Healey: I think there have been some steps
towards a recognition that what is a general problem
and a consequence of the world-wide credit
crunch—you point to the lack of the wholesale
market essentially—is creating enormous pressures

on the availability of mortgage finance. The scheme
that you mentioned is part of it, the lending
agreements that we have with certain banks where
we have a strong stake now is also part of the
solution, but it has meant that there are not just
increased margins for those who are lending at the
moment but two other things here. It has also meant
that certain lenders that do not take retail deposits
are basically not oVering mortgage finance at the
moment; secondly, it means that the availability,
particularly those who could aVord actually to
sustain higher loan to value mortgages, simply are
not finding the products available to them. Trying to
improve the workings of the scheme is only part of
the picture and may contribute to it, but actually it
is a much bigger challenge to get the flow of lending
available again and it is something that does not just
aVect those looking for mortgages, it aVects those
institutions in the housing field that also need to
borrow in order to develop in just the same way as
many companies are finding this shortage of credit
and lending a problem for them.

Q161 Mr Betts: I don’t think anyone was suggesting
that this scheme was going to solve all the housing
market and finance problems by itself, but there was
feeling, certainly when we took evidence from people
in the private sector, that they welcomed the idea of
the scheme, the welcomed the intention, they
thought it would have possibilities but the reality
was that it was not working. You have probably seen
the quote that it was “half a leap across a chasm: very
impressive but doomed to failure”. It was going in
the right direction but it just had not gone far enough
to make it workable. Is there a recognition amongst
minsters in CLG that that is the case and that more
work needs to be done with Treasury colleagues to
try to get the scheme delivering?
John Healey: There is a lot of work going on with
Treasury colleagues and I now attend with Lord
Myners every Home Finance Forum meeting which
brings together the sort of discussions that
sometimes tackle these questions, but yes, that work
is going on with Treasury colleagues but, as I tried to
say earlier, Mr Betts, the lack of a secondary market
in lending is a much bigger problem than the asset
backed scheme that is designed or capable of
solving.

Q162 Chair: Are you saying that if that bigger
problem was solved then the asset-backed scheme
would work?
John Healey: No, if that problem is solved it may be
that the case for a scheme such as that is reduced.

Q163 Mr Betts: Can I come onto the report that we
just done in the Committee, the Local Authority
Investments dealing with the problems with the
Icelandic Bank? I think the report generally was well
received. One area, however, which caused the
Committee some concerns in terms of response and
one we are still pursuing was the Financial Services
Authority who really were indicating to us that their
ability to regulate Treasury management advisors
was somewhat limited, particularly to regulate
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potential conflicts of interest where a firm was giving
advice on the one hand and receiving money because
of the nature of their operations in another part of
their business in terms of money with regard to
investment decisions that were made. Is this again a
concern that the Department ministers have picked
up on and one that you would be wanting to work
with the Committee, because we are taking it up with
the FSA to try to resolve? It is an important area and
we are concerned about the regulation of this
particular advice.
Mr Denham: I think the report that the Committee
produced was very helpful and was very balanced.
The question of what the Financial Services
Authority regulates is primarily an issue for them.
Normally regulation in financial services comes in
where, for example, there is found to be a big
imbalance between the information which is
available to the person giving the financial service
and the consumer. The circumstance here is that we
have to treat local authorities, which are pretty big
organisations, as fairly mature consumers of
financial services and people who ought to be able to
take responsible decisions on behalf of the people
whose money they are looking after. We will, as I
think the committee knows, be consulting very
shortly on new guidance to local authorities in this
area and one of the things we will be proposing is
that there should be greater transparency in the way
in which local authorities report on where they are
seeking advice and who they have got advising them
on this matter. I think we are doing the right things
from our point of view in terms of the right guidance
to local authorities on how they should go about
doing this but without doing the thing which the
Department always avoids which is putting
ourselves in the position of being responsible for
people making good financial decisions. I am sure
the Committee agrees that needs to be a
responsibility of the local authorities themselves. So
far as the direct question goes about whether the
FSA should regulate, that may be something the
Committee wants to pursue with the FSA; I do think
that is an issue for them rather than for me under
these circumstances.

Q164 Mr Betts: Ultimately it would be a decision if
ministers thought that the current regulatory regime
was not suYcient to propose legislation on because
in the end the FSA will do what it is asked to do.
Mr Denham: I guess that is true and I suppose I am
saying to the Committee that I think there is more
that we can do in the guidance that we put out. In a
sense I think the Committee’s report possibly
exposed a lack of transparency, certain potential
conflicts of interests that were only apparent once
the Committee started digging around and asking
what was actually going on, and I think if there is
greater openness and transparency and we put that
into our guidelines then that will prevent that
situation emerging. I am not yet persuaded that
government will require the FSA to operate in this
area because it seems to me to be an area where local
authorities should frankly be able to take sensible
decisions about who advises them in their finances.

Q165 Mr Betts: We have written to the FSA
expressing some concerns over this issue.
Presumably, if we are not satisfied with their
response, then you would be happy to receive some
further correspondence from the Committee.
Mr Denham: Of course and I do think the
Committee’s role in this area has been very, very
useful to everybody.

Q166 John Cummings: Did the decision to force
housing associations to reduce their rents by 2% in
any way represent your Department losing the
argument with the Treasury and DWP over the cost
of housing benefit?
John Healey: No. We are not forcing housing
associations to reduce their rents by 2%. Housing
associations, as the Committee may know, fix their
rents according to a formula. That formula is
essentially RPI plus 0.5%. There was a concern when
the budget projection was minus 3% because it is
fixed according to the September RPI. The National
Housing Federation put forward proposals which I
did not find persuasive but I did believe that there
was a case for putting in a floor in the case of very
low negative inflation and I published those
proposals for consultation in July. In fact the RPI in
September was minus 1.4 so that the general rent
change for housing association rents will be minus
0.9% for next year.

Q167 John Cummings: Therefore you do not
anticipate fewer houses being built as a result of the
decision to force a reduction in rent.
John Healey: I do recognise that it will put pressure
on some of the operating and some of the investment
budgets in some housing associations. I think that
argument was overstated at the time it was made and
all the evidence that I see of housing associations
putting bids in in order to use government grant,
particularly the extra money that is available for
housing associations through the housing pledge
funding, I see no shortage of housing associations
willing and able to build the new homes that they
think are needed in the areas they serve.

Q168 John Cummings: So you are actually saying
that you do not anticipate fewer houses being built.
John Healey: I do not anticipate the sort of
consequences for housing associations’ ability to
build and develop that was put to me earlier in the
summer and all the evidence that I see from housing
associations bidding healthily and heartily for the
extra money that we are putting on the table to
support them to build, particularly during recession,
suggests that that argument was overstated when it
was made.

Q169 John Cummings: So there will not be fewer
homes built. Is this what you are saying, Minister?
John Healey: There will be more housing association
new homes built as a result of the money we are
making available, notwithstanding any pressure that
some housing associations might find as a result of
the rent change next year.
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Q170 Chair: Ms Winterton, you have a joint
appointment between CLG and BIS; can you point
to any concrete achievements thus far of that joint
appointment?
Ms Winterton: I think the real achievement would be
the coordination of the response to the economic
downturn and looking to the recovery that has been
possible because of the work of local authorities and
regional development agencies in first of all making
sure that there were joint strategies for getting help
to individuals and to businesses in the downturn
itself, but also planning for the future when the
recovery comes and what regional economies are
going to look like and how the local authorities can
work together in order to ensure that they are
playing their full part in planning for that. That is
about the political leadership coming together
perhaps with what you might call business
leadership and ensuring that there is coordination
between the two. I think also the organisation that
has been required around the sub-national review
has meant that the relationship between BIS and
CLG has been absolutely crucial to get the new
Leaders boards up and running, to ensure that they
are working closely with RDA boards as well. One
of my roles within BIS as well is to coordinate the
regional ministers and again I think the regional
ministers economic delivery groups which have
brought together the local authorities in a region and
representatives from the regional development
agencies, JobCentre Plus, health service and others
has been absolutely vital in ensuring that there was
not duplication in terms of getting help out there in
the first place and not duplication in terms of
looking to the future as well.

Q171 Alison Seabeck: Can I ask on the issue of
regions particularly how damaging in terms of being
able to deliver across the region economic
development and obviously meeting some of BIS’s
own targets, the delay in the regional spatial strategy
being finalised has been for the department?
Ms Winterton: First of all, in terms of looking to the
future, there are obviously the new spatial strategies
which will come out in the joint work between the
RDA boards and Leaders boards. In all areas what
there has been is a spatial strategy in place that
people are working to. There is obviously in these
negotiations a certain amount of to-ing fro-ing but it
is not as though there is not something in place that
people can work to in the meantime.

Q172 Sir Paul Beresford: Local authorities are
overseen by the Audit Commission. The Audit
Commission measures the statistics and targets and
so forth that you set. How do you think they would
feel about your own strategic objectives and your
failure to actually meet them? I know the NAO has
had a look and has not been very polite. What are
you doing about it?
Mr Denham: I think the NAO actually had a
judgment which was a little more balanced than
being not very polite because it did not particularly
criticise us compared with other government
departments.

Q173 Sir Paul Beresford: That is just relativity, is it
not?
Mr Denham: A number of the strategic objectives
that we have in the Department were set afresh at the
beginning of the spending review and in areas where
the baseline data and the tracking data was not
readily available. I have to say, looking at that as
Secretary of State, it can be frustrating from my
point of view too not to have performance month by
month or quarter by quarter available to me to check
the progress of the Department but actually the
NAO recognised, I think, that the Department had
done a reasonable job given how many of the areas
where we had DSOs there was not actually baseline
information in place so mechanisms had to be
constructed to track it.

Q174 Sir Paul Beresford: So the DSOs were wrong,
were they?
Mr Denham: I do not think they were wrong but I
think that if you were to repeat the exercise for the
next CSR my conclusion would be that you have to
look very carefully at the balance between having a
measure which is a good strategic measure which, if
you can get it right, gives you a better cross-
government measure of how well you are doing so
you have the sense of the ideal measure and those
that you can practically put in place and measure in
a reasonable time scale. From my point of view I
would say that I find it frustrating to be 18 months
into the CSR and to have quite a number of areas of
my Department’s work where I cannot readily put
my hands on a set of figures that says how well I
am doing.

Q175 Chair: Can I just leap in a second, Secretary of
State? No doubt you have read last year’s comment
on last year’s Annual Report where we actually said
that next time a Secretary of State comes before us—
I appreciate you are a diVerent Secretary of State—
to discuss her (as it was then) Department’s overall
performance we do not expect her to have to rely on
complaints about the nature of the indicators which
have been set in order to explain the apparent poor
performance. The department will have been aware
that this was an area that needed attention.
Mr Denham: Indeed and in the autumn performance
report which is due fairly soon we will have filled in
some but not all of the gaps in the area in which we
need to fill it in. It is a fair point to make from last
year but the reality is that constructing the baseline
in collecting the data has taken time and it has to be
done in a satisfactory way. We expect to have 36 out
of 50 indicators in the autumn performance report
which should be due out in December and to have 47
out of 50 in our 2010 annual report. Sitting here as
we are today I share the Committee’s frustration to
some extent in the ability to measure our progress.

Q176 Sir Paul Beresford: Does your Department’s
performance provide genuine accountability for its
range of work? Obviously going from your previous
remarks, no.
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Mr Denham: I think if you looked solely at the DSOs
as ways of measuring our performance then clearly
in those areas where we cannot yet give an
assessment of progress that is less than satisfactory,
that would obviously have to be said. On the other
hand I think the Department publishes a wide range
of data and information about our activities and we
are always more than willing to appear as ministers
in front of the Select Committee to go into details in
particular areas of activity. I think it would be a
mistake to suggest that the DSOs are the only ways
of measuring the performance of this Department;
there are others and I am sure the Committee
recognises that.

Q177 Sir Paul Beresford: Looking at your priorities,
has the economic climate changed those priorities?
Mr Denham: The economic situation has had a
marked eVect on the Department. Obviously within
the last year spending was brought forward from the
third year of the CSR in order to accelerate capital
investment in areas of important activities to give a
fiscal boot in the economy. John Healey has spoken
about the housing work that has been going on.
Rosie Winterton has spoken about the Real Help
Now work that is putting in mortgage rescue; the
work of the Working Neighbourhoods Fund to get
people back into work; the cooperation of local
authorities with DWP over the Future Jobs Fund.
There are actually a huge range of activities
undertaken by my Department and my oYcials
which, if one went back 16 or 17 months, were not
on the agenda at all, so it has had a huge eVect on the
way in which the Department operates.

Q178 Sir Paul Beresford: Are they going to be
reflected in your targets and indicators?
Mr Denham: I think there will be areas where the
changed economic circumstances make it diYcult
for us to hit some of the targets which we had set out
to achieve 18 months ago at the beginning of the
CSR. I will leave it to John to talk about the details
but clearly producing housing in the volumes that
one wanted with the mechanisms that had been
issued, particularly private sales of properties to
cross-fund social housing, that market has changed
entirely; it is one of the very strong justifications for
putting additional public finance into social and
aVordable housing to make sure that that activity
keeps going. So there will be areas where inevitably
the targets that were set out to be achieved three
years ago will look diVerent in the light of the
recession. That does not meant that we are looking
in the wrong areas but there will be areas like that.

Q179 Sir Paul Beresford: A large proportion of your
Department’s portfolio includes local government;
you are leaning on local government to get their
service standard up and get their cost down. What
are you doing in your Department to do that and
what are you doing to help local government?
Mr Denham: We are reducing our own departmental
expenditure by about 5% a year; we are cutting our
own costs; we have centralised the London activities
of the Department into one building within the last

year; we are helping local government by investing
directly in the regional improvement and eYciency
partnerships which have helped the very substantial
savings in local government that we saw last year
(£1.7 billion has been fed back in front line services).
There are again a range of activities where we are
trying to make sure that our own activities are
slimmed down as eYciently as possible and we are
working with local government to ensure that they
can do that too.

Q180 Sir Paul Beresford: What about savings? Are
the savings being recycled and going back in?
Mr Denham: We have a reduction in our budget.

Q181 Sir Paul Beresford: It is not being recycled.
Mr Denham: No, it goes I am afraid.

Q182 Alison Seabeck: Picking up on something the
Permanent Secretary was talking about last time he
was here, in relation to one of the explanations he
gave for not meeting some of these targets he said
that staV had been moving quite significantly around
in your department—a very large department, a lot
of staV—the average tenure in post is 0.8 of a year
which does not really help people if they are there to
deliver specific outcomes, if they are constantly
moving. It actually sounded a bit like musical chairs
to be honest. Have you had discussions with him
about the HR side of the Department and how you
can help your staV deliver better?
Mr Denham: There is a very extensive programme
under way in the Department at the moment broadly
under the heading of staV development. We had a
major conference of all staV that that ministers took
part in in September but that is backed up by
intensive training, discussions across the
departments, looking at ways in which we can work
more eVectively and better. This was not invented by
this team of ministers; we came into a Department
which recognised weaknesses in these areas and we
already had under the Permanent Secretary a full
programme in place to do a lot to promote the values
of the Department, to make staV feel valued, to
make them feel they had a big contribution not just
to the work of their particular part of the
Department but to understand the Department as a
whole. That is actually one of the challenges for
CLG; it is a hugely wide-ranging department. For
somebody working in community empowerment to
understand what is happening in the housing or
planning part of the Department is a real challenge
but very important for the way they do their job. I
would say that there is a very big programme of that
sort underway. On the particular thing about staV, it
is not so much turnover because this is generally
people moving within the Department, I think part
of that will lie in the way these things are measured.
Relatively minor changes of role might make it look
as though someone has had complete change of post
which is not necessarily true. Secondly, if we go back
to Paul’s point about the impact of the downturn
and the Department’s priorities, it is sort of
inevitable in a way that we have to along to people
and say, “I am sorry, priorities have changed; we
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want you to shift your programme of activity” and
that will mean people moving from one post to
another. What we are keen to do is to make sure that
the skills that staV gain in that process are not lost to
the Department as a whole.

Q183 Mr Betts: We were a little surprised, Minister,
that in the same period when you were launching the
Housing Pledge and starting local authorities on the
course of building council houses once again that the
Audit Commission came out with a report basically
saying that local authorities are spending too much
of their eVorts in looking at house building rather
than doing something about the state of their
existing housing stock.
John Healey: So was I and it was not a report I
accepted as it happens. I think they overlooked the
massive eVort that local authorities and government
made for instance in the Decent Homes Programme
in recent years. I think it overlooks the fact that
actually local authorities are perfectly capable of
doing more than one thing at a time. I was
disappointed that it did not recognise that the
housing pledge and the importance of local councils
being able to build new homes that their people need
again was not recognised as a strong vote of
confidence not just from our Department but from
the government in the bigger role that local
authorities should play.

Q184 Mr Betts: Could we move on to look at some
of the elements of the funding of the Housing
Pledge? I am sure that those of us who have been
arguing for this cause for quite some time and who
have a commitment to housing welcome the extra
money that came into housing, but there were two
areas where there were some concerns expressed.
First of all that money was diverted from the
Growth Funds—I think £128 million—into funding
the Housing Pledge and a feeling that if that led to
money not being spent on infrastructure which of
itself could open sites up for potential future housing
development, actually it might be self defeating to a
degree. Were those concerns considered and have
you thought any more about them?
John Healey: Yes, they were considered; I considered
them very carefully. My proposal—and we are out to
consultation on this at the moment—is to switch
£128 million of capital from next year’s element of
the Growth Fund (which is the final year of a three
year settlement) which still means that those growth
areas will get £685 million to switch to a programme
that enables us to build now—this year and next
year—because that is one of the most eVective things
we can do as a government in the face of recession.
We would be able to build the aVordable homes that
are needed, create jobs (over 45,000 of them this year
and next) that help people stay in work and also,
because I am requiring as a condition of contract
from this point anyone—whether it is a private
sector developer, a council or a housing
association—to have apprenticeship schemes in
place and this will mean that we will create nearly
3000 extra apprenticeships over this year and next.
That to me is a sensible use of public investment. I

had to do something within our Department in order
to seal the deal with the rest of government and
leveraging was significantly more for housing than
we were switching from our own programmes. As far
as the growth fund goes this was a programme
devised and planned with budgets attached before
the CSR period, before the recession and I think it
is reasonable to say that government, like any other
organisation and indeed every household, has to
recalibrate their plans and budgets in the face of
recession. Using part of that Growth Fund money
now in order to build rather than transfer to local
authorities—who may use it for investment which
some time in the future could free up the scope to
build, particularly as that funding is, as this
Committee will know well, not ring fenced and not
necessarily used for those purposes—seemed to me a
necessary decision to take as part of putting together
the overall pledge that allows us to build these homes
this year and next.

Q185 Mr Betts: I hear the argument; it is about
getting money spent here and now on very important
public service building new houses and creating jobs
as well. When we look at the money that was
switched from ALMO Programme (particularly
phase six ALMOs, the £150 million) that argument
is not really the same, is it? I am sure you understand
the sense of almost anger out there among some of
those authorities where they worked very hard to get
themselves up to two star status, who believed that
would automatically trigger funding, who had the
programmes in line to deliver, had tenants expecting
their housing to be improved and suddenly there is
a postponement which is bad for tenants but also in
terms of jobs given that for every pound spent on
modernisation of properties it probably creates more
jobs on site than a pound spent on a new build
property. It is the same argument as on the Growth
Fund for creating jobs and apprenticeships.
John Healey: It is not the same argument but it is not
a switch, which is how you started by describing it.
It is not a switch of funding out of the Decent Homes
Programme; it is a likely deferment of some funding
in 2010–11—probably to years 2011–12—and it is
only potentially aVecting those ALMOs that had
still not reached the required two star standard to be
eligible for the funding in the first place. What I have
made clear in this House is that as a government we
remain totally committed to fully completing and
fully funding the Decent Homes Programme. This is
for a small number potentially of ALMOs who had
to reach the required standard, they should look to
expect the funding coming on stream more likely in
2011–12 rather than 2010–11.

Q186 Mr Betts: There are some authorities who were
in the pipeline to become two star and subsequently
have become two star or are about to become two
star who are going to be aVected. It may be a
deferment but it is a switch from one year to the next.
Given the disappointment that exists among
individuals and the fact that housing refurbishment
does generate a significant number of jobs (more for
pound spend than new build), is there no possibility
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in the Department budget of the size you have that
you could not find that additional money
somewhere to keep the programme at its previously
set levels? I notice you said “likely deferment”; does
the word “likely” mean that there is a possibility that
it may not happen?
John Healey: Believe me, Mr Betts the first two or
three weeks when I was nailing this deal across
government I looked very hard at absolutely every
part of the Housing Programme and at the options
that there might be for the Department playing its
part in the tough decisions and tough switches that
were required. I took the view that these were at that
time ALMOs who had not reached the standard,
that may have had provisional plans in place and
what I am able to say to each of them is that we are
not switching the funding away from you but you
may find that the timetable for the Decent Homes
Programme that you wish to put in place once you
have actually managed to get the standard we
require to become eligible may be diVerent to the
provisional plans that you had in place.

Q187 Mr Betts: The word “likely” was used before;
the word “may” has been used now.
John Healey: In the case of Basildon and in the case
of Easington we have been able to release some
money this year and next year, both are ALMOs that
have just reached their two star status. It is less than
they may have originally wanted but it does allow
the programme to begin, it allows the contracts to be
let and I am very disappointed that with four other
ALMOs our ability to have those sorts of
discussions when and if they reach that two star
standard at the moment are stalled by the fact that
they are choosing to take a judicial review route to
challenge the decisions I have taken but that will
have to play its own course through the court.

Q188 Mr Betts: I do not want to put words in your
mouth, Minister, but are you eVectively saying that
where you have been able to enter into discussions
with ALMOs the funding may not come on stream
quite as quickly but it enables them to let contracts in
a way which does commit the government to provide
that funding for the future?
John Healey: That is correct but I have also given a
very clear commitment that this is a government that
will complete the Decent Homes Programme and is
planning to do so not just in the work we do up until
the next election but beyond as well.

Q189 John Cummings: I just have one comment on
that, if I may, in relation to expectation and
promises. Easington did not expect £170 million;
that £170 million was earmarked and promised.
John Healey: The £170 million was over four or
perhaps five years and that funding, if we have a
labour government in power after the next election,
will be delivered in full to those Easington residents.
That is a commitment I have made very clearly, Mr
Cummings. It is a programme that was absolutely
essential given the huge backlog of repairs and the
state of our council and housing association housing
after the last government. It is something I am very

proud that we have given such a huge commitment
to and I am determined that we complete it and we
will.

Q190 Mr Betts: When we did the Housing and Credit
Crunch report I think the Committee, as well as
commenting on the immediate measures the
government was obviously having to take in a
unique set of circumstances, the way the housing
market has been aVected throughout, we made some
comments about medium and longer term thinking.
Obviously the minister’s attention was focussed on
the here and now and how we dealt with the credit
crunch but have we got any further forward in terms
of looking at the medium and longer term. Is the
2020 target of three million new homes an aspiration
now? Is it an objective or a target? Is it something
that is going to have to be revised? Is there thought
now about how we are going to get from where we
are at now, an improving housing market, to a sort
of house building programme we all want to see in
the future?
John Healey: I think the targets that were set pre-
recession were a clear and continuing indicator of
the scale of need in this country and the scale of the
challenge to improve and increase the supply, in
other words the number of new homes—particularly
aVordable new homes—that we build in this
country. Clearly the recession has knocked the
timetable for that sideways. We have not seen this
level of private sector house building since at least
the early 1980s recession. What I think I am proud
to be able to say is that at a time when the private
sector in large measure shut up shop the public
sector and the public commitment to funding
aVordable homes has been stepped up, so the year
pre-recession in 2007 when we built in this country
more homes than we built for nearly 30 years—over
207,000—the component of aVordable homes at
that stage was just over 53,000 and we will start in
this year in recession, as we will next year as a result
of the investment we are prepared to make, more
aVordable homes than were built even in 2007.

Q191 Mr Betts: The start we are now making on
local authorities building houses once again, that is
not just a start for the recession, it is the beginning
of a longer term policy for local authorities to have
a real role in this area.
John Healey: It is part of a piece, Mr Betts. You can
see the fact that with the round one grant for local
authorities to build, the 49 councils together in
England will start this financial year the biggest
council house building programme in this country
for nearly two decades. At the end of last week bids
closed on round two and I aim to make decisions on
that before Christmas. Alongside that are the
reforms that we are planning to make and that I have
set out to the housing revenue accounts subsidy
system, in other words the system that has held
councils back since the mid-80s from being able to
manage their own housing and to build to meet
needs in their area will be dismantled. On a number
of fronts I think you can see a consistent
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commitment to councils playing a bigger part in the
building and the provision of aVordable homes that
we need right across the country in the future.

Q192 Mr Betts: That moves us on to my final
question about housing revenue. I think generally
there was a very warm welcome across the board for
the proposals you put forward and hopefully they
can be implemented as quickly as possible. Some
people argued that government should write oV all
existing housing debt—most of us regarded that as
pretty unlikely—but the objective was to re-
distribute around authorities fairly existing housing
debt. There has been some talk, however, that
Treasury also want something in return for the
surplus on the rental income that they would have
had if the existing system had continued for a
number of years and they would like to capitalise
that and add that to the debt that is going to be
redistributed. Could you put us at ease that that is
not going to happen?
John Healey: You are taking us into territory where
we are doing detailed work now. The main argument
here is that for all 202 councils that are currently part
of the subsidy system, there will in future years, if we
can move to a self-financing locally controlled
independent and devolved system that will involve a
one-oV re-basing of debt within the system as part of
a fair settlement, that means that there will be more
money in the system in order to maintain a better
quality of council homes for the next two or three
decades.

Q193 Mr Betts: I think that is helpful reassurance
because there was concern that the Treasury had its
eyes on that little bit of extra money and was
thinking about taking it for itself.
John Healey: Our consultation only closed last week
but I have been quite encouraged by the fact that the
local government association and the association of
retained council housing authorities do recognise,
although they would rather not have to face it, the
force of the argument that to expect the national
taxpayer, particularly at this time, to pick up an
annual bill of over a billion pounds to relieve local
government of debt that has been incurred in local
government is unrealistic and they have declared as
part of their response that they will work closely with
us to try to develop a detailed and fair system in
order to move to these sorts of changes I want to see.
If they do that it will be possible, if they work
strongly and closely with us, to have an oVer on the
table to local government for dismantling the system
and doing this once and for all rebasing in the New
Year. That is my aim.

Q194 Mr Turner: The Chartered Institute of
Housing’s comments on the Department’s
performance included the comment that they were
afraid that there would be the parking of the green
paper that you have just been talking about on the
housing revenue reallocation. Can you give us the
assurance that I think is implicit in everything you

have said so far that that is not the case, it has not
been parked at all and it has been very actively
pursued?
John Healey: The plans for reforming the council
housing finance system—the HRA subsidy system—
had not been parked. They were published in July,
the consultation is now closed and, depending on the
extent and willingness to work closely with us at
local government, we can move quite rapidly to set
out an outline for how the system in the future
could work.

Q195 Mr Turner: I think that is excellent news; most
of us will be extremely pleased with that. I asked you
this, as you will recall, at DCLG questions last week
and one of your comments was (and I am sorry to
throw this back at you without letting you know): “I
am now doing detailed work with those local
authorities that want the reform”. Does that
indicated that if any of the local authorities are
opposed to it, that some of those who are debt free
are opposed to coming to a deal on this, that you
would make a deal with those ones that did want to
go ahead with this and leave the other ones parked,
if I can use that phrase, to come to some kind of an
agreement at a later date, or would it need all the
local authorities who have council houses at the
moment to be part of that deal?
John Healey: Principally what it means is that if local
government collectively and the authorities involved
in the system at the moment are prepared to work
with us and are prepared to accept an outline
arrangement for the new system—I will look to put
quite a lot of details on the table early in the New
Year—then we could move on a voluntary basis to
dismantle that system, in which case those
authorities could start to gain the benefit of that
from the financial year 2011–12. If we cannot move
without across the board agreement, then it is likely
that primary legislation will be required. That will
take longer, it will be longer before we can dismantle
the system and it will be longer before all authorities
can benefit from it.

Q196 Chair: Can I turn to the issue of skills and
capacities in house building? There has been a
remark already about the large numbers of jobs that
are involved in house building and you can add to
that the kind of restructuring industry proper, all the
suppliers of products right down to builders’
merchants that also depend on the rate of house
building. In response to our report Housing and the
Credit Crunch the Department said it was working
with BIS to see how they could engage with the
house building industry in the skills sector to identify
practical approaches to monitoring capacity in the
house building industry. Can you tell us what
progress has be made now on monitoring capacity in
the house building industry at large and what
progress is being made?
Ms Winterton: One of the issues that we have been
working on in the economic delivery groups with
local authorities and RDAs is how to get an idea of
how local authorities can look at their procurement
practices, how they draw up their contracts, how
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they work with ALMOs to look at the ability of
contracts to be made available to smaller suppliers.
In some instances obviously there are big
contractors who can come in but following it down
through the supply line to smaller local contractors,
making sure that contracts are not all bundled up in
such a way that smaller local suppliers are not able
to access them but also—and this is where the
intelligence on the ground is so important—
knowing what is happening at the moment but also
knowing what possibilities there are for the future
and that does require local councils, for example,
having good advice not only on their websites but
also from oYcers about how contracts can be
accessed properly and then looking at how the skills
set can be built up through contracts as well and
particularly on the construction side linking some of
the bids for future jobs fund to the construction side
and looking at how that can mean training, how that
can mean apprenticeships and getting away from
what has been a bit of a myth that it cannot be
stipulated in contracts that these kinds of issues
should be taken into account, using local people and
stipulating training issues. Those are the two key
ways that we have been using the BIS side,
particularly in terms of the skills side and the RDAs
and the local authorities in terms of looking at
contracts that are coming up.

Q197 Chair: Given the importance of the
construction industry in all its diVerent ramifications
and the large numbers of jobs dependent on it, and
the fact that it is a business where being in the UK
gives you a huge advantage for accessing
construction work within the UK—if I can put it
that way—why is it that BIS does not appear to be
aware of how many jobs there are and have the
intelligence already that would then enable it to
target measures at those industries?
Ms Winterton: One of the things that can be quite
diYcult is getting some of the on the ground
intelligence from very small contractors.

Q198 Chair: Surely the Local Small Business
Service—I know this is straying into BIS—and the
links with the chambers of commerce and Business
Link should have meant that that information was
available.
Ms Winterton: What I do, for example, in the
Yorkshire and Humber area as regional minister to
have the Federation of Small Businesses on the
economic delivery group that I have. There are two
things that that requires. Sometimes it can require
people to be actually members and very often some
of the information we get back is from surveys of
some of these organisations which can vary in their
accuracy but what we do want to do—this is part of
planning for the coming months and for the
recovery—is to get a very clear idea through, for
example, employment and skills boards where local
authorities will have private sector representatives
on them, to look at where local contractors are
saying that they could have, for example, training
opportunities or they do want to access contracts
and looking at how we can map that more eVectively.

It is one of the things that we do need to do more
eVectively, but what we are doing at the moment is
using the various channels that are being built up.
When we look at some of the powers that will be
coming in through the Local Democracy Economic
Development and Construction Bill again that gives
the ability to look at what can be done more
eVectively to make an assessment of the local labour
market and how that could be built up.
Mr Denham: As we are getting into BIS business, if I
went back just over a year to the job that I previously
held, Innovation, Universities and Skills, we had a
number of meetings with the Construction Industry
Training Board looking at skills for construction.
There were two or three things that came out of those
discussions; at least on two of them it is very clear to
see how governments reflect on that agenda. The
first thing the Construction Industry Training Board
said was that you should make the provision of
apprenticeships a requirement of public sector
procurement. You will see within the Housing
Programme on which John has been leading but
with encouragement across government, that is
becoming absolutely required in the whole of the
Housing Programme that John has been talking
about is becoming increasingly common in other
areas of public sector procurement. That is actually
a transformation in the past 12 months on an issue
where many people had asked for action for quite
some time. The second thing was the industry said
very frequently that training was not a problem as
long as they had certainty about what they were
training for. So some of the decisions the
government has taken, for example about low
carbon homes or the work that DECC is doing (not
yet finalised on retro fitting homes and so on) are
what the construction industry was looking for
because they will train if they know what the market
is going to be. It is not a matter of us trying to come
out with a pocket calculator, the number of FE
colleges to fill jobs; people will do that and they will
use the training funds which are in the system. The
third thing that to my knowledge BIS is much more
eVective as a broker between potential employers
and the training system, particularly at higher level
skills, at level four, foundation degree skills and so
on in that crucial area of project management in
construction and at degree level where what was
needed was not so much new funds but the brokering
of discussions between the employers and the higher
education institutions or the FE colleges that would
fill those posts. I think that has also been pursued so
even if we do not have today the particular numbers
I would say that over the last year to 18 months there
has been quite a change in the traditional attitude
towards skills supply and using all the mechanisms
that are available to us.

Q199 Mr Betts: Would you tell the Committee
whether you believe that the Mortgage Rescue
Scheme has been a success?
John Healey: Yes. I believe it has been a success in
these terms: it is a backstop; it is there as part of help
that we have tried to put in place and ensure is in
place really at every stage for families who find they
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start to fall behind with their mortgage payments. It
is a provision we have made over two years. I would
be happy if nobody needed the Mortgage Rescue
Scheme but the fact is that some people, even with
the detailed advice that we are funding and making
available, even with serious discussions or potential
negotiations with their lenders over the terms at
which they are borrowing cannot solve their
problem, even the payment of mortgage interest
which the government is doing for more than
200,000 families will not work, some people as a last
resort helping them stay in their own homes where
we want them to stay means that they are ready to
switch from being a home owner struggling with
their mortgage to being a tenant of a housing
association, so they stay in their home but the
ownership changes. That is its role in the system as
a backstop and it is playing a useful part for that
relatively small number of families.

Q200 John Cummings: Is there any reason why it has
been so slow in showing the various results of the
scheme?
John Healey: I am not sure that it has been slow
because several thousand people every two or three
months are getting advice from local authorities as
part of this scheme and being helped to find other
solutions to the pressures they are under. In a sense
the fact that other options are explored—the
mortgage rescue scheme may be a last resort—is I
think the reason why the numbers which are finally
done under the Mortgage Rescue Scheme have
taken some time to come through. There have been
ways that we have looked to speed that up so we
have now got a central team in place that is
approaching lenders for some of their borrowers
who may be under pressure who could be
appropriate for this scheme. We are speeding it up
because we now have many more housing
associations involved as part of the scheme and they
are able to play that part to step in and take the
ownership over.

Q201 John Cummings: Do the changes you have
made suggest, Minister, suggest any weaknesses in
the formulation or the delivery of this policy?
John Healey: To be fair yes, I think they did. The
weaknesses that I saw when I came into the job in
June included us not having enough housing
associations that were ready and signed up as part of
the scheme; we are raising that number now. I do not
think enough lenders were looking hard at whether
the Mortgage Rescue Scheme might be appropriate
for some of their borrowers who were really in
trouble and we have done that with the central team.
I have also allowed the Homes and Communities
Agency to flex the grant rates that are there because
what housing associations were finding as they
looked to take on these properties was that there was
actually quite a large bill often to bring them up to
the sort of standard before they would let them as a
housing association and that had not been
anticipated in the way we originally designed the
scheme. I think what we have done, Mr Cummings,
is show a flexibility where there seem to be some

pinch points in the system but my overall contention
is that it plays a useful role as a backstop scheme and
cannot be judged simply by the number of people
that have taken full advantage of it.

Q202 Chair: Minister, can I ask about Home
Information Packs? Last week—or it might have
been the week before—Mr McCarthy told us that
“Ministers have a range of views about HIPs”. Can
you tell me what range of views your ministers
currently hold?
Mr Denham: We have just one view and that is held
by Mr Healey.
John Healey: To be quite honest, I have no idea what
he meant.

Q203 Chair: You will be going back to find out then.
John Healey: I have not asked him, but I will.

Q204 Chair: In that case I will ask a diVerent
question which is in relation to the decision to make
the Home Condition Reports voluntary. We have
received written evidence that that has, in the words
of the licenser of home inspections, fundamentally
undermined the whole policy initiative and
destroyed the hopes of many individuals who
invested many thousands of pounds each in gaining
a qualification which has so far proved completely
useless.
John Healey: There may not be a range of views that
ministers take of HIPs but there is a range of views
that organisations with an interest in the field take of
HIPs. It seemed a sensible decision to take at the
time. It has not stopped us improving HIPs in other
ways and when we come to do an evaluation of HIPs
then that will be one element that we will look at
closely.

Q205 Chair: There are many who would say that
were there to be a change in government that it
would leave HIPs extremely vulnerable to just be got
rid of.
John Healey: I don’t wave a big flag for HIPs but it
seems to me that they are playing a useful role,
particularly for first time buyers who often do not
know the questions to ask and do not know the
information they should be looking at. Some of the
emerging evidence seems to suggest that they can
speed up the process of home buying and simplify it.
Some of the evidence suggests that they can cut
down on the amount of expenditure for buyers
through aborted sales processes. I think it would be
a shame if they were simply swept away but I do
think that some of the suggestions that somehow
HIPs are responsible for blighting the housing
market—which are some of the arguments I have
heard from those who wish to remove it—is so far
from the main problem and the main challenge that
is faced in the housing market at the moment to be
really an irrelevance.

Q206 Chair: Do you not think. Mr Healey, that your
evident lack of enthusiasm would help to contribute
to the feeling that there is little sense of direction in
the Department on HIPs?



Processed: 01-03-2010 18:27:26 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 441145 Unit: PAG3

Ev 32 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

2 November 2009 Rt Hon John Denham MP, Rt Hon John Healey MP and Rt Hon Rosie Winterton MP

John Healey: No, I do not have a lack of enthusiasm;
I am trying to keep them in a proper perspective. I
sat on the benches in the House of Commons as local
government minister as part of this team and for
nearly two years the one big political issue that the
Conservative Party wanted to raise—and it seemed
to be the only thing they wanted to talk about in
housing—was HIPs. There was no debate about the
scale and nature of the housing need in this country;
no debate or commitment to the level of funding that
government must make to try to deal with the
shortage of aVordable housing and no serious
discussion about the sort of help that people needed
faced with recession to help them try to stay in their
homes which we have been putting in place. So I try
to keep them in perspective rather than necessarily
regarding them with the sort of view that I heard
from opposition parties. I think they have proved a
useful measure. They had a shaky start and I think
they are bedding down. Some of the emerging
evidence seems to suggest that they are useful for
people who want to buy homes particularly for the
first time and when we come to evaluate them some
of the wider criticisms that you have quoted, Dr
Starkey, we will take into account and weigh up at
that point.

Q207 John Cummings: I would like to bring you
round to the FiReControl project which obviously is
causing everyone a great deal of concern when you
consider the immense overrunning costs that have
taken place at the present time and a number of fire
and control centres that are just standing idle with no
possibility in the immediate future of carrying out
the role which they were designed and built for. Can
you tell the Committee how much of the blame for
the FiReControl project cost and time overruns lies
with your Department as opposed to the contractor?
Mr Denham: I think that in any contract of this sort
it would be wrong to suggest that all of the
responsibility lies in one place so I am sure that if one
went back to the beginning of this improvements
could have been made in the contractual
arrangements surrounding the project. I would say
though, Mr Cummings, that the fundamental
problem here is that the EADS have not as yet been
able to deliver the system capable of performing the
function they have been contracted to provide. So if
you are saying where is the balance of responsibility
I would say it was with the contractor. This is a
challenge because, as you say, eight of the nine
FiReControl centres have been constructed and the
basic concept of interoperability between fire
services within each region is very important as part
of developing our national resilience.

Q208 John Cummings: Are you saying, Secretary of
State, that you have the expertise within the
Department to monitor this project from the very
beginning, to draw up the contracts, to let the
contracts, to supervise and in cost control?
Mr Denham: I think what I am saying is that the
fundamental problem is that EADS as yet have not
been able to deliver the products and the services
that they have been contracted to provided. I would

not try to suggest—because I do not think it ever is
like this in the real world—that everything is a 100%
in one way or that there were not any things that
might not have been done diVerently from my
department in the past.

Q209 John Cummings: What lessons have been
learned? Very expensive lessons have been learned.
Mr Denham: I think one of the critical things is to
make sure in the contract that the timetable, that the
definition of what needs to be delivered at each stage
and the circumstances in which redress can be sought
are defined as clearly, accurately and tightly as
possible.

Q210 John Cummings: In evidence to the committee
the Permanent Secretary, when asked whether the
Department had suYcient skills or experience,
replied, “If you take FiReControl, for example, in
the last little while we have taken on some additional
consultancy expertise to be absolutely sure we could
understand properly and have a proper dialogue
with the pretty rarefied issues that EADS, our
principal contractor, said they were facing in
developing the right interfaces to deliver this
programme.” Sir Humphrey could not have put that
any better. So what truly is the situation within the
Department in relation to the expertise you carry in-
house in order to make sure that this fiasco does not
occur again?
Mr Denham: I think actually what Mr Housden or
Sir Humphrey said in these circumstances was
entirely compatible with what I said.

Q211 John Cummings: Precisely.
Mr Denham: That was meant to be a positive
statement. What the permanent secretary said is that
in the recent past—in the last year or so, perhaps a
bit more than that—the Department’s team for
dealing with this contract has been strengthened.
That is absolutely the same as what I am saying. If
you go back to the beginning of this contract and ask
whether there are lessons to be learned and could
things have been done better at the beginning, then
yes, they could have been. Recognising that the team
has been strengthened within the Department to
ensure that we are in a much better position to
manage the contract eVectively. Secondly, the delay
that we announced in the summer was the
opportunity to renegotiate elements of the contract
to address the issues which I mentioned earlier and
things which perhaps could have been better defined
in the original contract, so I think the Department
has taken significant steps to give ourselves the
capacity to deal with this contract because it is a very
important contract.

Q212 Chair: Should that not have been done at the
outset given that the diYculties you are describing
are exactly the defects that have occurred across
government in relation to large IT contracts?
Mr Denham: I think it is absolutely correct to say
that the experience of the public sector in dealing
with large IT contacts is not an entirely happy one.
Those of us who have had cause to look into this in
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the past find that the experience of the private sector
in dealing with large IT contracts is rarely any better
but just less well-publicised and less costly to the
taxpayer. If you take schemes of this sort which go
back several years there is no doubt in my view that
Whitehall has had to work very hard to strengthen
its capacity to deal with these major IT projects and
to understand how complex and diYcult they can be.
Of course it is very easy for me as a relatively new
Secretary of State to sit here saying that it should
have been done better a few years ago, but you are
right to say that there have been some systemic
challenges for Whitehall in dealing with these big
essentially IT based projects and that Whitehall has
had to work very hard to get itself the skills and
capacity to deal with them eVectively.

Q213 John Cummings: Why is the FiReControl
project still worth pursuing, Minister, despite its
ever-growing cost when there appears to be no end
in sight?
Mr Denham: The fundamental reason for having
FiReControl is that on any analysis of national
resilience our ability to deal with major civil
emergencies, let alone potential issues like terrorist
attacks, requires a level of cooperation and
interoperability between diVerent fire and rescue
services which are not provided by the current
communication systems in fire and rescue service. It
is frankly desirable that you are able to direct
resources from more than one service to a particular
incident at times of great stress. The concept of
FiReControl is to give us that basic resilience. If we
do not have FiReControl and go back to a local
system of command and control then we cannot
build that resilience into the system.

Q214 John Cummings: If you were a betting man
when would you think they are going to be in
operation?
Mr Denham: We announced the timetable last
summer. We constantly keep these things under
review. If there are any changes to that I will certainly
tell the Select Committee, but the timetable that we
published is the one that we are currently working to.

Q215 John Cummings: You are not prepared to put
a bet.
Mr Denham: I am not a betting man, Mr Cummings.

Q216 Mr Betts: In the past the Committee, in
previous reports, has drawn attention to the problem
of the lack of available planning skills and how that
could actually hold up the development process in a
number of authorities. Perhaps there is not the
immediate pressure that there was 18 months ago on
this issue, but the problem with planning skills is that
you have to prepare for the future if you are going to
draw plans up and get people into university doing
appropriate courses. We were a disappointed that
there was no mention in the annual report this year
about the issue of planning skills. Is that because it
is not considered to be an immediate problem or just
an oversight?

John Healey: If it is not in there then I would have to
take responsibility for that because actually,
prompted by this Committee, we have stepped up
what we have been trying to do to make sure that
there are suYcient skills planners in the system. You
are quite right, Mr Betts, at the moment the pressure
may not be on planning departments but certainly if
we are concerned about this in the medium term then
those skills will be just as essential as they have been
in the past. One thing we have done is step up the
departmental bursaries for university planning
undergraduates; 102 were available last year, 175 are
available this year. Following a recommendation
you pressed upon us we have set up the Planning
Skills and Capacity Board which brings together a
range of organisations who provide support and
expertise to assist local authorities in making sure
they have the capacity and skills in their department,
so the HCA Skills Academy, the Commission for
Architecture and Built Environment and also the
Planning Advisory Service are all together now part
of that board and the first step they have done is
make clear to local authorities what support they
oVer and how to get it. I think there is some useful
work going on and certainly useful work as an
investment for the years to come.

Q217 Mr Betts: Is that Board actually working now?
John Healey: Yes. I think it is early days but I think
already we are able to show clearer information and
coordinated information about the support and
advice that is there for local authorities to draw on.
That seems to me a sensible first step.

Q218 Mr Betts: Another organisation perhaps we
were less than convinced about was what is now the
Homes and Communities Agency Academy. Are we
convinced that they are doing a good job—maybe a
better job—than we thought they were doing when
we had them before the Committee last year?
John Healey: I do not know; that is a judgment you
will have to make. Whether they are doing a better
job than when you looked at them before I do not
know, but they are playing an active part in that
Board and they have a useful role to play.

Q219 Chair: Minister, when you say they have a
useful part to play can you point to anything where
they have actually added value to activities that were
not already being done by other organisations?
John Healey: I think they are bringing a dimension
of support, particularly for local authority planning
departments which is not necessarily covered, for
instance, by CABE and they have been able to set
out that proposition as part of the work of this
Board that we have brought together.

Q220 Chair: Can I ask you, given the time, if you
could drop us a note afterwards listing all the extra
things you think that the Academy has done.
John Healey: I am very happy to do that; it probably
will not take too long.
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2 November 2009 Rt Hon John Denham MP, Rt Hon John Healey MP and Rt Hon Rosie Winterton MP

Q221 Mr Betts: The Housing and Planning Delivery
Grant I think was generally well received as an entity
but there has been a concern first of all that cuts have
been announced in the future amounts of the grant
and, secondly, unlike previous years authorities do
not know what the grant for next year is going to be
and obviously this is an issue where planning for the
future is pretty important. Is there are reason why
the announcement of the grant has been delayed? Is
there any indication of when it might be announced
and does that herald possible further cuts?
John Healey: I am considering this now; it is a matter
for next year. Having been a local government
minister I am conscious that local authorities tend to
work on provisional budgets and have their budget
discussions this month and finalise them in January/
early February. I would aim to make any
announcements on the Housing and Planning
Delivery Grant on a timescale that allows them to
incorporate those into their final budget planning.

Q222 Mr Betts: In terms of the reductions in the
grants, is that likely to have an impact on
authorities’ ability to deliver in the planning field?
John Healey: Although these decisions were taken
before I took up the post in June, I think there is a
relatively small reduction in the Housing Planning
Delivery Grant total for this year. That was in order
to help support the reduction in guideline rent for
council tenants, a decision which was taken I think
in March of this year. So the overall total for this
year in that grant reflects those decisions.

Q223 John Cummings: In addressing the shortage of
personnel, is this an important part of the remit as a
Homes and Community Agency Academy?
John Healey: Perhaps given the invitation from the
Committee, Mr Cummings, I will cover that point
specifically in the note that I let you have.

Q224 John Cummings: How do you account for the
reduction in the number of planners and the
continuing shortfalls against numbers budgeted for,
shown in the figures provided in your appendix to
your letter of 14 October?
John Healey: I do not recall a specific letter or the
appendix but I will check that out. I imagine—and I
will let the Committee know if this is not correct—
that if there is a current reduction in planners in local
planning departments it will reflect the fall-oV of

planning activity and planning applications as a
result of the recession and I expect that to be a short
term downturn.

Q225 John Cummings: Perhaps you could also write
the Committee a note also indicating the steps that
your Department is taking in order to address any of
the shortages in planning.
John Healey: Yes, indeed. I have told the Committee
some of the main steps that we have been taking but
I can certainly flesh that out for you.

Q226 Chair: Just coming back to the Homes and
Communities Agency Academy, a lot of our
concern, I think, comes from the fact that the
government response to our report on Planning
Matters said that the remit at the Academy would be
to raise the profile of planning and other sustainable
communities’ professions and increase entry into
those industries, and yet the minister’s letter to me
says that the HCAA has a limited role to play in
addressing the shortfall of planners. There seems to
be a certain schizophrenia within the Department as
to quite what the role of the HCAA is. Would you
like to clarify it?
John Healey: I am not sure it is inconsistent. If you
have the HCA Academy with a role to try to raise the
profile of the profession, to encourage more people
to understand what the nature of the job is, that does
not seem to me consistent with saying that it has a
limited role because clearly the HCA Academy does
not fund, does not appoint, does not train planners
and the ability to deal with those three challenges
clearly rests elsewhere.

Q227 Chair: I think that is part of the reason why we
have a concern about quite what the Academy does
given the money that goes to it.
John Healey: I’ve got that point now; I will deal with
it in the note that you have invited me to let you
have.

Q228 Chair: That would be extremely helpful. I
think that we have covered an enormous range of
topics—we actually had some more—which reflects
the extremely wide breadth of things that the
Department is involved in, but I think this would be
an appropriate time to thank all three of you very
much and we look forward to the further
clarification about the HCAA; thank you very
much indeed.
Mr Denham: Thank you very much.
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Written evidence

Memorandum from Communities and Local Government (DAR 09–01)

Housing Budget Package Delivery Plans

On 1 June, my predecessor Margaret Beckett appeared before the CLG Select Committee along with
Richard McCarthy (CLG) Bob Kerslake (HCA) and Peter Marsh (TSA) for the second time on Housing
and Credit Crunch. Since this appearance I understand my department has answered a number of follow-
up enquiries.

In addition, and in recognition of the importance the Government attached to supporting housing
through the current recession, on 29 June, the Government published Building Britain’s Future which
included a £1.5 billion Housing Pledge to deliver 20,000 additional aVordable housing starts and up to
10,000 new market housing starts over this year and next.

I enclose a copy of the press release I will issue today setting out further announcements that step up the
drive to ensure more new homes are built. It also confirms in outline the sources of funding for the Housing
Pledge but I thought your committee would welcome more detail.

At the time of publication we made clear that the resources for the announcements in Building Britain’s
Future had all been found by tough decisions on priorities within existing budgets.

In the decisions I’ve taken within our DCLG Budgets, I have taken account of the impact of recession on
levels and schedules of growth investment; reduced funding allocations for 2010–11 only in areas which had
not yet received confirmed funding; and rescheduled rather than removed investment for decent homes via
ALMOs and only for those that have not yet achieved the eligibility criterion of the two-star standard.

I am protecting funding for all Housing Market Renewal areas for all ALMOS with decent homes
programmes underway, for supporting peoples projects and for disabled facilities grants.

The details are as follows:

Up to £930 million towards the cost of this package will be contributed from underspends in other
Departments, including Transport (£350 million), Children, Schools and Families (£100 million),
BIS (£50 million) and Home OYce (£90 million) and access in 2010–11 to up to £340 million of
anticipated capital underspends in my department, DCSF and Health.

Capital funding allocations from the Growth Fund will be re-profiled by £128 million in 2010–11
to £167 million, making a total of £685 million resource and capital funding committed over this
three year CSR period. We will therefore shortly be consulting local authorities in the Growth
Areas and Growth Points on my proposals to reduce their provisional 2010–11 capital funding
allocations. This recognises that growth has been slower and more diYcult than planned, and that
the infrastructure investment needed today is very diVerent to that envisaged when CSR funding
decisions and provisional funding allocations were made. The switch allows us to support new
homes this year and next, rather than in the longer term.

For the Decent Homes Arms Length Management Organisation (ALMO) Programme, which
provides supplementary funding to the Decent Homes programmes for local authorities who set
up an ALMO, I have reprofiled funding, over a longer period for those ALMOs that have not yet
met the Audit Commission’s two-star standard to be eligible for the support, reducing planned
funding in 2010–11 by £150 million to £609 million. The Government remains committed to
completing the Decent Homes programme, as I confirmed to your committee on 13 July. My
decision means the ALMOS eVected will receive the investment they need for their decent homes
refurbishments but this unlikely until 2011–12.

Re-prioritisation of Private Sector Renewal funds to new provision. This represents a switch of £75
million from the PSR budget in 2010–11 with £302m remaining across the regions and no reduction
in government funding for disabled facilities grants.

Currently unallocated funding of £50 million in 2010–11.

I have written to all Local Authorities and regions aVected by these decisions.

In addition, I am setting the Homes and Community Agency a tougher eYciency target of 3% in
operational eYciency savings this year and next plus the requirement to find £183 million through eYcient
and flexible management of its housing and regeneration programmes.

Programme savings will come through a combination of eVective project management, bearing down on
grant requirements, targeting investment on areas and schemes that produce the most cost eVective outputs,
and slippage on a variety of HCA programmes including CIF and Thames Gateway. Operational savings
will come from reorganisation of the Agency’s corporate centre and further eYciencies delivered through
the Government’s operational eYciency programme including CLG’s Group Corporate Services
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Programme. This is clearly important not just in supporting the delivery of the Housing Pledge but also in
responding to the general pressure on public finance and delivering better value for money. I will copy my
letter to the Agency setting out the eYciency requirements to the Committee.

I also want to confirm the baseline position for our aVordable housing programmes. The baseline position
has been revised to take into account the impact of the worldwide recession on the UK housing market and
the increased costs of developing aVordable housing in the current market.

Our baseline position for aVordable housing provided through the HCA’s National AVordable Housing
Programme is 27,500 social rent homes and 25,000 low cost home ownership homes completions (including
10,000 HomeBuy Direct) in 2009–10 and 30,000 social rent homes and 14,500 low cost home ownership
homes completions in 2010–11. Details of the delivery of the programme will be included in the HCA’s
Corporate Plan which will be published shortly.

In the Budget we announced a further range of measures to deliver aVordable housing and we expect them
to deliver up to 900 homes developed by local authorities and 4,000 aVordable homes developed through
the Kickstart initiative across the two years 2009–11.

Building Britain’s Future set out an ambitious aim of achieving a further 20,000 aVordable housing starts
over the next two years. These will result in 6,000 completions in 2010–11 and 14,000 completions in
2010–11.

As the Prime Minister said in launching the housing pledge as part of BBF, in total this now means we
will be building 110,000 new aVordable homes over this year and next.

July 2009

Supplementary memorandum from Communities and Local Government (DAR 09–02)

Thank you for your letter of 8 July, regarding the tragic fire at Lakanal House, which resulted in the death
of six residents. I have been receiving regular updates on these sad events and keeping under review any
action that may need to be taken.

In your letter you say that you consider that a public inquiry should be put in place as soon as possible
to ascertain the causes of the blaze, why it spread so quickly, whether fire and rescue service procedures need
modifying, and whether additional safety measures need to be put in place in similar residential blocks in
the future. I agree entirely that the questions you raise need to be answered.

Currently there are two major investigations underway. One is being led by the Metropolitan Police
Service, and the other by London Fire Brigade. I have asked the Chief Fire and Rescue Adviser, Sir Ken
Knight, to provide an independent overview of progress with the fire investigations into the fire and to report
back on progress and emerging findings as a matter of urgency, in case of any implications for current
national guidance and procedures. Also as you will be aware, the Coroner’s Inquest, which opened on
Wednesday 15 July, will be looking at the facts surrounding the deaths. I have appointed Counsel given the
level of public concern raised by this incident. Counsel attended the opening of the Inquest, and made clear
that I was keen that any lessons learned would be acted upon. Counsel also oVered any assistance oYcials
in my Department could give.

At this stage, I am therefore keeping an open mind about the need for a public inquiry.

You will be interested to know, that to keep people up to date with developments, I have established a
separate web page on the Communities and Local Government website. On this page we have a range of
guidance on fire safety for residents, tenants and landlords, as well as details as to what Communities is doing
in response to this event. You will also see copies of letters written to all Chief Executives and Heads of
Housing in all English local authorities, and also English Chief Fire OYcers and chairs of Fire and Rescue
Authorities, concerning the issues raised by the fire.

I do hope that the measures I have set in train indicate my determination not only to act quickly, but to
operate in a truly transparent manner.

I hope that this is helpful, and I stand ready to answer any other questions you and the Committee
may have.

July 2009
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Memorandum from the Association of North East Councils (DAR 09–03)

Request for Views on the Performance of Communities and Local Government

Thank you for your letter of 22 September and for giving the Association the opportunity to comment
on this issue. The following response is based on input from members.

First, the fact that there is a Government Department called “Communities and Local Government” is
welcomed as it underpins the fact that local government should be about the communities it works with and
serves. CLG emphasises the civic and community leadership role of local government as well as confirming
the importance of partnership working and this aYrms our approach and our focus.

From our perspective, we consider that one of CLG’s strengths is that it does genuinely seek to consult
its stakeholders in local government, to take their views into account and to build constructive relationships
with them. We fully support the eVorts CLG is making to work constructively with local government and
specifically support all CLG consultations appearing on the CLG web-site (which we believe to be good and
regularly updated). The communication links with CLG Director Generals is helpful and enhances and
complements our relationships with Government OYce for the North East.

We generally find that guidance documents from CLG are good—crisply written and well presented. We
welcome the idea, in principle, for one central indicator hub, although implementation did seem rushed with
what seemed to be little consultation or preparation. The timetable for availability of National Indicator
updates on the Hub is not adhered to, but we appreciate that it is early days and this may well be addressed
in time. The Places Analysis Toolkit (PAT) is very easy to use and could be developed further.
One diYculty that we sometimes experience with consultation exercises is that, in seeking responses to a
string of very detailed questions, the bigger picture can be obscured. However, this approach is not confined
to CLG. There is occasionally a very short timescale placed on consultations which makes it harder to secure
councils’ cross-departmental or LSP wide/partner agency responses.

CLG has been helpful with the work on “Total Place” and “Value for Money”. One concern on the “Value
for Money” agenda is, however, with the issue around the publication of NI179 on council tax payment
forms. Many authorities questioned the value of this but CLG went ahead with the proposal. South Tyneside
Council, for example, has reported that it did not receive a single query regarding its performance against
the indicator.

The extent to which CLG exercises influence within Government is diYcult for us to judge in totality,
although there is an overall impression that the Secretary of State works hard to maintain the
Department’s profile.

However, what is clear to our members is a need for improved joined-up working between all Government
departments, who often fall a long way behind local authorities in this respect. All too frequently, partner
bodies in the public sector appear to be more concerned with meeting the targets set by their sponsor
departments within entirely diVerent performance measurement and monitoring methods and timescales
than, for example, the LAA targets for the area or indeed for regional or sub-regional priorities.
Furthermore, partners in localities are wrestling with issues of misaligned geographies, for example the
Police working to Home OYce driven “neighbourhoods” and councils to CLG super output areas. This is
frustrating for local authorities and, often, their partners too—and it must also be frustrating for CLG that
the focus on securing the development of sustainable communities with an emphasis on quality of life for
local citizens and communities is diluted in this way. This points to a broader issue of coordination and
communication within Government that needs to be addressed. Given CLG’s broader and more over-
arching focus than other departments, we would urge CLG to rise to the challenge of driving better co-
ordination in government.

This requirement for better co-ordination and communication (with CLG at the centre working with local
authorities) is likely to be even greater in future, given the outcomes and policy changes likely to be suggested
through Total Place, of which there are two pilots in the North East region.

October 2009

Further supplementary memorandum from Communities and Local Government (DAR 09–04)

Introduction

We are grateful to the Committee for their written questions on the Department’s 2009 Annual Report.
We have considered the Committee’s questions carefully and provide our responses below. Please note that
an answer to question 32 will follow. We look forward to the Annual Report Inquiry hearings in October
and November.
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Q1: What are the Department’s latest intentions in respect of the publication of a combined DAR and Resource
Accounts?

A1: Our intention continues to be to produce a combined Annual Report and Resource Accounts from
2010 onwards. We are currently considering the format and timings for a combined publication, and would
be happy to update the Committee on our conclusions later in the year.

Q2: The DAR does not give an individual assessment for progress against each DSO or PSA indicator. In
future Reports can the Department provide a clear assessment of the performance against each individual PSA
and DSO indicator, including whether no baseline has been set, or no data are available, if this is applicable?

A2: The Annual Report reflected HMT guidance, and performance on individual indicators was not
assessed in the same way as summary assessments for a DSO as a whole. We did make clear for each indicator
whether there had been a genuine and meaningful improvement from the baseline position. As requested,
a more explicit assessment of progress on each individual indicator will be provided in the 2009 Autumn
Performance Report and other future reports.

Q3: There are a number of indicators that require a Statistically Significant Increase or Decrease against the
baseline in order for improvement to be reported. How has the Department defined “Statistically Significant”
for this purpose?

A3: Statistical significance is an important concept for sample-based surveys. A diVerence between two
figures is said to be statistically significant if it can be attributed to something other than chance. As stated
in Annex D of the Annual Report, the Department follows the generally accepted and established view that,
for a diVerence to be regarded as statistically significant, it must have no more than a 5% probability of
occurring by chance.

The actual size of the change required varies according to the sample size.

The DSO measurement annexes set out what this means in practice for all of the relevant indicators and
we keep these updated as new survey figures become available. The DSO measurement annexes are attached
at Annex A.

Q4: Who are the members of the Leadership Coalition Stakeholder Forum referred to at para 2.49 of the DAR?
What is the purpose of the Forum and what work does it do?

A4: The Leadership Coalition reflects our commitment to working with our delivery partners on the
design and delivery of policies and programmes. Its purpose is to bring together senior local and central
government oYcials to discuss how local authorities, their local partners and central government can work
together to ensure the delivery of better outcomes for people in their local areas, by embedding the local
performance framework as the basis for a new relationship between central and local government.

The Coalition provides a forum to discuss issues arising from the implementation of Local Area
Agreements, Comprehensive Area Assessments and the Local Government performance framework more
broadly, to ensure progress towards delivering the Government’s Public Service Agreements. The Coalition
will also consider future iterations of the performance framework.

The specific objectives of the Coalition are to:

— Discuss and resolve strategic cross cutting issues relating to the delivery of better outcomes and
PSA targets.

— Discuss and resolve issues and specific problems relating to the implementation of CAA.

— Discuss and resolve issues around alignment of performance frameworks, data handling and
presentation, and improvement activity.

— Act as champions for the new performance framework among relevant stakeholders.

— Champion and monitor progress against Government’s ambitions to reduce the performance
monitoring and reporting burden on local areas, in line with the aspirations of the Local
Government and Public Involvement in Health Act.

— Shape policy development work on the next iteration of the framework.

— Link up to learning and development activity in individual departments and local authorities.

The Leadership Coalition comprises Director Generals from Government Departments, Directors from
Government OYces and the Audit Commission, and Local Authority Chief Executives and other senior
representatives from the Local Government family. The current members are:

Adam Sharples Department of Work and Pensions
Alexis Cleveland Cabinet OYce
Andrew Campbell Communities and Local Government
Bronwyn Hill Department for Transport
Campbell Robb OYce of the Third Sector
Corin Thomson Local Government Association
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David Behan Department of Health
David Cook Kettering Borough Council
Derek Campbell Liverpool PCT
Felicity Everiss Government OYce Yorkshire and Humberside
Gareth Davies Audit Commission
George Garlick Durham County Council
Graham Allardice Department of Energy and Climate Change
Helen Bailey HM Treasury
Ian Carter Audit Commission
Jill Rutter Department for Environment Food and Rural AVairs
John O’Brien London Councils
John Ransford Local Government Association (Co Chair)
Jon Coles Department for Children Schools and Families
Irene Lucas Communities and Local Government (Co Chair)
Mark Hammond West Sussex County Council
Mike Anderson Department for Environment Food and Rural AVairs
Mike More Westminster County Council
Moira Wallace Department of Energy and Climate Change
Paul Roberts Improvement and Development Agency
Phil Coppard Barnsley Met Borough Council
Philip Rutnam Bussines, Innovation and Skills
Ray Shostak HM Treasury
Rob Whiteman LB Barking & Dagenham
Robert Dyson South Yorkshire Police
Sara Williams Improvement and Development Agency
Stephen Jones Local Government Association
Tom JeVery Department for Children Schools and Families
Tyson Hepple Home OYce

Q5: What progress have you made with the review of your approach to communication strategy and
stakeholder engagement referred to at para 2.52 of the DAR? What action have you taken so far as a result of
the review, and what further action is planned?

A5: The review referred to in the Annual Report led to a new Stakeholder Engagement Strategy. There
are four key elements, summarised below:

Cycle of regular meetings to discuss stakeholder engagement

In July 2009 a cycle of regular meetings began between the stakeholder engagement unit and four
pilot directorates where stakeholder engagement is particularly important. The purpose is to
improve our performance through a focus on the benefits of stakeholder engagement for the policy
team and their stakeholders, to help ensure that policy is developed and delivered strategically and
is focused on implementation. We then intend to roll out the new cycle across all policy directorates
from the end of October.

Embedding stakeholder awareness in performance management

The Department has completed its pilot of a new 360 feedback tool and has started rolling this out
to all SCS and G6/7 staV. There is a required section on stakeholder engagement which will be a
valuable source of insight for the department.

We are embedding stakeholder awareness in our core performance management objectives. All
staV will now be expected to complete a 360 degree exercise, which includes how well they maintain
stakeholder relationships and we will be publishing a model objective.
We expect these moves to encourage take-up of the stakeholder engagement training oVer
detailed below.

Continuing Research Programme

In 2008 we conducted 23 qualitative interviews with some of our key stakeholders. They gave us
a good indication of the areas we might want to improve, such as reducing working in silos and
involving stakeholders earlier in policy discussions. Key findings from the interviews were included
in the Annual Report 2009 (at paragraphs 10.72 and 10.73) and were shared in a letter to key
stakeholders, with a follow up face to face discussion.

This work was a catalyst for a more in-depth piece of research that is currently underway and will
report its findings later in the Autumn.

Training

Stakeholder engagement is a key part of the new learning and development strategy with the
following training opportunities for staV at all levels:

— The core management skills programme modules aimed at EO’s/HEO’s will cover
stakeholder engagement;
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— The Developing High Performance Behaviours programme for SEO-SCS (“Partnership
Working”) on influencing, negotiating and face-to-face people skills;

— The programme of Rapid Development Workshops targeting specific skill gaps and
responding to identified development needs includes a session on “Delivering tough
messages to external stakeholders”;

— 300 members of staV will attend the new Programme & Project Management training this
calendar year which includes a module on stakeholder engagement developed by the
central unit.

Since the beginning of 2009, the stakeholder engagement team has delivered a presentation at all
four CLG staV induction sessions held for new staV joining CLG.

The stakeholder engagement team hosts lunchtime seminars where external stakeholders and/or
oYcials speak and take questions about their experiences. Since January 2008 there have been 13
seminars, attended by 546 people. A further three are planned by the end of 2009.

Q6: The narrative states that the baseline was 185,000 net additional homes in 2005–06: annual housing supply
in England reached 207,500 net additional homes in 2007–08. There is no figure given for net additional homes
in 2008–09, but the Department does state that new build completions, which are the major component of net
additions, were 20% lower in 2008–09 than 2007–08. Thus the only data given appear to indicate that there is
likely to have been deterioration in 2008–09 compared to the previous year.

(a) On what basis has the Department assessed this indicator as showing improvement, when the latest data
suggests there will be deterioration in 2008–09?

A6 [a]: PSA 20 Indicator 1 (DSO 2.1) measures the number of net additional homes delivered per annum.
Finalised data is available in February/March each year for the previous financial year. It is derived from
the number of new build permanent dwellings; plus the net gain from dwelling conversions; plus the net gain
of non dwellings brought into residential use; plus net additions from other gains and losses to the dwelling
stock (such as mobile and temporary dwellings); less any demolitions during the financial year.

We do not have statistics for the number of net additional homes delivered in 2008–09. The assessment
provided in the Annual Report is based on the latest finalised data published in February 2009 covering the
period 2007–08. It showed that there were 207,500 net additional homes delivered in the period 2007–08,
which was an improvement on the 199,000 delivered the previous year.

(b) Is the net additional homes figure for 2008–09 now available, and if so, what does this reveal?

A6 [b]: The net additional homes figure for 2008–09 will be available in February/March 2010.

As set out in the Annual Report, we expect the next data to confirm that levels of net additional homes
will be lower. The position on this will be reported in the 2010 Annual Report.

Q7: As at 1 April 2009, 10% of necessary Development Plan Documents had been adopted compared to an 80%
target by March 2011. The Department states that according to Local Authority plans a significant number are
due to be adopted over the next two years, although it is aware of slippage and believes that achieving the final
target will be very challenging. What measures does the Department have in place to ensure that a greater
proportion of Local Authorities adopt their Development Plan Documents by March 2011?

A7: For PSA 20 Indicator 6 (DSO 5.2), the Department remains focused on meeting the target to have
80% of Development Plan Documents (DPDs) in place by March 2011. As stated in the Annual Report, the
Department is aware of some slippage and is working with local authorities to identify and resolve any
issues.

The focus of Department support is on priority local authority areas (where higher housing growth is
proposed) to ensure both that there is minimal further slippage and that support is in place to ensure that
DPDs developed are sound. We have embarked on a programme of actions to support delivery of these
particular DPDs. A number of these actions will be of benefit to all local authorities preparing DPDs and
we will ensure that this learning is shared. CLG is providing the funding and has been working in close
liaison with partners to monitor eVectiveness.

Guidance to improve understanding of DPDs and the confidence of planners:

— CLG funds and authors the Plan Making Manual (PMM), which is the primary source of guidance
on DPD preparation. The PMM is undergoing continuous development to reflect changes brought
about through EU & UK legislation and Planning Policy Statements; has practitioners’ forums
(for oYcials and elected members) to share questions and answers; and has case studies that
highlight good practice.

— Planning Together—an updated guide for Local Strategic Partnerships and Planners that
encourages better joint working between partners in the delivery of each area’s overarching
Sustainable Community Strategy and LAA through plans in Local Development Frameworks



Processed: 02-03-2010 02:00:32 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 441145 Unit: PAG1

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 41

(LDFs). The aim is to ensure that all local partners who have a spatial interest in the SCS
understand the processes necessary to deliver it—eg how their capital budgets are linked to local
development.

— Planning Inspectorate: “Lessons Learnt” review is due to be published in the autumn for local
authorities that will highlight lessons learned from the 100! documents examined since the
original publication in 2007. This will help local authorities avoid certain pitfalls and gain
confidence as they prepare their DPDs.

Incentives and resources:

— Housing and Planning Delivery Grant—an element of grant is given for up-to-date plan making.
Year two (2009–10) of Housing and Planning Delivery Grant will see an overall investment of £135
million to local planning authorities. Of this total, £60 million is available for the planning element
of the grant of which £24 million rewards local planning authorities for either submitting or
adopting a core strategy or a development plan document which allocates more than 2000
dwellings.

— Grant to certain Local Planning Authorities (with larger Regional Spatial Strategy housing
allocations) following the statutory publication stage of their Core Strategies—to assist with
programme management and Examination in Public work.

— In certain local authority areas delivering higher housing growth or where several authorities are
working across boundaries, additional bespoke support has been agreed, in liaison with
Government OYces, which aims to speed up DPD preparation.

Support packages to tackle slippage and quality of plans and to improve the capacity and skills of local
authorities:

(i) Government OYces: GOs are providing extensive support and challenge at all stages of DPD
preparation over slippage and unnecessary slack in their proposed DSO 5.2 DPD timetables,
including workshops with utility companies.

(ii) Planning Inspectorate: PINS, in liaison with GOs, are providing a pre-publication review of Core
Strategy DPDs which are at a fairly advanced stage, typically six months away from submission
for the Examination in Public. This involves an experienced inspector looking at the strategy and
key pieces of underpinning evidence to provide an initial without-prejudice assessment of the
approach taken, particularly in relation to the generation of convincing and appropriate strategies
and ask probing questions for consideration.

(iii) Planning Advisory Service: PAS are providing three key support mechanisms at an early stage:

— A diagnostic review of the foundations for, and management of, the production and
implementation of the local development framework as an eVective spatial plan.

— Training modules including option forming and selection, sustainability appraisals,
member training, and project management.

— A Spatial Planning Peer (an experienced and practising planner from an authority with a
good track record) available to provide support, constructive challenge and mentoring in
any chosen area of the LDF process.

(iv) CABE: CABE, in liaison with GOs, provides informal workshops where local authorities can get
independent informal advice and support from a CABE expert panel on how to develop a spatial
vision within draft strategies.

Q8: On page 43 of the Departmental Report the Department discusses how it is providing significant investment
to support local authorities to achieve continued eYciency gains, including £185 million for the Regional
Improvement and EYciency Partnerships (RIEPs) and the £115 million capital EYciency Transformation
Fund, along with funding for the Improvement and Development Agency. The Department reports that in their
first year, RIEPs have helped councils to deliver over £100 million of eYciencies and supported 36 councils
facing particular diYculties.

(a) How much will the Department need to spend on RIEPs in future years, and does it anticipate them paying
for themselves in terms of eYciencies generated?

A8 [a]: The £185 million and £115 million referred to relate to spending during the CSR07 period. It is
diYcult at this stage to provide a definitive answer on the amount of future investment beyond the CSR07
period as any additional investment will be considered as part of a future spending review. In helping local
authorities to deliver £100 million of eYciency savings by the end of their first year (against a year one
investment of just under £50 million), the RIEPs are already well on their way to repaying the total core
investment from CLG of £185 million proposed for the CSR07 period.
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(b) Can the Department provide more details of the type of work done by RIEPs to help councils achieve
eYciencies, and of how these eYciencies are measured and verified?

A8 [b]: Examples of the type of projects pursued by RIEPs to help local authorities achieve eYciencies
are set at Annex B. Further examples can be found in the RIEP annual reports, available at:
www.idea.gov.uk/idk/core/page.do?pageId%9367552.

Guidance on calculating and reporting eYciency savings has been signed oV by all RIEPs and shared with
CLG. This refers to the key principles set out in the measurement advice that the Department provides for
local authorities, which is attached at Annex C.

The guidance recommends that each RIEP should define its own specific process for obtaining
independent verification for its arrangements for calculating its eYciency savings, for example by a local
authority treasurer within the region. In addition, seven of the nine RIEPs use the Mietool (Measuring
Improvement and EYciency tool) that was developed by CLG and the RIEPs to project and track the costs
and benefits of diVerent projects. The other two regions use alternative methodologies that were developed
with and approved by the RIEP partners.

Q9: This indicator has not yet been assessed because the baseline year will be 2008–09 and data is not available
until July 2009. Why has 2008–09 been chosen as the baseline year when other indicators that draw on the same
source of data (the Citizenship Survey) have 2007–08 as their baseline year (eg indicator 1.2)?

A9: The reason 2008–09 was chosen as the baseline year for DSO indicator 1.1 rather than 2007–08 is
because the Citizenship Survey did not ask the relevant question until 2008–09, whereas the other
Citizenship Survey questions that are used in our DSOs and PSAs were already being asked in 2007–08. We
recognised that a new question would be needed to assess progress on this indicator, which was agreed in
the first year of the CSR period. The 2008–09 baseline data for this indicator was published on 16 July 2009.

Q10: The Department will be developing new targets to replace the existing definitions and measures in both
these indicators because the Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA), which is currently used, was last
carried out in 2007–08. Appropriate baselines will be taken from the new Comprehensive Area Assessments
(CAA) reports that replaced the CPA on 1 April 2009, the first of which are expected by the end of the year.
There will be no direct read-across between what is measured under the two systems (para 3.58). How will
progress against indicators 1.4 and 1.5 be tracked across the entire CSR07 period if the Department is
completely revising these indicators after just one year of assessment, with no direct read-across to the new
indicators?

A10: Progress on DSO indicators 1.4 and 1.5 will be tracked across the CSR07 period using the
combination of indicators supporting DSO1, notably, those based on independent assessments provided by
the Audit Commission and other inspectorates of local public services. The inspectorates’ approach to their
assessments has changed so the indicators have to change too. They are still a good measure of performance.

When the DSO indicators were developed, the new Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA) was still in
development and the Department has been clear throughout that these would need to be reviewed and
possibly amended once the framework for CAA was finalised. CAA was developed in response to a broad
consensus that a new approach to assessment and inspection was needed, but when indicators 1.4 and 1.5
were being developed and adopted, CPA remained the most robust measurement of local government
performance available. As there will be no direct read-across between the CPA results and CAA results,
consideration of progress will need to recognise the fact that data for years prior and post 2009 will not be
comparable.

The Department, as previously stated, will need to develop new indicators aimed at measuring local
government performance, to replace both indicators, with measures developed in the light of baselines from
the first CAA reports.

Although the judgements are less complex for Fire and Rescue Authorities (FRAs) than for local
authorities, the same issue does arise for DSO 6.3. CLG will explore with the Audit Commission whether
it is possible to consistently compare CAA judgements for FRAs with the Direction of Travel and Use of
Resources assessment outcomes currently used in DSO 6.3; but if this is not possible a similar re-basing
exercise will be necessary.

Q11: Paragraph 3.62 of the Departmental Report outlines how the NAO recommended that the Department
needs to put processes in place to ensure that data submitted by local authorities are accurate. The Department’
s view was that this was covered by the work of the Audit Commission and that to undertake further verification
separately would duplicate their work at considerable cost to provide no greater benefit. What further discussion
has taken place with the NAO on this conclusion, and has the NAO accepted the Department’s view that the
work of the Audit Commission already provides the necessary assurance over the data used to measure progress
against this indicator?

A11: No further discussion has taken place with the NAO on this conclusion for DSO indicator 1.7. As
set out in paragraph 3.63 of the Annual Report, the NAO intends to consider the extent to which the new
CAA assessments address the accuracy of value for money figures reported by local authorities as part of a
follow-up review.
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Q12: Can the Department provide a table which sets out clearly funding for key areas covered by the Housing
Package, such as Decent Homes, homes for social rent, etc, and where this funding has come from, such as
spending that has been brought forward, additional funding, or transfers from other departments?

A12: Building Britain’s Future announced £1.5 billion for new aVordable housing over 2009–10 and
2010–11. It is intended that the investment package will be delivered through four funding streams:

— £756 million to extend the existing aVordable housing programme to enable RSLs to deliver up to
an additional 12,500 aVordable homes.

— £504 million to expand the Kickstart programme announced at Budget 2009. The programme aims
to unlock stalled housing sites, and this additional investment will enable the delivery of 13,000
additional homes, of which 4,000 will be aVordable.

— £240 million for direct development of 3,000 new council social rented houses by expanding the
programme announced at Budget.

— £16 million for the development of public sector land owned by the Homes and Communities
Agency to deliver an additional 1,250 units of which 500 will be aVordable.

Housing Pledge programmes Funding (£m)
2009–10 2010–11

Expanded AVordable Housing programme 375 381
Extend Kickstart scheme 252 252
Extend LA New Build scheme 36 204
Land in Public Ownership 0 16
Total Pledge funding required 663 853

Up to £930 million towards the cost of this package will come from underspends in other Government
departments, including access in 2010–11 to up to £340 million of anticipated capital underspends in
Communities and Local Government, the Department of Health and the Department for Children Schools
and Families, and any available capital underspend from 2009–10 in Communities and Local Government.

CLG and HCA capital spending programmes Funding (£m)
2009–10 2010–11

Home OYce 45 45
Department for Transport 350 —
Department for Children Schools and Families — 100
Department for Business, Innovation and 25 25
Skills
CLG, DH and DCSF anticipated underspends — 340
Total 420 510

It is proposed that the remaining funding (£586 million) will be switched from a number of CLG and HCA
capital spending programmes, as follows:

CLG and HCA capital spending programmes Funding (£m)
2009–10 2010–11

Private Sector Decent Homes — 75
Growth Areas — 128
Decent Homes — 150
Unallocated funding — 50
HCA programme savings 108 75
CLG bring forward 135 "135
Total 243 343

HCA programme savings will be derived from a combination of eVective project management, bearing
down on grant rates and cost eYciencies, targeting investment in areas that produce the most cost eVective
outputs and slippage on a range of programmes.
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Q13. The Committee received a letter from the Minister for Housing and Planning dated 17 July 2009 which
raises several questions:

(a) The letter says that £930 million will be contributed from underspends in other departments.

(i) Were these other departments intending to utilise those underspends in future years, by rolling them
forward under End Year Flexibility arrangements?

(ii) How have the programmes of these other departments been aVected as a result of this transfer of
funds?

A13 [a]: In large part, this has been achieved by the reallocation of anticipated underspends—for
example, from the Department for Transport and Home OYce. Through careful financial management,
these funds have been released and redirected to new priorities. For example, some departments had planned
to use underspends to co-finance PFI projects; in the event, changing market circumstances have enabled
some projects to reduce their costs, enabled some projects to deliver with less been better than expected for
some projects releasing these resources for other priorities.

There is no automatic right for Departments to draw down any EYF entitlement generated by
underspend, which is subject to normal Treasury scrutiny on the basis of need, realism, and the wider
fiscal position.

(b) The letter refers to a capital underspend in the Department itself—how did this underspend arise and what
mechanism will be used to make it available in future years?

A13 [b]: The package is mainly funded though reprioritisation of CLG capital DEL budget. However,
in order for it to be fully funded, the Treasury has agreed that the Department may draw down in 2010–11
any available capital underspend from 2009–10 through the End of Year Flexibility system. This refers to
unintended but unavoidable underspends on programmes not directly supporting the delivery of the Pledge
or otherwise ringfenced (such as RDA and Olympics funding).

(c) The letter says that capital funding allocations from the Growth Fund will be re-profiled by £128 million in
2010–11 to £167 million.

(iii) What does it mean to “re-profile the Growth Fund by £128 million in 2010-11”?

(iv) What would these funds have originally be used for and will the Growth Fund get them back in
subsequent years?

(v) The Department states that it is discussing the impact of this change with local authorities—what
was the outcome of these discussions?

(vi) What local authority programmes will need to be cut back?

A13 [c]: The Growth Fund provides unringfenced funding to support the delivery of infrastructure in the
three newer Growth Areas and the Growth Points. To fund the Pledge the Government is diverting £128
million from the fund to support the direct provision of new aVordable housing in 2010–11. Availability of
funding beyond 2011 is subject to the outcome of the next spending review.

The Department will be consulting with local authorities in the Growth Areas and Growth Points on
proposals to reduce their provisional 2010–11 capital funding allocations. It is for local authorities to
prioritise how the funding is used in their area with performance monitored through the indicators in the
Local Performance Framework. Reprioritising in this way does mean that local authorities will—in the
short term—have less to spend on the types of projects supported by the Growth Fund. However, they may
also benefit from both the increased funding for local authority building of social homes and generally
increased levels of aVordable housing in their area as a result of the Housing Pledge. In addition, it is
important to recognise that the sharp decline in housing market conditions has had a significant impact on
new housing supply in these areas resulting in a greater short term supply of sites with planning approval that
are available for future development. The focus has been switched to facilitating development of as many of
these sites as possible, primarily through the new RSL and Kickstart programmes.

(d) The letter says that planned funding for Arm’s-Length Management Organisations (ALMOs) will be
reduced by £150 million in 2010–11 to £609 million.

(vii) Why has funding for ALMOs been reduced by £150 million?

(viii) How will this cut be achieved, and which ALMOs will be most aVected?

A13 [d]: The Decent Homes Arms Length Management Organisation (ALMO) programme provides
supplementary funding to the Decent Homes programmes for local authorities who set up an ALMO, on
achievement of a two-star standard. The Government remains committed to completing the Decent Homes
programme in the long term and fully intends to build on the very significant achievements of the past few
years. However the current priority is to maintain and enhance the provision of new housing in the short
term whilst maintaining our long term commitment to decent homes.



Processed: 02-03-2010 02:00:32 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 441145 Unit: PAG1

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 45

£150 million of funding is therefore being deferred from the funding planned for Decent Homes 2010–11.
This will aVect those ALMOs that have not yet met the Audit Commission’s two star standard. ALMOs do
not receive any Decent Homes funding until they reach this standard. All those ALMOs with inspections
in the remainder of 2009–10, and in 2010–11, have been notified that funding is not likely to be available
until 2011–12 if they are successful and reach the two star standard. This potentially aVects 12 ALMOs, eight
of whom are in London. The HCA will be working closely with those ALMOs, and we have set up a joint
Task Force in London to support their progress.

This will not aVect those ALMOs we are already funding, although the HCA will be holding discussions
with a number of those on the programme to ensure their funding profiles are still appropriate as the complex
nature of the Decent Homes programme can result in programme delays and slippage.

(e) £75 million will be switched from the Private Sector Renewal budget in 2010–11.

(ix) What programmes was the Private Sector Renewal Budget to be applied to?

(x) How will the £75 million reduction in budget aVect the outcome of these programmes?

A13 [e]: The Private Sector Renewal programme seeks to increase the proportion of vulnerable
households living in decent homes in the private sector. Over £1billion has been made available to local
authorities through the Regional Housing pot over the period 2008–09 to 2010–11 to help improve housing
conditions for the most vulnerable in the private sector.

The Government focus is to continue to target the 1.4 million vulnerable private sector households (those
on income and disability related benefits who are least able to change their housing circumstances) living
in non decent homes. It is important to recognise that maintaining privately-owned homes is primarily the
responsibility of the owner. Nevertheless, local authorities have powers to assist vulnerable households
living in the very worst conditions. Since the 2002 Regulatory Reform Order, local authorities have had
increased discretion to develop their own approaches for improving housing conditions in the private sector.

It is therefore expected that local authorities will target the available resource to those most in need and
oVer homeowners a range of options to ensure that resources can be used more eYciently. The process for
determining individual local authority Private Sector Renewal allocations for 2010–11 through the Regional
Housing Pot will begin later in the autumn and oYcials will be writing out to the regions at this time.
Although the reduced level of funding will mean that fewer homes will be improved than originally
anticipated, the diverted money will support the provision of much needed aVordable housing.

Q14. The Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) has been set an eYciency target of 3% in operational
eYciency savings in 2009–10 and 2010–11 plus a requirement to find £183 million through eYcient and flexible
management of its housing and regeneration programmes.

(a) What has led the Department to believe that further eYciency gains can be realised from the HCA?

(b) How will the HCA achieve the more stringent 3% eYciency target?

A14 [a&b]: The HCA, as with all Arm’s Length Bodies, has a key role to play in delivering across the
Government’s eYciency agenda. It is right, therefore, for Government to set stretching but achievable
eYciency targets for HCA that recognise its increasingly eVective organisational and delivery model.

It was always anticipated that as part of its ongoing standard operating procedures, the HCA would work
to deliver eYciencies across all categories of operating expenditure. In some cases this has already resulted
in the ability to accommodate additional work streams, such as the Housing Stimulus Programme, with the
same core resources.

CLG business planning process for the next three years will involve the HCA making a further 3%
operational eYciency saving in each of the years. This will be achieved by a mixture of elements including
process improvement, collaborative procurement savings, applying government space standards to
accommodation changes, the consolidation of oYce space and subletting of surplus space, reduced travel
and subsistence costs and an in depth review of all operating costs to consider how those costs can be
reduced.

In addition to eYciencies arising from the merger of back oYce functions and other operational
eYciencies, it is anticipated that the main benefits arising from the creation of HCA will flow from the more
eVective delivery of housing and regeneration at the regional and sub-regional levels through improved and
more eVective frontline support from the HCA. The Department is already working closely with HCA to
further increase the eYciency and flexibility of its funding and delivery arrangements. The HCA is also
working to identify how these new flexibilities, once established, will allow it to secure new and innovative
funding models which will, in turn, drive value for money.

Since December 2008, the HCA has supported Government in the delivery of a range of interventions in
the housing market, including Kickstart, that would have been diYcult or impossible to achieve through
HCA’s predecessor bodies. In this, HCA has already demonstrated its ability to work more eVectively and
eYciently than its predecessor bodies. This, alongside its performance from creation to year end, has given
Government confidence in the HCA’s abilities to deliver.
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(c) Can the Department provide further detail of the “eYcient and flexible management” of housing and
regeneration programmes that will generate £183 million in eYciencies?

A14 [c]: From the beginning, one of the key reasons for creating the HCA, was to provide a more eYcient
and eVective organisation that would both identify synergies which would allow more streamlined delivery
and create the space for new programmes and initiatives within the existing budgetary envelope to be
developed. For example, a subsidiary benefit of adopting this approach has been our ability to develop the
Housing Pledge.

HCA programme eYciencies will be derived from a combination of eVective project management, bearing
down on grant rates, targeting investment in areas that produce the most cost eVective outputs and slippage
on a range of programmes. Furthermore, more widely, benefits are likely to flow from HCA’s ability to
achieve economies of scale, to utilise a wider skills base across the whole spectrum of its activities, and the
application of commercial logic from HCA’s predecessor bodies (English Partnerships and the Housing
Corporation) into HCA’s wider programmes.

Q15: On page 67 of the Departmental Report the Department discusses the recent independent review of the
private rented sector (the Rugg review). What progress has been made in implementing the recommendations
made by the review since the publication of the Government’s response to it in May?

A15: The Government response to the independent review of the private rented sector, published for
consultation in May 2009, set out a comprehensive package of measures designed to support the important
role that the private rented sector performs, while delivering against the key objectives of greater
professionalism, enhanced consumer protection and improved stock condition. The response presented
detailed questions on how these measures might be implemented. The further engagement of key
stakeholders was secured through a series of “Task and Finish” groups focusing on the key aspects of the
consultation.

We have now received the results of the consultation which are being developed into proposals that will
be put to Ministers with a view to announcing the outcome before the end of the year.

Q16: The Department reports that for the 2007–13 ERDF Programmes, changes in the exchange rate mean
that an additional £144 million will be available to these programmes over 2009–10 for project activity, even
though the Euro value of the programmes remains the same (para 5.34). What measures does the Department
have in place in case future exchange rate movements reduce the anticipated additional money available in
2009–10?

A16: The European Commission fixes the overall value of the ERDF Programmes together with their
annual minimum spending targets in Euros. However, Regional Development Agencies (RDAs), who
manage the programmes in England, contract for project activity in Pound Sterling which protects grant
recipients from exchange rate movements and gives them welcome security of funding.

RDAs monitor their ERDF spend and commitments carefully to ensure that any changes in exchange rate
between Euro and Sterling do not result in an over spend against the programme allocation. RDAs report to
the Department on a monthly basis the progress they are making against their spend target. Should future
exchange rate movements reduce the anticipated additional money, RDAs can control the flow of projects
in the pipeline to stay within the spending target. Even if RDAs’ contractual commitments exceed the spend
target for 2009–10 they will be able to adjust any overspend against future commitments as the programmes
have until the end of 2015 to spend the overall programme allocations.

Based on H M Treasury’s exchange rates for forward planning purposes the overall value of 2007–13
ERDF programmes in sterling has gone up from £2.24 billion in December 2007 to £2.973 billion now. Since
exchange rates can move in either direction the Department has been prudent in limiting the revaluation of
the programmes in sterling to the budget allocations for 2009 and 2010 only.

Q17: This indicator covers overall employment rate amongst the working age population at neighbourhood
level in deprived areas, and success will be demonstrated by narrowing the gap within WNF authorities
compared to the rest of England. Latest data show no progress has been made, with the gap remaining 19.8%.
How does the Department intend to reduce this gap?

A17: We are very aware of the risk to DSO indicator 3.7 and worklessness and skills are a priority for
this Department—as they are for the rest of Government at the moment.

Deprived neighbourhoods—by their very nature—are especially vulnerable to the macro-economic
pressures that the current recession is causing. The areas where we are seeing the highest percentage rise in
unemployment are those same areas that have long struggled with their industrial legacies and that were hit
particularly hard by the last recession.

The funding Government has concentrated on these areas in the last decade recognises these
vulnerabilities and the very decision to concentrate Working Neighbourhoods Fund funding here
demonstrates an understanding and acknowledgement of the challenges they face. While analysis of benefit
claimant data suggests that the most deprived areas are seeing particularly high job losses, this does need to
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be considered in the context of a sudden and far reaching global economic slow down. The gap between the
worst performing areas and the rest is no wider than it was in 2004 and we are still a long way from the
disparities we saw in 2000.

This does not mean that we are complacent about the problem. We have provided, and will continue to
provide—extra support to councils that are experiencing the highest rises in unemployment. We have taken
on the recommendations from the Houghton Report on worklessness—which highlights the vital role local
government have to play in tackling the downturn and the eVectiveness of locally tailored schemes. These
arguments have also been more recently rehearsed in the Audit Commission report “When it comes to the
crunch” and we are increasing funding to local authorities to build capacity in tackling worklessness and
increasing freedoms and flexibilities at the local level to ensure that local areas can respond quickly and
eVectively to the specific problems they face. This work complements and supports the decision to provide
Working Neighbourhood Fund and Local Enterprise Growth Incentive funding through the area based
grant—neither is ring-fenced, allowing local partners a unique opportunity to respond innovatively, flexibly
and quickly.

Support that has been put in place to tackle unemployment in our most deprived neighbourhoods and
respond to the downturn includes:

— One third of the 150,000 Future Jobs Fund (FJF) jobs will be focused on areas that have
traditionally struggled with high unemployment. The FJF—launched earlier this year—is targeted
towards helping young unemployed and others facing disadvantage in the labour market. The first
successful bids to this fund were announced in July already promising 47,000 additional jobs across
the country. Local authorities have played a vital role leading and coordinating successful bids and
will continue to do so.

— We are providing £3 million to the Regional Improvement and EYciency Partnerships to work with
local authorities and their partners to support the delivery of improved employment outcomes
locally.

— We are taking legislation through Parliament which, subject to passage of the legislation, the
provisions of which will require local authorities to strengthen their evidence base and strategic
approach by developing worklessness assessments (as part of the local economic assessment duty).

— We are working with local authorities on Work and Skills Plans and a National Worklessness
Forum to ensure that best practice is developed and shared eVectively and quickly.

Q18: The baseline for this indicator at 2007–08 is 75%. The latest data shows no statistically significant
movement from the baseline, with the measure currently at 77% (para 6.31). The Department, however, is
recording this as improvement against the indicator (page 187), whereas it does not count the two other
indicators that show no statistically significant improvements (DSO 4.2 (para. 6.28) and DSO 4.5 (para.
6.35)). Why has the Department assessed this indicator as an “improvement”?

A18: The “Progress against DSO 4 indicators” box on page 120 of the Annual Report describes the
targets for DSO 4 indicators. For indicators 4.1 and 4.3 the target is for no statistically significant decrease
from the baseline. Citizenship Survey data for April to December 2008 showed no statistically significant
movement from the baseline for these indicators, thus currently meeting the target of no significant decrease.
In contrast, the target for indicator 4.2 is a statistically significant increase and for indicator 4.5 it is a
statistically significant decrease. These indicators are currently not being met, as April to December 2008
data showed no statistically significant movement from the baseline.

Q19: The DSO is that annual housing provision in Regional Spatial Strategies (RSSs) should reflect the target
of 240,000 new homes a year by 2016, and the target was for seven out of eight RSSs to be in place by the end
of 2008–09. This has not been achieved, as only five full revisions of RSSs were completed. Why was this target
was missed, and what impact has this miss had on annual housing provision in RSSs?

A19: The target for DSO indicator 5.1 was missed because the RSSs for the South East and the South
West were not published by the March 2009 target date as expected. The South East RSS was subsequently
published in May 2009. The South West RSS will be delayed for some months because further work is
required on the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) which includes the requirements of the European Strategic
Environmental Assessment Directive. A legal judgement on the East of England RSS in the High Court in
May this year found against the government on some aspects of compliance with the SEA Directive.
Following this judgement we have decided that further work needs to be done on the SA of the South West
RSS prior to its publication.

This delay to the publication of the South East and South West RSSs is not expected to aVect the aim of
having overall targets of 240,000 homes pa in Regional Strategies by 2016. The only other outstanding RSS
is the Phase (2) West Midlands RSS which has just finished its examination in public and its final publication
is planned for 2010. The Phase (1) West Midlands RSS was published in January 2008.

The production of RSS (in future Regional Strategies) is an open-ended process; as these plans are subject
to further rounds of revision. When the current round of RSS revisions started in 2004 the total number of
houses contained in the plans was 150,000 pa, this figure has subsequently risen to 210,000 pa and future
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rounds of revisions will aim to achieve 240,000 pa in Regional Strategies by 2016. Eight out of the nine
Regional Planning Bodies are preparing project plans or already bringing forward the further revision of
their RSSs and the London Plan.

Q20: The Autumn Performance Report 2008 suggested that this indicator, which is that 90% of local planning
authorities will have identified a five-year supply of ready-to-develop housing sites by 1 April 2010, had already
been met, and that the Department was checking the data. The Departmental report states that research on
local authority data made it clear that many had not taken the delivery of housing sites fully into account and
the Department has now issued best practice guidance to authorities. Local authorities will provide revised data
by July 2009.

(a) How did this problem with the data arise?

(b) What is the current situation with regards to revising the data?

A20: For DSO indicator 5.3, we reported in the 2008 Autumn Performance Report that 90% of local
authorities had identified a five year supply of ready-to-develop housing sites. This figure was based on local
authority returns, provided in April 2008, about their housing land position for 1 April 2007 to 31 March
2012. However, there were risks over the integrity of this figure; first because policies within Planning Policy
Statement 3: Housing had not fully bedded in and; second in the light of additional diYculties local
authorities experienced in assessing the deliverability of sites due to the economic downturn.

We assessed the extent of this risk by checking a sample of the data provided and are implementing a range
of mitigating measures that recognise the diYculties being faced by local authorities and developers alike.
This includes publishing best practice guidance and refiguring the Housing and Planning Delivery Grant in
year 2 and year 3.

The land supply data was updated in April 2009. This data shows that 86% of local authorities report they
have identified a five year supply of ready-to-develop housing sites. We are again managing the risk regarding
the accuracy of this figure by carrying out a further sample of checks and we will publish additional best
practice guidance to support local authorities. In year 3 we intend to carry out comprehensive checks of the
data provided by local authorities and we have reserved the right to withhold money from local authorities.

Q21: Both the Killian/Pretty review of planning permissions and the NAO have recommended that this target,
which is that 80% of all major applications nationally be processed within 13 weeks, should be changed because
the 13 weeks only represents a small part of the overall planning progress and it ran the risk of distorting
behaviour. The Department reports that it accepts the need to revise the target and aims to have a new approach
in place from April 2011. Does the Department plans to continue monitoring the existing target until the new
approach is in place, and if so how will it ensure that behaviour is not distorted by retaining the existing target?

A21: The Department plans to continue to monitor the existing 13 week target for DSO indicator 5.4
because timeliness remains important. The Department is working on the development of a new indicator
which is likely to be composite in nature and will retain an element of timeliness. There has been a large
increase over time in the percentage of major applications that are dealt with within 13 weeks; currently this
improvement has levelled oV at 70%. Planning Delivery Grant is no longer used as an incentive to perform
against this target. The bottom performing 10–20 local authorities against this indicator will be oVered
support by the Planning Advisory Service to improve their services.

Q22: The target is to reduce the overall percentage of planning applications that are subject to appeal by the
end of the CSR period, but latest data indicate that in fact the situation is getting worse.

(a) What the reasons are for this upward trend in planning applications that are subject to appeal?

A22 [a]: For DSO indicator 5.6, we believe that the apparent modest increase in the proportion of
planning applications subject to appeal earlier this year was due to the time taken for planning applications
to work their way through to appeal, given the six month period in which applicants are able to appeal a
planning decision, during a period when the number of planning applications is falling. Consequently, a
decline in planning application numbers could take up to six months to impact upon appeal numbers, and
to distort the picture around the proportion of applications subject to appeal during this period. The latest
data indicates that appeal numbers appear to be reducing. We currently expect to determine around 18,000
in 2009–10 compared to over 20,000 in 2008–09.

(b) What is the Department doing to redress the situation?

A22 [b]: Since 2004 we have taken a number of initiatives to improve and manage the appeals process as
well as to reduce the number of appeals. Key initiatives have been:

— The householder development consent review to reduce the number of minor planning applications
on domestic dwellings and thereby reduce appeal numbers.

— The introduction of the Householder Appeal Service to fast track domestic appeals and deal with
them more proportionately, therefore releasing LPA and Planning Inspectorate resources for more
complex appeals.
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— A range of measures through the Planning Act 2008 to provide an improved service to appellants
and deliver eYciencies, such as enabling the Planning Inspectorate to determine the appeal method
to ensure that the most appropriate procedure is used for each case, and changing the nature and
content of appeal documents which is delivering process savings and reducing complexity.

In addition, through the programme of actions to be taken forward through the Killian Pretty
Recommendations, we are taking action to further reduce the number of small scale proposals that need
planning permission (by increasing permitted development rights) and strengthen the process of engagement
at the pre application stage.

Q23: The NAO noted that the indicators selected for DSO 5 involved “no explicit consideration of the
infrastructure delivery, economic development and climate change referred to in the DSO beyond the extent to
which these may be addressed within individual authorities’ planning activities” (para 7.45). Does the
Department have any plans to address this point, and if not, why not?

A23: We do not have plans to include indicators in this DSO that directly address the outcomes in respect
of infrastructure delivery, economic development and climate change because these are captured in other
targets and indicators in the suite of PSAs and DSOs across Government (for example PSA 2 on regional
economic development and PSA 27 on climate change). In addition while planning is an important lever in
achieving these outcomes other factors tend to be more important which is why these indicators are best
addressed in the relevant PSA or DSO where all these issues (including planning) can be considered.

Q24: What progress has been made with the risk assessment and development of written procedures in relation
to indicator 5.2 referred to in paragraph 7.47?

A24: Significant progress has been made on both the risk assessment and the development of written
procedures. A set of risk assessment criteria have been drawn up and a workshop involving oYcials from
CLG, Government OYces, and PINS is being planned shortly to discuss these, which will inform the final
risk assessment. The text below sets out the written procedures for DSO 5.2 using LDF database information
supplied by local authorities to Government OYces as the source data.

DSO 5.2 is: “Local Planning Authorities to have adopted the necessary Development Plan
Documents, in accordance with milestones set out in their Local Development Schemes to bring
forward suYcient developable land for housing in line with PPS3”.

The target for measurement of delivery is that: “By March 2011, 80% of all Local Planning
Authorities’ necessary Development Plan Documents to be adopted in accordance with their
agreed Local Dvelopment Scheme”.

Defining and identifying “Necessary” DPDs

Necessary Local Authority DPDs were defined1 as those DPDs that, at March 2008, were
scheduled in local authority Local Development Schemes (LDS) and met the following criteria:

— The DPD was a Core Strategy (not including county waste, minerals or waste & minerals
core strategies).

— The DPD was not a core strategy but was a housing priority through delivering 2,000 or
more houses.

— For both 1 or 2 above, the DPD was currently in preparation (eg not withdrawn).

— For both 1 and 2 above, the LDS date for adoption was on or before 31 March 2011.

It should be noted that since March 2008 several DSO 5.2 DPDs are no longer being taken forward at
the discretion of local authorities. This may be a result of local government reorganisation or a decision to
produce a joint strategy (eg Newcastle upon Tyne and Gateshead local authorities are now preparing a joint
Core Strategy).

Q25: The Department reports that it has concluded that there is a continuing need to drive Fire and Rescue
Service (FRS) procurement eYciency at a national level and that a national procurement body represents the
best way to deliver fire-specific procurement (para 8.25). A revised National Procurement Strategy for the FRS
is due to be published in the summer of 2009.

(a) When will the revised National Procurement Strategy be adopted?

A25 [a]: The National Procurement Strategy for the Fire and Rescue Service 2009–12 was published and
came into eVect on 7 August 2009.

(b) How does the Department plan to monitor whether national procurement eYciency is improving?

A25 [b]: CLG monitors procurement eYciency in the FRS delivered through the take-up of national
contracts let by the national procurement body for the FRS. These are reported annually to individual fire
and rescue authorities (FRAs) and are monitored collectively by CLG as a key performance measure of the
national body. In addition, FRAs report individually on eYciency targets and better procurement forms part
of this.
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The Operational EYciency Programme (OEP) has set collaborative procurement targets for central
government and the wider public sector. The target for the FRS, as part of the wider public sector, is that
by March 2011 50% of spend should be channelled through professional buying organisations (PBOs) or
other collaborative channels. The Department will be establishing monitoring arrangements and reporting
regularly to the OYce of Government Commerce. It is also working with the FRS to establish a common
basis for the recording and categorisation of expenditure. This is in line with OEP recommendations and
will help to identify future opportunities for collaborative procurement and eYciency savings.

Q26: The Department reports that Fire and Rescue Authorities delivered eYciency savings for 2008–09
totalling approximately £35 million (paras 8.27, and 9.9 to 9.11).

(a) How have these eYciency savings been achieved?

A26 [a]: The eYciency target for the FRS (England) is £110 million of net cash-releasing savings by the
end of CSR07. On the basis of individual reports, fire and rescue authorities (FRAs) forecast that they would
save approximately £35 million eYciency savings in 2008–09 as set out in paragraphs 8.27 and 9.9 to 9.11
of the Annual Report. They succeeded in delivering approximately £39 million in 2008–09. EYciencies are
defined as achieving the same level of service with fewer resources or increasing the level of service with the
same resources.

A significant proportion of eYciency savings have been achieved through the revision of shift patterns/
crewing arrangements and an increasingly risk-based approach to the deployment of resources. Savings have
also been achieved as a result of the FRS proactively working to reduce sickness levels and ill-health
retirements, collaborative working, better procurement and increased eYciency in the delivery of HR and
corporate services.

(b) How did the Department validate the reported total before it was publicised on Council Tax bills?

A26 [b]: A robust procedure is in place to ensure that reported eYciency savings are accurate prior to
publication on council tax bills. CLG systematically analyses the data to ensure they are consistent with
previously reported figures and are in line with the Departmental Annual EYciency Statement (AES)
guidance. Any anomalies are challenged and an FRA will be invited by CLG to amend its AES where
relevant prior to publication of the FRA’s total on the council tax bill. CLG’s internal audit team provide
a further check and assurance that the data analysis process is robust.

In addition to the Department’s validation process, the Audit Commission considers FRAs’ AESs as part
of the work supporting their value for money judgements and will, by exception, report on whether they
consider the methods and approaches used by an FRA in calculating and assessing their AES are
appropriate.

Q27: Success for this indicator will be shown by “continued reductions” in the numbers of primary fires,
fatalities and injuries. In the Departmental Report, 2007–08 data have been compared to the 2006–07 baseline.
Both the number of primary fires and the number of non-fatal casualties declined, but there were more fatalities
from primary fires.

(a) How does the Department define “continued reductions”?

A27 [a]: For DSO indicator 6.1, although the Department monitors trends for the Annual Report on the
basis of available annual data, “continued reductions” means an overall downward trend over the CSR07
period as a whole (see answer below).

(b) Does the increase in fatalities from primary fires in one year mean that this target cannot now be achieved?

A27 [b]: The data in the Department’s 2009 Annual Report, showing a 1% increase in the number of fire
deaths in 2007–08 compared with 2006–07, were provisional. Revised 2007–08 data will be included in the
Fire Statistics Monitor, UK Quarter 4 2008 publication on 25 September. We will update the Committee at
this point. The revised figures will take into account cross-checking of reported fire deaths against coroner’s
court, death certificate records. This process normally identifies a net reduction in the provisional number
of fire deaths, due to fatalities which were later found by the coroner not in fact to have been caused by fire.

CLG continues to work with a range of organisations to support the delivery of the target. This includes:
the “Fire Kills” media campaign and a range of targeted and tactical activity to maintain awareness of fire
prevention measures, particularly among those most vulnerable to fire; supporting the work of the Arson
Control Forum; and by working with the FRS to deliver support to their business communities to ensure
they comply with the Fire Safety Order.
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Q28: This target is for the delivery of a co-ordinated Fire and Resilience Programme, and the Department says
that success will be demonstrated by achieving planned milestones and deliverables for New Dimension,
FiReControl and Firelink projects. The Department has not reported this indicator as showing improvement,
yet the narrative states that progress has been made against these projects. Can the Department clarify how it
is defining “improvement” for this indicator?

A28: The common success criteria adopted for DSO indicators based on project milestones would require
all the milestones to have been met for DSO indicator 6.4 to show improvement. Two of the eight targets
had not been met by the March 2009 milestone: transfer of New Dimension assets to FRSs; and Firelink
Phase A—Network infrastructure completed in nine regions. The remaining three targets for New
Dimension were met, as were both targets for FiReControl and a second target for Firelink. We now expect
FRAs to sign up to the transfer of New Dimension assets by the end of December and that the actual transfer
will take place early in 2010. Firelink Phase A was completed in June 2009.

Q29: The NAO noted that the indicators selected for DSO 6:

— “do not consider the ‘other agencies’ referred to in the DSO except to the extent that these agencies
may be involved in the fire and resilience programme referred to indicator 4”; and

— “focus exclusively on emergencies to which the Fire and Rescue Service would respond, rather than
other types of emergency (such as medical emergencies) that may also impact on community safety”
(para 8.41). Does the Department have any plans to address these points, and if not, why not?

A29: The objective of DSO6 is to ensure the delivery of the necessary capability for the FRS to work
eVectively, to prevent and respond to emergencies, including working with other agencies. These other
agencies have targets within other PSA/DSOs against which their performance is assessed in delivering, for
example, other aspects of community safety.

The performance of public service bodies in working together to meet the needs and priorities of local
communities will receive a new level of scrutiny through Comprehensive Area Assessment. When the first
outcomes from this process are published in December, it may be appropriate or necessary, in the light of
its conclusions, to re-consider current DSO Indicator 6.3.

Q30: The total value for money savings identified by the Department is only equal to the target of £887 million,
so there appears to be no contingency in case one of the strands fails to deliver the expected savings. The risk
of this policy is shown by the impact of the downturn in the housing market on progress on delivering aVordable
housing (para 9.8).

(a) Does the Department still expect to deliver value for money savings totalling £887 million by 2010–11?

A30 [a]: The Department is committed to achieving the maximum vfm savings that are possible. It is clear
that the target to achieve £887 million vfm savings by March 2011 is challenging due to the downturn in the
housing market. It is apparent that some planned eYciency gains to be delivered by Registered Social
Landlords surpluses from sales of low cost home ownership and developer contributions via Section 106
(S106) agreements will not now materialise. As a consequence, we are currently undertaking analysis to
determine what new AVordable Housing vfm savings are achievable in current market conditions against
our £734 million target. In the mean time, our departmental target of £887 million by 2010–11 remains
unchanged.

(b) From which sources does the Department expect to make up any shortfall caused by the downturn in the
housing market on the target of £734 million value for money gains from new aVordable housing supply?

A30 [b]: The Department is currently undertaking analysis to determine the level of AVordable Housing
vfm savings that are likely to be achievable in current market conditions and for the remaining period of
CSR07. The conclusion of this analysis will indicate whether there will be a shortfall in expected vfm savings
against our overall £887 million vfm savings target. When the analysis has been completed the Department
will discuss with Treasury how it should respond.

Q31: The Department has identified additional value for money savings worth £100 million, which is the
Department’s share of £5 billion additional savings announced in the 2008 Pre-Budget Report. Details of three
sources from which the Department plans to deliver this are provided in HM Government, 2009 Value for
Money update (April 2009). As with the original value for money target, the Department appears to have only
identified further savings which total the £100 million target. What contingencies does the Department have in
place should the three identified sources of value for money savings not deliver the expected £100 million?

A31: The Department is confident of achieving the £100 million of vfm savings by 2011 to contribute to
the additional £5 billion savings across Government that were announced in the PBR. EVective financial
controls will ensure cash-releasing savings are achieved. The Department is continuously seeking new ways
to deliver policies and programmes more eYciently and to ensure that every pound is spent wisely. As
circumstances change, our plans to achieve eYciency evolve. In this way the Department aims to achieve
the maximum vfm savings that are possible.
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Q32: According to Core table 6 (DAR Annex C, p.217) the Department’s permanent staV numbers increased
from 1,942 on 31 March 2008 to 2,148 on 31 March 2009, an increase of 11%. The Department plans to reduce
staV numbers to 2,041 in 2009–10, based on a 5% reduction target set by Cabinet OYce.

(a) Why did staV numbers increase by so many in 2008–09?

(b) Where are the staV cuts in 2009–10 going to be made, how they will be achieved, and what eVect this will
have on the work of the Department?

An answer to this question will follow.

Q33: Three of the SR04 PSA targets have been subsumed into CSR07 PSA or DSO indicators, so the
Department is no longer reporting on them as part of the SR04 PSA target set. This means that there will be
only a partial final assessment of the SR04PSA target set. Why does the Department not intend to report fully
on its final performance against all its SR04 PSA target set?

A33: Of the three SR04 PSA targets, SR04 PSA 2 is subsumed into the CSR07 PSA 7 on which the
Department for Business Innovation and Skills now leads and which was covered in their Departmental
Annual report. SR04 PSA 3 on fire continues to be reported on through DSO indicators 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3
whilst SR04 PSA 7 is reported on through DSO indicators 2.7 and 2.8. This reporting will include final SR04
assessments against indicators where and when appropriate; however the Committee will already be aware
that changes in the way decent homes in the social sector are measured will mean we are unable to report a
final position on this indicator in relation to the SR04 PSA 7 target.

Q34: The NAO reported that it has validated the data systems underpinning the Department’s reporting of its
performance against the CSR07 PSAs (NAO, para 1.13, p.10). It found that the systems underpinning PSA
21 were broadly fit for purpose, but that those for PSA 20 were broadly appropriate but did need some
strengthening. How has the Department strengthened the data systems underpinning PSA 20 in response to the
NAO’s findings?

A34: Indicator 1—Number of net additional homes provided

The NAO observed that there are no formal written procedures for some aspects of the process of
calculating the indicator, such as the imputation of figures where a local authority has not provided housing
flows return data to its regional assembly, and that the Department has not sought to verify the quality
controls operated by regional assemblies. On the former point, returns to regional assemblies tend to have
a 100% response rate in practice, and instructions on validating and imputing data on the housing flows
return are now in place. On the latter point, the Department is in discussions with the regional monitoring
oYcers responsible for the “joint returns” on the best way to verify quality control procedures and put in
place a formal revisions policy.

Indicator 3—Number of aVordable homes delivered (gross)

The HCA system which provides most of the data for the indicator is used in the calculation and payment
of grant and therefore strong documented procedures exist to ensure the accuracy and reliability of this
information. Validation of this data takes place at the bidding, delivery and completion stages of a project.
The final validation is the Compliance Audit, where a random sample of completed schemes is checked to
ensure reporting accuracy. The NAO also has responsibility for auditing the HCA and this process includes
a sample check on their systems and the robustness of the Compliance Audit.

Information from local authorities on aVordable housing is supplied through P2 (Housebuilding returns)
and the Housing Strategy Statistical Appendix. There are on-line validation checks that are performed prior
to data submission and records of these checks, failures and bypasses are maintained.

Furthermore, CLG undertake additional validation checks on the data to identify outliers and
implausible data items and these are verified with local authorities. These processes have recently been
reviewed for the latest returns.

Indicator 6—Local planning authorities to have adopted the necessary Development Plan Documents in
accordance with their Local Development Schemes, to bring forward developable land for housing in line with
PPS 3

Following discussions with HMT, discrepancies between the two indicators have now been resolved. The
wording of Indicator 2 of DSO 5 has been agreed as the common measurement for DSO 5.2 and PSA20
Indicator 6. The Department has amended the PSA 20 Delivery Agreement to reflect this and is taking steps
to ensure that necessary Development Plan Documents are defined in the PSA 20 measurement annex.

A risk assessment is in progress, the department has committed to a workshop with Government OYces
to look at database risks.

Written procedures setting out how the indicator is calculated have been produced. The department is
taking steps to conduct an independent review within the department to ensure that the calculation of
performance against the indicator has been undertaken accurately.

The Department will ensure that “necessary development document” is clearly defined in future
performance reports.
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The NAO also noted that the data systems for Indicator 5 (energy eYciency for new homes) had yet to be
fully established. Have these now been established and has the Department had any feedback from the NAO
as to whether these are appropriate and fit for purpose?

The baseline for this indicator has now been set and work is underway to develop a trajectory.

Q35: Can the Department provide the Committee with information relating to the following questions arising
from the Resource Accounts:

(a) As part of the explanation (page 13) given for the under-spend of £48.2 million for Central Administration,
the Department has stated that £31 million of this was due to the cost of capital credit. The accounts go on to
say that “this is very diYcult to forecast accurately as the amount depends upon the final credit balance in the
accounts, over which we have no control”. Why do you have no control over the final credit balance? Are you
not able to forecast accurately what this is likely to be?

A35[a]: Year-end payment arrangements with hundreds of local authorities create volatile large scale
working capital fluctuations between asset and liability balances (for moneys held and owed before
payment) which can give CLG this cost of capital credit. The bulk of the credit relates to programme
working capital but as it is a notional charge/credit and not available to spend elsewhere, it is credited to the
administration budget for simplicity. This situation will end in 2010-11 when the cost of capital charge is
abolished.

(b) Could you please provide the Committee with an explanation for the following movements:

(i) income from £3,206 million in 2007–08 to £1,566 million in 2008–09;

(ii) other debtors from £439.2 million in 2007–08 to £93.5 million in 2008–9;

(iii) accruals and deferred income from £1,556.4 million in 2007–08 to £530.8 million in 2008–09;

(iv) early retirement and pension costs provision from £21.8 million in 2007–08 to £32.2 million in
2008–09.

A35[b] (i) £1,047 million of this diVerence is attributable to Recovery of Grants, and specifically the
replacement of Local Area Agreements with Area Based Grants, which have a diVerent accounting
treatment. There is a matching reduction in grant payments (Note 10). £144 million is attributable to the
reduced activity on the 2000–06 ERDF programme which is now being wound up. £340 million is
attributable to a reduction in Pooled Housing Capital Receipts arising from reduced local authority housing
sales receipts because of the recession which was oVset in part because the Housing Revenue Account
Subsidy moved into surplus nationally in 2008–09. The remaining £109 million diVerence is due to normal
fluctuations across a range of programmes.

(ii) In 2007–08 revised arrangements were introduced for payments and receipts of National Non-
Domestic Rates (NNDR). This resulted in an increase in other debtors in the 2007–08 accounts of about
£410 million in comparison to 2006–07 and a matching increase in creditors. The accounting treatment has
been revised in 2008–09 to eliminate these matching balances. The balance on other debtors is now closer
to that reported in 2006–07.

(iii) The 2007–08 balance included a large accrual (£755 million) for overhanging debt relating to housing
transfers. No such accrual was required in 2008–09, and with the addition of the NNDR change mentioned
above the balance on accruals and deferred income has returned to a level closer to that reported in 2006–07.

(iv) The £10.4 million increase in early retirement and pensions provision in 2008–09 in comparison to
2007–08 is due to the £12 million cost for early releases arising from restructuring in Government OYces.
The net increase is reduced to £10.4 million because of release of prior years’ provision.

(c) Could you please confirm why the following were not included in the Contingent Liabilities note in the
2008–09 Resource Accounts when they were in the 2007–08 Resource Accounts and the Contingent Liabilities
section of the 2009–10 Main Estimate Memorandum:

(i) The two local authorities (Corby and Slough) who had launched legal action against the
Department for underpayment of the Local Authority Business Growth Incentive Scheme grant.

(ii) Liability to pay grant in future years relating to annual gap- funding agreements for negative value
transfers of council housing stocks.

A35[c]: The diVerences between the Contingent Liabilities reported in the Main Estimate Memorandum
and those reported in the Resource Accounts are partly due to timing diVerences and partly due to the
diVerent boundaries covering the Estimate and the Accounts. The CLG Estimate covers the CLG budgeting
boundary that includes all of its Arms Length Bodies. The CLG Resource Accounts boundary includes only
the central Department, one Agency (The Planning Inspectorate), the Government OYces and small
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tribunal and advisory panel bodies. The timing diVerences arise because the Estimate Memorandum is
produced more than a month before the Accounts so misses later information that is included in the final
phase of Accounts production. The Resource Accounts should therefore be taken as the definitive disclosure
of contingent liabilities for bodies within the resource accounting boundary as at the end of March 2009.
The Department’s ongoing reviews of its procedures for preparing the Estimates Memorandum ensure that
the most up to date information is included.

Specifically

(i) By the year end the outstanding legal actions had been settled or withdrawn thereby removing the
contingent liability.

(ii) The GAP Funding Programme was run by CLG until 1 December 2008 when it was transferred
to the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA, which publishes its own Resource Accounts). No
direct liabilities remained with the department at the year end and so there was no contingent
liability to disclose in the CLG Resource Accounts. The CLG Estimate covers the wider
departmental budgeting group (including its Arms Length Bodies such as the HCA) so it was
appropriate to disclose this contingent liability in the Memorandum.

Q36: The Estimate Memorandum shows that the Contingent Liabilities in respect of the European Regional
Development Programme (ERDF) for 2009–10 is £88.9 million. This is a fall of £126.2 million from the figure
reported in the 2008–09 Resource Accounts, but no reason for the reduction has been given. Why has there been
a reduction in the ERDF Contingent Liabilities?

A36: As mentioned above this arises from a timing diVerence between the date the Estimate
Memorandum was prepared and when the Resource Accounts were finalised. During this period the ERDF
Contingent Liabilities were reviewed in depth and additional amounts disclosed. Details are given in Note
29 to the Accounts—the disclosure at 29.10 was not recognised at the time the Estimate Memorandum was
prepared.

Annex A

Annex A consists of the following Department Strategic Objectives and can be found at CLG’s website:
http://www.communities.gov.uk/corporate/publications/

DSO 1—To support local government that empowers individuals and communities and delivers high
quality services eYciently.

DSO 2—To improve the supply, environmental performance and quality of housing that is more
responsive to the needs of individuals, communities and the economy.

DSO 3—To build prosperous communities by improving the economic performance of cities, sub-regions
and local areas, promoting regeneration and tackling deprivation.

DSO 4—To develop communities that are cohesive, active and resilient to extremism.

DSO 5—To provide a more eYcient, eVective and transparent planning system that supports and
facilitates sustainable development, including the Government’s objectives in relation to housing growth,
infrastructure delivery, economic development and climate change.

Annex B

EXAMPLES OF THE TYPE OF WORK UNDERTAKEN BY RIEPs TO HELP LOCAL
AUTHORITIES ACHIEVE EFFICIENCIES

RIEP Examples of projects pursued by the RIEP

Capital Ambition — A new Out of Hours call centre framework, oVering an average
(London IEP) saving of £100k per authority that takes part and projecting savings

over four years of up to £6 million (dependent on take up).
— The London Public Service Network oVers aggregated connections

to central government (Government Connect) and the NHS, joint
software applications, disaster recovery and a jointly procured data
centre service. All boroughs will be connected by December 2009 and
projected savings are £12 million over four years.

— An ICT e-auction run jointly with OGC secured £2 million savings
for the 15 London boroughs that were involved.

Improvement East — The regional procurement hub aims to maximise the purchasing
(East IEP) power of authorities and support them to secure eYciency savings. A

regional network of procurement oYcers has been created to bring
about collaboration and assist in shaping further developments.
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RIEP Examples of projects pursued by the RIEP

— The RIEP has teamed up with a provider to oVer all authorities in
the region an overpayments recovery service for which the provider
takes a small percentage of the overpayments recovered. East
Midlands IEP o The Midlands Highways Alliance is a partnership of
10 highway authorities and the Highways Agency, funded and
supported by the RIEP. The Alliance has so far delivered savings of
£1.5 million for the authorities involved in CSR07 with projected
further savings of up to £22 million over five years.

— Other projects underway include the East Midlands Property
Alliance which is projecting £15 million savings for local authorities
over five years, and action on shaping the homecare market in social
care, which projects £10 million savings over five years.

North East IEP — £100 million eYciencies are projected by the end of CSR07 from the
Collaborative Procurement Programme, which includes a range of
projects to support collaborative work between local authorities and
their partners to maximise the benefits of economies of scale and to
ensure sustainability. Examples of projects underway include
collaborative category management and provision of supply and
demand information for authorities.

— Other programmes include a consortium for purchasing specialist
provision for autism, and the development of a range of waste and
construction initiatives.

North West IEP — A regional procurement portal has been set up with the aim of
advertising all public procurement opportunities worth more than
£50k; Third Sector partners and chambers of commerce in the region
are engaged in this work.

— Other projects include the North West Construction Hub and the
Excellence in Business Process Improvement programme, which has
trained over 230 individuals in business process improvement
techniques.

— A business transformation project for social care has been identified,
which will look at transforming financial assessment processes, and is
targeting savings of £1 million per authority.

Improvement and EYciency — Cashable savings of approximately £7 million have been delivered in
West Midlands 2008–09 from the smarter procurement programme via 14

successfully completed e-Auctions, the regional procurement hub,
and collaborative category management.

— The West Midlands Procurement Hub oVers a one stop shop facility
with ready access to over 270 best deals (contracts and frameworks)
with the number growing on a monthly basis. Local authority
employees can find live contracts, standard procurement documents,
and information on events and training run by the RIEP to build
procurement skills.

Improvement and EYciency — The Care Funding Calculator is a costing tool developed by the
South East RIEP and now being used by the East Midlands, West Midlands and

South West RIEPs. The tool is used by local authorities and PCTs to
manage the costs of residential care and supported living for adults
with learning diYculties. It is also being used successfully in other
adult care services such as mental health, physical disabilities and
sensory impairment. Together with the Home Placements costing
model, £4.5 million gross cashable savings have been secured from a
RIEP investment of £400,000 to date.

— Further eYciency projects include extensive procurement and
construction work (which the South East RIEP leads on nationally)
and a range of business transformation and shared services projects
across single- and two-tier areas.

South West RIEP — Social care eYciency projects have seen £4 million savings to date
from rolling out the Care Funding Calculator costing model (see
above). A further 90% of authorities’ £70 million out-of-area
placement spend is now covered by RIEP-supported frameworks.

— A construction framework for the region went live in August 2009
and the region’s procurement capacity programme has supported 10
local authority-led projects projecting £12 million cashable savings
over five years. A regional contract and opportunities portal for
procurement is also in place.
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RIEP Examples of projects pursued by the RIEP

YoHr Space — The supplier contract management system has delivered £321,000
(Yorkshire and Humber IEP) savings for authorities in CSR07 to date (with projected savings of

five times this amount over the next five years).
— The “EYciency through collaborative and category procurement

programme” has delivered £5.8 million savings since 2004–05, with a
total projected saving of £70 million expected from procurement
during CSR07.

— Yorbuild has delivered £178,000 eYciencies for authorities. This
project will be relaunched in October 2009 with anticipated future
savings of a further £60 million over the course of CSR07.

October 2009

Letter from David Rossington, Communities and Local Government (DAR 09–05)

I am writing following the Select Committee’s request for an explanation of the increase we reported in
the Department’s staV numbers. In our Annual Report Core Table 6 (DAR Annex C, p 217) reported that
the Department’s permanent staV numbers had increased from 1,942 on 31 March 2008 to 2,148 on 31
March 2009, a total of 206 (11%).

I have to apologise to the Committee and report an error in the calculation of these staV numbers. After
a detailed re-analysis of the data available, we have established that overall numbers of staV in post within
Communities and Local Government have in fact fallen from 2,272.1 on 31 March 2008 to 2,266.2 on 31
March 2009, a decrease of 5.9 or 0.26%. These numbers are higher than those originally reported as a result
of strict adherence to the Treasury and ONS definitions of staV to be included in the count.

Our Internal Auditors have confirmed the validity of the approach used in calculating the revised set of
figures, as has the National Audit OYce.

This discrepancy should have been spotted earlier in our validation process for data in the Annual Report
and I apologise to the Select Committee for this oversight. We have taken the necessary steps to improve
the reconciliation of data between HR and Finance systems and to our management information reporting.
A comprehensive improvement plan is in place to ensure that staYng data is accurate in the future.

Once again my apologies for this error.

The Committee also asked where staV cuts are going to be made in 2009–10, how they will be achieved
and what eVect this will have on the work of the Department.
Consistent with our need to ensure we remain within our administration budget (which, as set by CSR07,
declines by 5% year on year over this spending period), we have put in place strict vacancy control measures.
These entail filling vacant positions using internal staV to a greater degree than has been the case in the past.
Vacancy control is intended in particular to manage down our use of contractors and other temporary staV.
Thus we expect the reduction in post numbers to fall primarily on temporary positions.

October 2009

Memorandum from National Housing Federation (DAR 09–06)

Introduction

The rapid turnover of ministers in recent years has made it more diYcult for the sector to build long term
relationships with the Department. Performance, and indeed the degree of openness and engagement, not
just with ministers, but across the whole department, has diVered between ministerial regimes.

The Department has worked well with the Federation on operational issues and has a good level of
interaction with the housing association sector in responding to issues as they arise. Historically, on strategic
policy such as the Housing and Regeneration Act 2008 and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) there has
been a tendency to form specific proposals behind closed doors and publish them before opening discussions
with stakeholders as to how they should function in practice. This has resulted in extensive refinement of
the policy proposals through the parliamentary process and in consultation with the Department which has
delayed implementation and aVected performance.

Enabling input from stakeholders in forming policies and testing ideas at an earlier stage in the process
would have improved their eVectiveness and allowed more focus on implementation. However, there have
been recent improvements in this area, with the sector working eVectively with the Department to develop
and implement, for example, mortgage rescue schemes.
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How good is the Department at consulting its main stakeholders on policy issues?

In our view CLG largely meets its statutory obligations with regard to formal consultation protocols,
processes and timetables. However, CLG makes less use of informal pre-consultation discussion than it
should. For example, the first detailed consultation with the Federation on the Housing and Regeneration
Bill 2008 was on the day it was published. This lack of consultation and discussion prior to the publication
of the Bill resulted in a huge number of amendments, many purely of a technical nature, having to be made
to the Bill during the parliamentary process. This crowded out space for longer discussions about the
fundamental principles underlying the Bill.

There is also not enough interaction between the sector and top ranking civil servants, with the Permanent
Secretary and, to a lesser extent, Directors General not being visible and accessible enough to stakeholders.

Does it take reasonable account of stakeholder views/responses to consultation?

We are concerned that CLG’s response to some consultations fails to demonstrate that it has grasped the
seriousness or urgency of issues for stakeholders. For instance, the housing association sector has been
extremely concerned about the potential for the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) to undermine
delivery of new aVordable homes. Despite Ministerial commitments to Parliament to explore an exemption
or reduced rate of CIL for all aVordable housing and address these concerns, the Department’s actions to
date have not demonstrated that they have the will to address this issue. In the case of CIL this has also
been compounded by failure to fully understand the concerns resulting in time and resources being wasted
commissioning legal opinion addressing the wrong questions. A more open approach to discussion and
sharing information would have done much to avoid these problems and arrive at a workable solution.

Does it deliver what it says it will deliver?

The Federation’s experience is that there are individually some excellent civil servants within the
Department but overall performance is patchy. The Department worked closely with stakeholders in
successfully bidding for additional resource for the National AVordable Homes Programme during the 2007
Comprehensive Spending Review and delivered on commitments around the number of homes to be funded
from this programme and the implied grant rates. It also worked with the Homes and Communities Agency
to introduce grant flexibility to counteract the eVects of the economic downturn. However, in other areas
this is not the case. For example, the Government announced a Housing Reform Green Paper under the Rt
Hon Caroline Flint MP and the Department asked for suggested policies. The Federation submitted
proposals and attended a number of meetings to discuss our ideas but the Green Paper never emerged.

How influential is it within, and outside, Government, when pressing the claims of its main stakeholders, and
its own policy agenda?

As an organisation external to the Government, it is very diYcult to comment on how influential CLG
is in its relations with other government Departments. However, our impression is that CLG tends not to
be predominant. This may be inevitable given that it is not a high spending Department in comparison to
some of the others.

October 2009

Further supplementary memorandum from Communities and Local Government (DAR 09–07)

Revised DSO6.1 Fire Fatalities Indicator Data

I am writing to advise you of a change to the reporting of performance against two of the indicators for
Departmental Strategic Objective (DSO) 6, since the Department’s Annual Report was published earlier
this year. The indicators concerned are:

— DSO 6.1 (ii)—number of fatalities due to primary fires per 100,000 of the population; and

— DSO 6.2 (i)—number of deliberate primary fires per 100,000 of the population.
The indicators for DSO6.1 and 6.2 are calculated from data published in the quarterly National Statistics
Fire Statistics Monitor publication. The latest publication was on 25 September, and this was a few days
after the response provided to the CLG Select Committee’s Annual Report Inquiry 2009 written questions.

The answer provided to Q27(b) noted the imminent publication of revised 2007–08 data and promised to
provide an update, which is as follows:

— Revised 2007–08 data show that fire fatalities were actually two per cent lower than in 2006–07.
This compares to the provisional data in the Department’s 2009 Annual Report, which reported
a 1% increase in the number of fire fatalities in 2007–08 compared to 2006–07.

As noted in the answer to 27(b), the revised figures arise from cross-checking of reported fire deaths against
coroner’s court death certificate records. This process normally identifies a net reduction in the provisional
number of fire deaths, due to fatalities which were later found at Coroner’s Court to have not been caused
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by fire. For 2007–08, the revised data show 358 fire fatalities, which is 0.70 per 100,000 population. The
revision to total number of fire deaths was largely due to fatalities in road vehicles having been caused before
the spread of fire.

In the case of DSO 6.2(i), the revised data show 97.5 deliberate primary fires per 100,000 population in
2007–08, a decrease of 14% since 2006–07, rather than the 97.0, a decrease of 15%, provisionally recorded
in the Annual Report. The reason for this is reclassification of a small proportion of incidents that were
provisionally reported as motive unknown, being reclassified to deliberate, as a result of subsequent
information, for example following investigation.

October 2009

Memorandum from the Local Government Association (DAR 09–08)

1. As the membership organisation for councils, it is unsurprising that the Local Government
Association Group (LGA) has a huge number of interactions at various levels with the Department for
Communities and Local Government (CLG). It is in the interests of our 423 members that we have a strong
and productive working relationship with the department. In our evidence, a number of points that we will
make are to be found in our more detailed publication “One country, two systems” which was published in
December 2008. It is also important to note that our member councils also interact extensively with the
department, through Government OYces, with the local government finance and institutional sides of CLG,
and on specific issues like housing, planning, the fire service and community cohesion.

2. We would like to see a Department for Communities and Local Government that engages
appropriately with stakeholders, and provides sensible and useful policies for local government that enable
councils to get on with their job of serving local residents.

Role of CLG within Whitehall

3. CLG has a unique position within Whitehall as its success as a department is largely defined by how
eVective it is in influencing other government departments. There are examples where CLG has been
successful in that regard—for example, at an early stage in engaging Ministers and senior oYcials in Total
Place, and in taking a much more proactive role in Multi-Area Agreement partnerships to negotiate
agreements with other government departments. When it is able to, CLG operates well as a “local
government Cabinet OYce”, bringing policies into line to ensure national policy objectives can be realised
in the most productive way for councils. However, it is our experience that, on balance, CLG has too often
failed to influence other government departments suYciently well. For example, on the children and young
people’s agenda, it is rare to attend DCSF project board or stakeholder events and find that representatives
of other Whitehall departments have engaged CLG in their policy areas.

4. We recommended in “One country, two systems” that CLG should concentrate on its core business of
co-ordinating the government’s overall policy towards local government. We suggested that this could be
best achieved by creating a new Cabinet Committee on local government with a remit to consider any policy
aVecting councils, and make CLG its secretariat and its Secretary of State its chair.

Understanding of Local Government

5. We have concerns that CLG fails to take into account the day-to-day realities of the a workings of
councils and provides far too much central guidance which is burdensome and ultimately does not help
further CLG policies. This is reflected in an extensive and, in our view, excessive system of monitoring
established by CLG which can be disproportionate and distracting for councils trying to get on with the job
of achieving the stated policy aims. We would welcome a lighter touch and more flexibility from the
department.

6. We have been pleased to see recently a number of top level appointments within CLG such as the
arrival of Irene Lucas, David Prout and the recent 12 month secondment of Nick Walkley, from the local
government sector. This will undoubtedly strengthen the department’s understanding of local government.

Stakeholders and Policy Development

7. We believe that the department genuinely wants to engage with and promote the role of local
government. As a key stakeholder, there are regular bilateral meetings arranged both at Ministerial level
with LGA OYce-Holders and at senior civil servant level with senior LGA staV. We are often, as you would
expect, engaged in many other meetings, events and pieces of work with CLG staV. The quality of
engagement varies depending on the individuals involved and the specific policy area.

8. We have examples of specific policy areas—such as the development of the new approach to planning
for major infrastructure projects—where an intelligent and proactive stakeholder management has helped
ensure passage of legislation which some would have predicted initially would be too widely opposed to
succeed. There are also examples such as Zero Carbon New Homes where diYcult policy issues have been
shared in an open and frank way, with all key stakeholders round the table. The result (despite some real
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technical complexities) has been a very well run consultation and a sense on all sides that the department
was genuinely listening. At the same time, there are examples where it appears policies are developed in
isolation from each other by the lead departments with nothing apparent externally to suggest CLG is
“holding the ring” or exercising eVective “editorial control”.

9. On some issues, we may receive lots of prior notice and consultation; in other areas, which can involve
important policy decisions, such as whether we are prepared to put our names to a CLG document, we are
given very little notice to take an informed view.

10. We are concerned that stakeholder management is not regarded as a core priority for the department.
Some senior managers do not appear to set clear standards, systematically promote good practice, and
challenge poor practice when it occurs.

11. CLG has been reorganised four times in the last 11 years and, while there have been some notable
exceptions, this has been accompanied by series of changes at Ministerial level which has hampered the
development of the department and its relationship-building with stakeholders. (For example, there have
been two diVerent Secretaries of State while our current Chairman ClIr Margaret Eaton has been in oYce.)

The Internal Workings of CLG

12. One of our main concerns is that not only does CLG struggle to influence other Whitehall
departments; it also fails to act as a coherent body within the sector itself and too often is not joined up in
its approach with either stakeholders or councils.

13. This is an issue for the leadership at CLG, with some senior managers certainly doing too little to spot
and resolve internal tensions and sometimes, in fact, exacerbating them.

14. There is too often a lack of focus on decision-making and implementation. For example, CLG have
frequently not been suYciently aggressive in de-cluttering legislation, and a lack of attention to the
complexities and practicalities of policy implementation on the ground has caused diYculties for councils.

Financial Management

15. We have concerns over the financial management of the department which, in turn, impacts on the
resources of councils and, ultimately, residents. The National Audit OYce report “Financial Management
in the Department for Communities and Local Government”, published in July, demonstrated that the
“Department cannot accurately report expenditure against its Strategic Objectives or other outcome
indicators”. Its slow decision-making and financial management has a direct impact on our members: for
example, under spending by £722m, when the bulk of the department’s expenditure is grants to local
government having clear knock-on eVects.

October 2009

Memorandum from the NCVO (DAR 09–09)

The work of CLG is vital to the voluntary and community sector—most voluntary and community
organisations work at a local level and therefore policies on communities and local government have a direct
impact on them. Our sector plays a key role in meeting CLG policy objectives in partnership with councils
and with other local public sector bodies. It is therefore important that CLG maintains an eVective
relationship with representative organisations such as NCVO so that it understands the impact of its work
and adapts its programmes and policies accordingly. NCVO ensures that CLG is kept up to date with our
research and with the views and experience of our members and the wider sector.

I think it would be fair to say that NCVO has had a mixed experience of CLG but that performance is
certainly improving.

In the past we have been concerned by the way in which CLG has tended to silo civil society as being the
responsibility of its third sector staV rather than recognising our policy contribution in for example bringing
insight into how to revitalise local democracy. NCVO has also suVered in its relationship because it has
wrongly been seen as representative of only voluntary sector organisations as opposed to community groups.

There were also problems in the establishment of a strategic third sector partnership board but these were
resolved after we had robust discussions with oYcials and with ministers. The recently established Third
Sector Partnership Board is now up and running and is working well. It has real potential to bring the views
and experience of civil society organisations into the mainstream of CLG’s thinking and policy
development.

Better relationships with oYcials have now been developed, enabling NCVO to input its thoughts and
those of its members more eVectively.

October 2009
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Memorandum from CIH (DAR 09–10)

Introduction

CIH is a membership organisation with extensive reach across all English regions, covering rural and
urban communities, and every local authority area. We have a membership base of 20,000 individuals and
every year we provide professional training and services to a total of 30,000 housing sector professionals.

We are unique in housing in that we have a “domain” approach to our work—reaching out not just to a
particular sector, but to everyone who works in or is involved with housing, communities and regeneration.
This includes housing associations, local authorities, ALMOs, private sector landlords, umbrella
organisations, tenants’ organisations, academics, funders, developers and members of the wider third sector
(for example refugee community organisations, housing advice centres, credit unions, BME community
organisations etc).

We are also clear in recognising that housing does not exist in isolation and so are committed to supporting
our members in developing neighbourhood and community activities beyond their core landlord or
development functions. In this we see real synergy with CLG’s remit around housing and local government
and its place in the wider sustainable communities/place-making agenda. In looking at the department’s
strategic objectives we are clear that CIH is well placed to support CLG in making contributions across
DS01, DS02, DS03, DS04 and DS05.

We believe that these factors—together with and our established expertise, sector-wide reach and track-
record (particularly in relation to dissemination) mean that we have been particularly well placed to support
Communities and Local Government as a strategically operating partner in relation to its housing
objectives.

CIH Views of Communities and Local Government

The Committee has asked for CIH’s views on the “institutional capability” of the department. In
particular it has asked for our perspective on a number of questions:

1. How good is the Department at consulting its main stakeholders on policy issues?

2. Does it take reasonable account of responses to consultation?

3. Is its policy formulation sound and evidence-based?

4. Does it deliver what it says it will deliver?

5. How influential is it within, and outside, Government, when pressing the claims of its main
stakeholders, and its own policy agenda?

Our response is framed around these questions and we welcome this exercise by the Communities and
Local Government select committee. We are clear that as well as enquiring about stakeholder views that the
Committee should be open to ideas about how links with partners could be further improved. Accordingly,
we also put forward some suggestions as to how we believe CIH’s relationship with the department could
move to a more strategic footing.

Overall View

The CIH has a positive and productive relationship with Communities and Local Government. We work
closely with the department at all levels, from Ministers through senior and junior civil servants, through
seconded specialisists and project teams, as well as their sponsored agencies.

Our relationship is well established and we believe both organisations are proactive in looking for
opportunities to collaborate to improve the delivery of shared housing ambitions across communities.

Commenting on the department at this time has to consider the unique challenges presented by
unprecedented external environment. We would note that the current financial and housing turmoil appears
to have placed significant pressures on CLG. It has been noticeable that staV have been moved from existing
work to deliver new emergency programmes (the range of mortgage rescue activities, the Housing Pledge).
This is in addition to an important and ongoing core programme (local government reform, an ambitious
housing development programme anchored in the 2007 Housing Green Paper, planning reforms, and
significant institutional change internally and externally with the creation of the TSA, HCA, IPC, NTV).

The re-prioritisation of department resources (both capital and staYng) is not unwelcome, reflecting as
it does decisions that are being made across the economy to respond to troubling times. However it has
meant that there has been a period of unusual fluidity. This has impacted on continuity of some work.
Perhaps most notable for CIH has been the shift of focus from what we believe are some fundamental and
important long term questions (such as rental housing reform and the “parking” of the green paper on this)
to more immediate responses. While we recognise that resources need to be best allocated, the long term
vision should not be lost. In this, chopping and changing of priorities within the department has had an
impact externally—as people contributing their ideas and time to specific areas of work see their
contributions marginalised (albeit understanding the wider pressures).
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Perhaps most notable has been the revolving door of Ministers. Delivering a coherent programme of work
and policy in these times would be diYcult enough with strong leadership and direction, let alone with
frequent changes to the Secretary of State and their ministers of state. Each new minister takes time to get
up to speed with existing priorities and also brings with them fresh thinking. Despite the professionalism of
the civil service this would appear to consume senior oYcials time and energy in a way that could be more
productively employed.

The movement of the department to a more strategic, policy-focused footing is welcome. With the creation
of the HCA (and TSA to a lesser extent) it has been clear that CLG has looked to create strong delivery
bodies to take forward the government priorities it shapes and7 articulates. The policy-delivery split is
however one that always blurs. Those delivering on the ground (with significant resources) are often well
placed to pick up on key issues and wish to be more responsive and progressive in their thinking. The
department finds itself increasingly reliant on its delivery bodies for this information and evidence. It is
important that a strong relationship between the department and its institutions is in place so that these
energies and ideas are developed mutually and with a strong sense of openness and transparency. The
framework created by the Housing and Regeneration act is relatively embryonic but drawing on the
strengths of the respective organisations to improve policy making should remain a priority going forwards.

Our final general observation would be that at times the department remains locked in to some particular
silos—notably those working on local government and those focusing on housing. This has been most
noticeable to CIH in discussions around issues that aVect both local government and housing—such as the
Housing Revenue Account reforms and the domain regulation order (extending social housing regulation
by the Tenant Services Authority to local authorities). DiVerent positions within the department have taken
time to reconcile, at times impacting detrimentally on the speedy progress of important decisions—again
arguably exacerbated by Ministerial movement.

Specific Questions

1. How good is the Department at consulting its main stakeholders on policy issues?

While we cant comment on the department’s links with other stakeholders, we believe that CLG is good
at consulting with CIH. In addition to the opportunities to respond to formal consultation documents
(which are clearly and proactively signposted to us as an organisation), we also have strong relationships,
which enable us to support the development of thinking during the policy process. This can take the form
of involvement in project boards or steering groups alongside other sector organisations or activities that
focus on what CIH can oVer directly. For example, CLG is active in looking for CIH to facilitate access to
frontline professionals and practitioners to support and test ideas. We believe this is an important
contribution to the development of a sound evidence base, and practically implementable policy and
practice.

2. Does it take reasonable account of responses to consultation?

The department does appear to have a culture of openness and a willingness to listen to new ideas and
respond positively to criticism. We believe on the back of this that they do take in to account responses to
their ideas. One area of improvement however would be stronger feedback on ideas that are not supported.

3. Is its policy formulation sound and evidence-based?

Our experience of working with CLG suggests that the department works hard to develop a sound
evidence base for its policy formulation. In recent years it has made extensive use of external expertise to
bring increased robustness to this process. For example, the Hills and Cave reviews. As an organisation we
have welcomed their focus and commitment to seeking the views of front line practitioners to support and
compliment their statistical analysis. As noted earlier, with the increased separation of some previously
internal or delivery functions to organisations like the HCA, NHPAU and TSA close working relationships
with these bodies (who have greater specialised knowledge and immediacy of operational aspects of policy
delivery) will be key to maintaining and strengthening this facet of the department’s work.

4. Does it deliver what it says it will deliver?

CLG generally does a good job of delivering on its commitments. There have been some instances where
work has changed midstream (for example the work on third sector partnerships or the rented housing
reform green paper). In this it is important to distinguish between political drivers, which may mean a
direction changes (the green paper) and what would appear to be departmental decisions (the third sector
work). Ministerial changes have become something that the sector has unfortunately had to accommodate
and get used in recent years and does not reflect on the department in particular. Where the department pulls
a piece of work after time and energy has been committed by stakeholders this is obviously frustrating. Our
experience has however been that this is the exception rather than the norm.
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5. How influential is it within, and outside, Government, when pressing the claims of its main stakeholders, and
its own policy agenda?

In recent years a number of key housing pieces of work have involved a number of departments beyond
CLG. While it is diYcult to comment on the impact that CLG has with colleagues across Whitehall there
are a couple of observations that provide insight in to CIH’s perspective on this.

First, there was the positive news from the Housing Pledge that funding was coming in to CLG from other
parts of Whitehall. This reflects well on the department in attracting (scarce) public funding to housing as
a government priority. Obviously, what is not clear from this is how much of this was informed by CLG
work and how much was a simple political/cabinet decision and therefore in eVect little directly to do with
the department per se.

Second, we have been involved in work involving other departments where CLG has had little direct
notable presence despite that work being fundamentally important to the wider housing portfolio (for
example DWP reform working on housing benefit). Again, it is also not clear what links were established
outside of our knowledge as a stakeholder (one would hope that these were strong).

Third, on the recent issues of housing association rents (the deflation question) and HRA reform (moving
to self financing and distributing debt), it would appear that important discussions with HMT around key
financial issues have not progressed in the manner that those involved in housing would have hoped.

Finally, for many people working in the housing profession we remain frustrated with the lack of joined
up thinking around the role that housing (and in particular social housing providers) can play in supporting
the realisation of other key government ambitions. We continue to largely think around housing as linked
to “housing” PSA and LAA targets rather than fully exploring at both the national and local level the impact
that housing can have on other key areas such as health and education.

The CIH-CLG Relationship

CIH has strong, well-established communications systems for engaging with our constituency base and
in this we have been particularly well placed to work with CLG.

We can disseminate information about relevant issues both through our existing resources and through
bespoke instruments as required. We also use these bespoke in-house systems to reach out to our
constituency base to seek their views to help shape our contribution to CLG’s policy priorities.

— CIH’s weekly e-news is read by 20,000 members (and more than twice this many people unoYcially
as a result of it being forwarded by members) and is acknowledged as the “must read” housing
email bulletin by practitioners—mixing up-to-date information about policy developments, advice
about best practice and events and opportunities to feedback on latest thinking and consultations.

— Housing Practice, our bi-monthly glossy insert in Inside Housing has a wide reach and provides a
key route for informing our membership around current issues.

— Housing magazine is published every two months and is an in-depth publication that reaches both
practitioners and key decision makers—it is also distributed via Inside Housing.

— Our internet site and membership portal also provide comprehensive information and services to
members and non-members alike.

— We use “expert” groups to debate particular topics—sometimes at policy lunches and sometimes
in a “virtual” way via e-mail.

— Our “Moodle” website-based discussion forums allow individuals to debate and share information
across the sector and for example was successfully used to support CIH’s debates around the John
Hills’ Review

— In addition to paper and electronic communications, the CIH also runs its annual conference at
Harrogate, widely acknowledged as the housing event of the year (with the Secretary of State or
Housing Minister traditionally speaking and 10,000 participants attending during the week). This
conference is highly valued by housing professionals across the sector and is used by CIH to
disseminate and discuss new ideas and good practice ideas.

— We also run a suite of extremely successful regional events and conferences throughout the year—
organised by our regional committee network of senior oYcers and practitioners.

— We also run events on particular themes—such as the “Lettings and Homelessness” Conference,
the national Leaseholders conference, as well as one oV events on topical areas of interest (eg: the
future of regulation, the changing role of local authorities in housing) etc.

— Our comprehensive national education and training work is the cornerstone of much of CIH’s
activities. It provides a direct link into the ongoing professional development of the sector—from
Board members, Chief Executives and Directors through housing oYcers and neighbourhood
wardens. Work ranges from open access courses on specific issues such as housing law, our
provision and maintenance of the definitive on-line Housing Manual, through specialist
workshops on environmental sustainability, to our regeneration master-classes and leadership
development programme (run with Warwick University ’s Business School.
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— We run the annual “Oscars” for housing—the UK Housing Awards—which enables us to collect
hundreds of examples of the latest good practice and promote new ideas across the whole sector.

— Finally, CIH is also the majority owner of “HouseMark”—the well respected benchmarking and
performance improvement organisation that supports the dissemination of good practice and
promotes continuous improvement.

All of these resources provide a two-way flow of information—enabling the CIH to not only help inform
the sector but also to consult widely on particular policy and practice initiatives. It is our unique ability to
undertake this two-way exchange of ideas and information that is the cornerstone of our relationship with
the department. We see ourselves as having a partnership role in both contributing to policy development
and to policy implementation.

A Strategic Partnership?

While our existing relationship with CLG is positive,—particularly in relation to policy development and
events—we would be supportive of a more strategic partnership. There is scope to develop an even more
comprehensive way of working with the department. This could be achieved in a number of ways including
the following:

— Looking at our publication suite (in particular “Housing” magazine) we would oVer scope for
features, interviews, in-depth articles etc in these from CLG ministers and oYcials on topical issues.

— Similarly, we could support CLG in ensuring that news around latest announcements,
consultations and developments is promoted through these in order to reach as wide a possible
audience.

— We also believe that a closer strategic relationship would be mutually beneficial in supporting the
swift and eVective translation of CLG policy into practice through our seminar, education and
training programmes. This would help to improve the sector’s eVectiveness not just in the short
term, but also over a longer time frame by contributing to its overall capacity building. Much of
this work now involves using an “e-learning”, “action learning” or “communities of practice”
approach—encouraging practitioners to support one another to learn in an on-going rather than
one-oV way—using web-based discussion forums and visits as well as more traditional forms of
learning.

— Finally, we would like to build on the strength of recent working to run bespoke local, regional and
national stakeholder events with the department on particularly topical issues. We would hope to
be able to support the department in moving away from traditional consultation exercises which
can focus overwhelmingly on problems, to an approach that emphasises solutions. Such
workshops can be organised in a number of diVerent ways depending on needs. In some cases we
have organised “policy lunch” discussions where CLG oYcials have “observed” discussions
without contributing directly. The added value CIH oVers in running such events is firstly our
ability to bring together people from across the sector and secondly our ability to use our policy
knowledge to pull together the contributions made into coherent messages and ideas.

Working with Local People

CIH is fully committed to the department’s commitment to engaging local people in setting and delivering
local priorities. We work closely with tenants and residents and their representative organisations to ensure
that our work is shaped by the people using and aVected by services. For example, our work on resident-
led self inspection has been at the forefront of new thinking around community empowerment and we have
been proactive in our support of Community Land Trusts—a community ownership model supported in the
Quirk Review. In addition, our “Active Learning for Residents” programme is ground-breaking in
accrediting the learning undertaken by tenants and residents as part of their engagement in housing and
community projects.

In this we also believe that our relationship also provides CLG with an opportunity to be active in meeting
its obligations under the Third Sector Compact.

Advocate in Policy Design, Development and Implementation

One of the key roles of CIH is its policy and practice function—indeed we exist to help housing
professionals provide the best services they can to their customers. This enables us to act as a key advocate
for our constituency, providing a well evidenced, respected and influential voice in our dealings with CLG
and other key stakeholders.

This is a role that we have developed over a number of years. It is supported by a strong communications
infrastructure (as outlined above) that enables us to not only provide up-to-date information outwards, but
also allows us to work with our constituency to gather their views and represent them at the highest level.
It also enables us to facilitate access for the department to an extensive range of practitioners—from
operational specialists in fields like supported housing, through to the most senior tiers of management and
leadership—across the public and private sectors.
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CIH has been at the forefront of housing policy and practice thinking for many years and we are already
established as an important departmental stakeholder on housing issues. It was CIH that first called for a
decent homes standard and target, we worked closely with ODPM on the Communities Plan development
and we have been supportive of the departments recent policy thinking around new housing and existing
communities.

The CIH has been involved in many of the key steering groups shaping this work helping to provide a
strong, independent sectoral-wide voice to both support and challenge departmental thinking. CIH has
worked with the department on the housing and regeneration review, Martin Cave’s review of social housing
regulation, John Hill’s work on the role and purpose of social housing, the LA self-financing pilots, PPS3
reforms, Digital Switchover, current work on local housing strategies, the Leading Places of Change
initiative, the housing and regeneration act, the HRA review, the recent Housing Pledge and many other
specific policy initiatives. Many of these have involved policy in development and we are well versed in the
importance of maintaining confidentiality during (and indeed after) this process.

Our involvement with CLG is multi-faceted. It encompasses supporting the department with policy
design and development, as well as using our skills and expertise in improving delivery and implementation.
Where we have been involved in improving practice, we have a strong track-record of success, with feedback
from the department recognising the impact and value that CIH is able to realise.

Under a More Strategic Approach

We do, however, believe that, as part of a more strategic approach to partnership there is scope to do more:

— We will look to continue to provide the voice of the CIH on key groups and committees on
specific issues.

— We will look to draw on a wider membership base to bring senior specialists to working groups (for
example, local authority performance specialists on to the HRA working groups).

— As noted above, we are well placed to run tailored events for CLG on specific national policy
initiatives in order to support and improve consultation with the sector.

— We would also look to provide greater access to existing national, regional and local platforms for
CLG to engage with sector.

— We would also look to draw on our overseas networks to support CLG in accessing innovative
ideas and practice from the international housing community.

Improving Our Way of Working

We believe this area provides the most significant scope to capitalise on the existing strengths of the CIH-
CLG relationship and we welcome the openness of CLG’s thinking in wishing to develop its own capacity
as well as more openly engage with constituents.

There are a number of areas where we believe the CIH could support CLG’s ambitions.

— Membership of CIH for CLG housing staV—membership conveys a wide range of benefits,
including exclusive access to online resource materials.

— We could also work with CLG to establish housing-based personal development plans for
individuals who wanted to develop their housing knowledge.

— Access to the CIH on-line Practice Online for all staV.

— CIH runs around 60 one and two day events each year on specific subjects and topics. We would
be pleased to oVer CLG access to these.

— In-house training. We could also oVer in-house training for CLG staV.

— Consultation Events. We would be willing to run tailored quarterly consultation events for the
department. As noted, we would want to focus these events on positive outcomes and targeting
high level participants.

— We would host online discussion forums (with password access for agreed individuals) that would
provide CLG with secure access to key practitioners.

— We also oVer to work with CLG in identifying and securing secondment opportunities both for
sectoral specialists coming in to the department (mirroring the success of the Homelessness special
advisors), and for department staV seeking to spend time in the sector.

Richard Capie
Director of Policy and Practice
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Memorandum from London Councils (DAR 09–11)

Thank you for your letter of 22 September seeking my views on the “institutional capability” of the
Department for Communities and Local Government.

As your letter states, London Councils—as representative of London’s 33 local authorities—has a strong
interest in a considerable part of CLG’s responsibilities. As such, I am pleased to be able to say that London
Councils and CLG have very good relations across a wide range of policy areas.

Of course, as the voice of London’s councils, we will not always find ourselves in agreement with CLG
on all issues. Even when we share the same aspirations, unsurprisingly we will have some diVerent views
about how quickly progress can be made towards realising them. Overall, however, we respect the
commitment of CLG ministers and oYcials to brief us, seek our views, and their willingness to meet with
us when we have matters that we feel we need to press.

Moreover, we are pleased with the Department’s willingness to participate in a dialogue on issues
concerning the balance of power between central and local government—including your committee’s own
work in this area. This issue of local devolution, of providing London local government with the scope to
secure better, more integrated and more eYcient public services for Londoners is a critical one.

Your letter asks for London Councils’ perception of the influence of CLG within government. We were
pleased with CLG’s eVorts to drive a more concerted approach in Whitehall to the local performance
framework and to reducing its scale. This, however, is never a cause that is truly won and there are always
dangers of the position slipping backwards. We believe CLG will need to fight its policy corner tenaciously
if the interests we have in this area are to be advanced.

One further example surrounds a current concern of London’s boroughs that the Department for
Transport may re-open the final year of the previously agreed special grant on concessionary fares—a move
that would no doubt have significant implications on funding for London’s Freedom Pass. In light of the
impact that this will also have on

CLG’s own grants system, we would hope for support from CLG on this issue as we await an
announcement from DfT.

Further supplementary memorandum from CLG(DAR 09–12)

Communities and Local Government Select Committee Inquiry into the Departmental Annual
Report—Officials Hearing Follow-up

Q1: What is the annual average figure for staV turnover across the Department and by Grade?

A1: An answer to this question will follow.

Q2: StaV Retention. What is the full data set on the 12 October Written PQ 4694 regarding the average amount
of time a member of the Department is retained?

A2: As noted at the oYcials’ oral evidence session on 19 October 2009, the Department is in the process
of revising the response to PQ 4694 on staV retention. Once Justine Greening MP, who originally asked this
question, has been updated, we will provide the final response to the Committee in parallel to the revised
answer being laid in the House. We expect to be able to do that next week.

The full data set, which supports our response on PQ 4694, will also be supplied to the Committee.

Q3: By what date will the Department be able to report against all of its DSO indicators?

A3: Under current plans for collecting and publishing data, we expect to report post-baseline data for 36
out of 50 of the Department’s indicators in the forthcoming Autumn Performance Report, and on 47 out
of 50 by the time of the 2010 Departmental Annual Report.

There is one indicator (DSO 3.2: previously-developed land that has been vacant or derelict for more than
five years) for which the baseline is not yet available. We hope to have a baseline by the 2010 Annual Report,
and the first post-baseline figure by the 2010 Autumn Performance Report.

Post-baseline figures for the two remaining indicators (DSO 3.4: overall satisfaction with the area in
deprived areas and DSO 3.9 iv: perceptions of anti-social behaviour in deprived areas) are due to be available
in time for the 2011 Departmental Annual Report.

Q4: Why has the Department decided not to report a final position for all of our SR04 indicators?

A4: There were 42 indicators associated with the Department’s SR04 PSA targets. We have already
reported a final position on 30 of them. Of the remaining indicators seven others have been subsumed into
CSR07 indicators. The Department for Business Innovation and Skills will report on the two within SR04
PSA 2 on regional economic performance, which have been subsumed into CSR07 PSA 7 and which it leads.
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The three within SR04 PSA 3 on Fire have been subsumed into DSO6, with a final assessment available
shortly after 2010; and the two within SR04 PSA 7 on Housing have been subsumed into DSO2, with a final
assessment also due to be available shortly after 2010.

The five remaining SR04 indicators do not, as of yet, have final figures eg town centre regeneration in SR04
PSA 6. Future reporting in Annual Reports and Autumn Performance Reports will include updated
assessments on these indicators as new data becomes available and a final report once final data becomes
available. This approach is in line with HM Treasury guidance on Departmental Reports and Autumn
Performance Reports.

Q5: How much underspend does the Department anticipate for 2008–09. What figure within this is being
reserved by HM Treasury for potential Olympics funding, if required in future spending rounds?

A5: The £1.5 billion underspend figure is the total for both Main and Local Government Departmental
Limits (DEL), which represents End of Year Flexibility accumulated (and not drawn down) from DEL
underspending for all years up to and including 2008–09. Within the capital underspend of £236 million
(Main DEL) in 2008–09, £214 million relates to contingency for the Olympics, which was not spent in that
year, but will be made available if/when required.

Q6: The Committee have requested clarification on how the new provision to extend planning permission works
eg do builders apply for a planning extension and how is approval granted (ie does the LA approve/decline?)

A6: On 1 October 2009, new powers were introduced to help make planning permissions more flexible.
This follows consultation on Greater Flexibility for Planning Permissions between 18 June and 13 August
2009. Guidance on the operation of these new powers will be issued shortly.

Where an extant permission is in danger of lapsing, developers can now apply to the local planning
authority for a new permission with an extended time limit for implementation. The application process is
simpler than an application for a completely new permission, with reduced information requirements, and
as soon as the fees regulations can be changed (later this year), a reduced fee will apply. Local planning
authorities will consider whether the proposed scheme is still acceptable (for example in the light of changed
policies or changed circumstances around the site) and will make the decision to grant the application or
refuse it, just as they would for a new application.

The new time limit runs from the grant of the new permission. We would expect in most cases that the
statutory default of three years would apply, although local planning authorities have the discretion to apply
a longer or shorter time limit, depending on the circumstances of the case. The new power will apply to all
planning permissions which were extant on 1 October 2009. Only one extension will be possible to each
permission.

Q7: The Committee asked why the move from Unitary Development Plans to Local Development Frameworks
(LDFs) was needed? Also, what are the latest figures on LDFs.

A7: At the time of drafting the Departmental Annual Report, 54 Development Plan Documents (DPDs)
had been reported as adopted. The latest figure is 66, with a further nine awaiting adoption, 17 awaiting the
outcome of the “Examination in Public” process and a further 20 published. If all of these are found sound
they will increase the proportion of adopted necessary plans to 24% of the revised target number of 461
(see below).

In addition, the latest figures from Local Planning Authorities and Government OYces indicate that a
further 299 of necessary DPDs are expected to be published by March 2011.

When the target was finalised in March 2008, the total number of DPDs which were due to be produced
was 534. However, this number has been reduced for a number of reasons, including the development of
joint core strategies between some local authorities and the impact of the local government reorganisation
changes that took eVect in April 2009. The revised target currently stands at 461 DPDs. The Department
is discussing the formal adoption of a revised target number with HM Treasury and the Prime Ministers
Delivery Unit.

Over the last three years there has been some progress, and although slippage has continued, there is
evidence that many Local Planning Authorities are growing in understanding of the system. Fewer plans are
being withdrawn following submission than previously. Neighbouring areas, such as Crawley and Horsham,
which have adopted Core Strategies, are finding it beneficial to have these in place for joint working for other
necessary DPDs and developments that straddle their areas.

Emerging evidence from some areas such as Tower Hamlets, which withdrew early versions of some of its
DPDs, suggest that lessons have been learned resulting in more corporate support and that DPD
preparation will speed up in future.

The Government acknowledges that the 2004 system was initially over-engineered and reforms brought
in during 2008 have simplified the process. Skills in adapting to the new system were also over estimated but
are now improving considerably through learning packages for local authorities provided by the Planning
Advisory Service, on-going support by Government OYces and pre-publication visits by Planning
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Inspectors. In September, the Planning Inspectorate published a second document outlining lessons that can
be learned from over 100 Examinations in Public (EiPs) since 2007. Confidence appears to be growing slowly
following the early unsound outcomes of early EiPs.

The current system is radically diVerent from the previous one. It is spatial rather than merely regulatory.
It is integrated much more closely with other key Place-making processes such as Sustainable Community
Strategies and Local Area Agreements, and considers economic, social and environmental factors. It is also
provides the framework for future local and sub-regional infrastructure provision.

Q8: Names of those local authorities the Department has approached on the Mortgage Rescue Scheme
(MRS).

A8: This information has been provided to the Communities and Local Government Select Committee
on a private and confidential basis.

Q9: The Committee requested the latest data on the number of new homes that building has begun on which
are funded from the Housing Pledge? What monitoring and delivery systems has the Department put in place/
will put in place to ensure these new homes are delivered?

A9: There are four programmes within the Housing Pledge: Kickstart, Local Authority New Build, an
extension to the AVordable Housing Programme, and the Public Sector Land Initiative. In Budget 2009, the
Government also announced a range of environmental programmes: Low Carbon Infrastructure, and the
Social Housing Energy Saving Programme (SHESP).

The Kickstart programme is targeted at currently stalled sites, to support construction of high quality
mixed tenure housing developments. To date we have announced 37 projects that have passed due diligence,
with a total investment of £60 million. These sites will deliver over 2,700 homes and we expect the first starts
on site within weeks.

The LA new build programme provides funding for local authorities to commence work on new council
housing over the next two years on land they already own that can be best developed by them. Round one
of the Local Authority New Build Programme announced that 49 local authorities had been successful in
their bids. This will allow councils to deliver over 2,000 new homes, building on their own land. Homes will
be for social rent, built to high environmental standards. The total investment to date is £141 million which
local authorities will match in the main through prudential borrowing. We expect the first starts on site
before Christmas, with 850 starts scheduled by the end of 2009–10.

The additional funds identified within the Housing Pledge for the AVordable Housing Programme (AHP)
have been added to the overall budget for this programme. Bids for the AHP programme are made on a
continuous basis to the HCA. The HCA reports to the Housing Stimulus Board on a monthly basis. The
latest figures for the AHP Housing Pledge funding as at 23 October are that allocations of £450 million have
been made, which will deliver nearly 6,000 homes for rent and LCHO over the next 3 years. Results from
the main AVordable Housing Programme show strong delivery, with 13,000 starts and 19,000 completions
by the end of September.

The aim of the PLI is to build 1,250 new homes over the next three years. It is intended that 500 homes
will be aVordable, through rent and LCHO. Work on this programme is at an early stage. The aim is by the
end of November to have an agreed list of sites and delivery partners to enable the initiative to be taken
forward with mini competitions to allocate sites to Delivery Partner Panel members in early 2010. We would
therefore expect to see the first starts on site at the same time with 50 units completed by the end of 2010–11.

The Community Energy Saving Programme will help social landlords insulate hard to treat cavity walls
that would not otherwise be filled under the Decent Homes programme. From the bidding round 45
individual projects are now on the programme, many of which represent consortia of social landlords.
Current projections suggest that £45 million will be invested in this programme before April 2010. The
successful bids will insulate over 108,000 homes by April 2011. We estimate this will enable 2,500 jobs to be
supported or created. The programme will save up to 800kg CO2 per household each year and help improve
the Standard Assessment Procedure rating for homes. It will also help families out of fuel poverty by helping
each household to save £120 per year on bills. The first payments of this grant will be made this month.

The Low Carbon infrastructure programme will fund low-carbon community heating schemes in the
Growth Points and Growth Areas, allowing at least 10 communities to benefit from cleaner, locally produced
energy and support employment. This will deliver savings of 20,000 tCO2. We announced details of the
successful seven projects for the first tranche of funding totalling £11.85 million in July. A further
announcement was made in August under tranche 2 which saw the remaining £8.8 million allocated to a
further seven projects. The first spend is expected on these projects in December 2009.

All elements of the Housing Pledge and Budget announcements are monitored through the Housing
Stimulus Programme Board. This Board is chaired by Sir Bob Kerslake, Chief Executive of Homes and
Community Agency, and has representatives from the Department, HM Treasury, and the Prime Ministers
Delivery Unit. The Board meets fortnightly and provides close scrutiny of all elements of the Pledge,
including progress of delivery.
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Q10: What is the Department’s evaluation of HIPs, and their shelf life given the length of time a property may
remain on the market. The Department’s comments on the statement made by the then Housing Minister, Mrs
Beckett MP, on HIP evaluation.

A10: It has always been the intention that there would be a full evaluation of HIPs, once the policy has
bedded-in. The removal of transitional measures in April finalised the implementation of HIPs and provided
industry and consumers with certainty and clarity about their operation. As a result, the Department is
developing its proposals for an evaluation study to take place in 2010 as previously planned.

However, following the roll out of HIPs the Department has continued to monitor their operation, for
example seeking monthly intelligence on the average preparation time and cost of HIPS from large HIP
providers and estate agents. We have also responded to feedback from consumers by simplifying and
improving the content of the HIP, for example the introduction of the new property information
questionnaire.

There is also evidence from the home buying and selling industry that HIPs are having a positive impact.
A survey of over 37,000 transactions by Connells (Estate Agents) has showed that where a HIP is available,
exchanges are on average seven days quicker.

In addition, a recent independent survey of over 2,000 consumers carried out by Ipsos MORI for the
Association of Home Information Pack Providers (AHIPP) shows that the majority of consumers are
satisfied with the delivery of their HIP, are not deterred from marketing their homes and that the information
in the new Property Information Questionnaire is useful to buyers.

On the question of the shelf life of a HIP, it is important to note that there is no requirement for a seller
to renew their HIP, or any part of it, as long as the property remains on the market. However, although there
is no legal requirement for sellers to update searches in the HIP, lenders take the view that this information
has a useful shelf life of six months. Where searches do go out of date, many search providers now oVer a
service under which searches can be refreshed at a low cost: a market innovation that has developed in
response to HIPs. There was also an insurance policy available that was used to insure against the risks
associated with an out of date search.

It is considered that this provides the context and clarification for the comment made by Mrs Beckett MP
at the Annual Report hearing last year, when in answer to a question about HIPs going out of date in a slow
market, the Minister commented that “this was an issue that we are looking into with the relevant
authorities”.

Q11: HIP and EPC Compliance. The Committee require data on HIP compliance, the number of properties
that have an EPC and the number of home conditions surveys.

A11: The Housing Act (2004) gives local Weights and Measures authorities (ie Trading Standards OYces)
the primary responsibility for enforcing the HIP duties. It is a matter for individual enforcement authorities
to decide their enforcement strategy taking into account local priorities. However, the Department has
produced tailored guidance to support TSOs carrying out their duties more eVectively.

Following the changes made on 6 April there should be a HIP (including an EPC) available when
marketing begins, making the job of enforcement easier. We have also ensured that TSOs now have access
to the EPC database, providing a tool to make it easier to check whether a property on the market has had
an EPC lodged against it.

1,787 Home Condition Reports have been lodged on the HCR Register to date, of which 1,487 were
subsidised as part of the Area Trials.

Q12: Update on the role of Treasury Management Advisers (TMAs), as set out in the Committee’s report on
Local Authority Investments, with a focus on the TMAs functions and interaction with the FSA.

A12: The Financial Services Authority (FSA) is an independent non-governmental body. As CLG is not
responsible for the FSA we cannot comment on its role in relation to the regulation of treasury
management advisers.

As set out in the Government’s Memorandum response to the Committee on the Local Authority
Investments report, the Department will consult on draft revisions to the statutory investments guidance.

We are currently considering the content of the consultation and expect to be in a position to issue this in
the near future.

Q13: The Committee would like to see the provisions of the EADS contract relating to financial penalties for
EADS failure to deliver on time?

A13: Due to the commercial sensitivity of the EADS contract this information has been supplied to the
Communities and Local Government Select Committee on a private and confidential basis.
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Letter from Rt Hon John Healey MP, CLG (DAR 09–14)

Thank you for your letter of 6 July 2009. I apologise for the delay in replying.

I note that you intend to follow-up the matters relating to skills when you take evidence on the
departmental annual report in the autumn. An update on progress on the select committee
recommendations is currently in preparation in order to prepare for this.

I also note that you request evidence on reductions in staYng levels a separate note on this is attached as
Appendix One. The findings of the SEEDA report which you cite are also currently being considered.

I would like to reassure you that we are not complacent or defensive about the committee challenge and
are looking at further ways to monitor performance and progress on the select committee recommendations.

The Government is continuing to address these issues and recent initiatives include an increase in the
number of planning bursaries on oVer this year, capacity support to local authorities between publication
and adoption of their Core Strategy (£25,000 each) and the success of the Planning Skills and Capacity
Building Board.

It is noted that the Committee has chosen to focus attention on the former Academy for Sustainable
Communities (ASC) in the context of its planning skills enquiry, but it should be recognised it is a relatively
small organisation with a limited role to play in addressing the shortfall of planners. However responses to
the questions the committee has raised in respect the former ASC are set out below.

Accountability

We trust that now the ASC has become the Homes and Communities Agency Academy (HCAA) its
accounts will be subject to much greater transparency.

The HCAA is the skills arm of the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) and it’s financial information
will be subsumed within HCA’s overall accounts, which is consistent with the reporting of the HCA’s other
programmes. The Business Performance section of HCA’s annual report will include a high level summary
of breakdown of spend by programme, including the HCAA.

More generally, the HCAA does provide quarterly performance reports to the HCA Academy Committee
and report on end of year financial and non financial outturns. This information has been provided to the
Select Committee in the past and can be again, if helpful. In addition, the Academy has commissioned
independent end of year evaluations, with the current evaluation due in the next few months. Previous
versions have been published on the Academy’s Committee (previously known as the Academy Board)
section of the Academy website (www.hcaacademy.co.uk) and also sent to the Select Committee.

Work is ongoing to rationalise reporting mechanisms across all HCA programmes including the HCAA
in order to ensure that there is consistency as well as suYcient transparency and accountability.

Performance

The Committee queried the assessment of the Academy’s performance.

It should be noted that the extract from the York Consulting report which was cited by the Committee
was followed by a further reference to means of assessment: “Qualitative indicators of delivery and
engagement are valuable tools in telling the story of ASC’s work to date, . . .. They do however need to be
underpinned by more sophisticated indicators of impact, something ASC is clearly conscious of”.

Further to this, over the past year the Academy has worked with CLES Consulting to establish an
Evaluation Framework for its activities to ensure a robust and consistent approach to evaluation, and
measuring impact of the Academy’s work. The Framework is structured around the Academy’s delivery
priorities with indicators set up to capture performance against these priorities and their outputs and
outcomes, and also their contribution towards the final outcomes (linked to the Government’s PSA targets).
It also aims to articulate the role of the Academy in the HCA’s “place-based” agenda, at local, sub-regional,
regional and national levels. The Framework is designed to face “both ways” on “internal” reporting against
the Academy’s delivery priorities and the “external” contribution towards wider objectives, including PSA
targets and DSOs.

It is also important, however, to note advice from York Consulting’s earlier report on ASC:

“. . . this does not mean that the ASC should stop carrying out activities where outputs are
intangible or diYcult to quantify. Not all activities will naturally lend themselves to this kind of
process.” CLES Consulting, in the most recent review of the Academy, commissioned in 2008–09,
noted that in the Academy’s case assessing the extent to which outputs and outcomes achieved had
resulted in objectives being meet was challenging because (i) the Academy is a young organisation
and the outcomes expected to flow out of its work will only become apparent in the medium to
longer term, (ii) until recently the Academy has placed more emphasis on articulating output
performance rather than outcomes, and hence has not captured the entirety of its impact (this is
similar to many public sector organisations in similar fields).”
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The CLES report, which is in its final stages of production and will be published (it concludes that the
academy is “performing well”), serves to confirm the impact of the Academy, stating that “the sector was
less fragmented than it had been . . . and that the Academy could take credit for building relationships within
the sector and encouraging more joined up cross disciplinary approaches to skills and capacity
development”. The evaluation explored the extent to which the Academy had influenced government policy
and stated that there was “clear evidence of Academy activity in this area”. At the operational level the
majority of Leaders Network members consulted felt that their involvement with the network would help
their organisation develop more sustainable communities. Positive testimonials from those engaging with
Academy programmes was very high with 92% of participants willing to recommend them to colleagues and
with positive responses from 89% in terms of satisfaction with the programme or resource. Evidence from
the evaluation of specific programmes has also been extremely positive, with a number of complimentary
references having been received.

The CLES report will be published shortly on the Academy website as part of the Committee papers.

Contribution

The Committee expressed concern regarding the Academy’s Skills Action Plan, and its relation to the
HCA’s Single Conversation.

Over the past year and a half the Academy has switched the focus of its work in order to ensure that it
directly supports the Single Conversation. During the set up phase of the HCA, the Academy worked as
part of the team looking at how HCA would be structured and how and what it would deliver. Following
a nationwide consultation process with HCA stakeholders, skills for the Single Conversation and placed
based leadership were identified as key roles for the Academy as part of the HCA.

As part of the Academy’s 2008/9 business plan a priority around targeted capacity building was
introduced. This programme of work is directly targeted at providing support for the single conversation
process and at its core is the need to improve the generic skills base of delivery partners as well as multi
agency and cross professional working. The Programme has three key elements: place-based support,
support to equip people in the current economic climate, and support to improve leadership in place making.
The Academy has restructured its team to provide Regional Skills Advisors to work in and with HCA
regional teams to support the capacity building needs of delivery partners.

Examples of the place based support include the Academy’s work in North StaVordshire, where the
Academy is working with the regional HCA team and regional partners to support the Regeneration
Partnership equip itself to deliver a large scale HMR programme. The work there is focussing on helping
develop the partnership to build leadership skills, develop a shared vision, improve partnership and
collaborative working and engage with the community.

In the Milton Keynes South Midlands (MKSM) region the Academy is delivering a programme
supported by the Local Delivery Vehicle (LDV) Chief Executive’s group: Delivering Growth in a Recession.
The programme will focus on skills interventions and capacity building required whilst delivering growth in
a recession. It will specifically focus on capturing experiences, expertise and good practice and sharing this
best practice. It will link these into new investment models, such as the Single Conversation process. The
skills focus is on:

— Partnership—working in and with multiple relationships that have a range of types, and how they
individually and together can manage these relationships.

— Visioning—developing and agreeing a broader and shared vision of where LDV’s across MKSM
want to be in six and 12 months and five years.

The first phase of the programme will start in October and run till April 2010. The second phase of the
programme will run from April until November 2010. Throughout the programme a non-participant
evaluator will monitor and measure the qualitative outcomes and lessons learned. The outcome of the
programme is that LDV CEO’s will be better equipped to support the growth requirements across MKSM
through a climate of uncertainty.

Turning to the Skills Action Plan, it is important to understand that the Plan is only one strategic objective
from the Academy’s 2008–09 business plan, and represents a very small proportion of the Academy’s
resources.

The contribution of the Academy has been in working with this large group of partners to produce this
high level strategic plan that looks at the wider skills agenda, in joining-up all of their eVorts to develop a
unified approach towards place making skills, a coordinated learning environment, joint responses to
market needs and core transferable skills. The process of developing the action plan has created a shared
understanding of the market needs and priorities within it. It has helped identify what work is already being
done so that duplication is avoided and shown where working together can add value. Under each key theme
there are a series of workstreams driven by one or more of the partners, with other partners being involved
in line with their priorities.

Future activities will continue along the same lines as before, with the majority of initiatives outlined in
the action plan being rolled out while partners also develop their individual programmes in response to the
changing supply and demand for learning and skills. The partners will promote the need to upskill
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practitioners to enable the sector to deal with the recession and plan for the upturn. The Academy will ensure
that other organisations with a role in developing skills in the sector will be invited to contribute to the action
plan, and will undertake research to determine the demand for skills from both employers and individuals.

Survey

The telephone survey referred to was undertaken with Academy stakeholders as part of a wider
Stakeholder Survey carried out by an independent consultant. This involved 200 quantitative interviews and
24 qualitative interviews with stakeholders across England, including Regional Development Agencies,
Local Authorities, Government agencies, professional and representative bodies, research & training
organisations, and various delivery bodies involved in regeneration, planning, housing, policy and
partnerships. This report is in the last stages of being finalised and will be available shortly.

Feedback provided by the consultants has confirmed that the “anecdotal information” referred to,
regarding dissatisfaction and scepticism about the Academy’s overall impact, and management of the Skills
Action Plan clearly reflected atypical views, and the Survey conclusion was on the whole positive.

I hope that this goes someway to allying your concerns and I look forward to continuing this discussion
in the Autumn.

John Healey MP

APPENDIX ONE

LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY STAFFING LEVELS

It is diYcult to be precise about the details of numbers of planners employed in planning departments at
a specific time. The largest data set that is available is the CIPFA statistics however the latest figures currently
available are the position as at 1 April 2008. We are awaiting the result of further research on skills and
capacity that was commissioned from ARUP as part of the research relating to fees levels. We are also
currently investigating the possibility of commissioning further research into the current position. An update
to the “Mind the Skills Gap” report is currently being commissioned by the HCAA and this will give us
further information when it reports in the New Year.

CIPFA statistics set out the number of posts budgeted for in local authorities in planning and
development areas of work (including development control, planning policy, enforcement, building
regulations and environmental initiatives) together with the actual numbers employed in these areas. Figures
include planners filling a professional role, technical staV, administration and any other support staV. These
figures are collected through an annual voluntary survey and as such the extent to which data is provided
per year for each local authority varies aVecting the extent to which yearly comparisons including total
figures can be made. The number of posts budgeted for are in brackets after the number of filled posts.

Total staV employed (staV budgeted for) 2006 2007 2008

Total Planning and Development 21,627.1 22,652.5 17,396.90
(23,922.20) (24,639.70) (18,531.30)

Planning Policy 3,398.4 3,573.40 3,602
(3,833.90) (3,978.4) (3,983.4)

Development Control 8,058.40 8,234.60 8,672.8
(8,727.70) (8,866.10) (9,037.60)

There has been a steady increase in the number of filled posts in planning policy and development control.
There has been a marked reduction in the total number of filled posts in planning and development and this
is likely to relate to reductions in administrative posts due to cost savings and technological advances. The
diVerences between the budgeted posts and actual posts have remained relatively constant, although in 2008
the diVerence between them in the overall figure has reduced.

Memorandum from the National Federation of ALMOs (DAR 09–15)

CLG Select Committee—Questioning of Ministers—2 November

There is serious concern amongst ALMOs about the decision by the Housing Minister to divert £150
million from the Decent Homes programme to help pay for new housing. This decision will eVectively mean
that any ALMO, which had not achieved a 2 star rating by 17 July 2009 (required to gain Decent Homes
funding) has any guarantee of receiving funding so undermining one of the central tenets of the ALMO
programme.
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The primary consequence of this decision is that for up to 11 ALMOs in 10 local authorities, promises
made to tenants in housing desperately in need of renovation are being reneged on. There are tens of
thousands of tenants expecting the much needed and long anticipated home improvement work that they
have been repeatedly reassured by Government will be delivered. This will be a devastating blow to them
and will cause them to question the integrity not only of the ALMO, as the vehicle which they supported to
provide them with a better standard of housing, but of this Government which promised the necessary
funding.

We are sure that the full ramifications of this decision have not been thought through. One of these is that
the Decent Homes programme delivers local jobs and apprenticeships. Many ALMOs in funding or
expectation of funding already have partnerships with local contractors and suppliers in place and cuts in
funding may well lead to jobs being lost. This will cancel out some, or maybe even all, of the potential job
gains from the new build programme.

There are a number of points concerning this that you may wish to raise with Ministers when they appear
before the Committee to be questioned on the Department’s annual report. The main point is to explore
how the Government might find resources from within the departmental or HCA budgets, where there is
likely to be under-spend, to enable it to still meet its pledges under the Decent Homes programme. Already,
since the announcement by John Healey in July, HCA has had to find resources to enable it to meet their
obligation to two ALMOs, St Georges Community Housing in Basildon and East Durham Homes, that had
been inspected prior to the announcement but whose inspection rating had not been published. The NFA
estimates that in reality the amount of money likely to be required by CLG to fulfil its obligations to ALMOs
reaching two stars would be approximately 13m in 2009-10 and up to £150m in 2010-11 (but possibly less
dependent on inspection results). In proportion to the overall budget this is not a large sum and we are sure
that the resources exist within CLG/HCA that are either likely to be spare or could be re-prioritised without
having an impact on jobs.

Linked to this point is to establish how many homes the CLG estimates will now have to wait beyond
2010–11 to be brought up to decent homes standard, managed by ALMOs that have gained, or are
considered likely to gain, two stars on their inspection in both 2009–10 and 2010–11.

I attach a sheet with more detailed information about the impact of the money cut from the Decent Homes
programme.

Gwyneth Taylor
NFA Policy Director

IMPACT OF MONEY CUT FROM DECENT HOMES PROGRAMME

Expected funding package (all
ALMO sources) Inspection date and comments

Charnwood Neighbourhood £13 million in 2010 Inspection due February 2010
Housing Total bid £36 million over

three years

Rykneld Homes, North East £6 million in 2010–11 Inspection due February 2010
Derbyshire Total bid £60 million over

five years

Salix Homes, Salford £50 million in 2010–11 Inspection due February 2010
£20 million in 2011–12

Homes in Sedgemoor £6.3 million in 2010–11 Inspection due February 2010
Total £53 million over
five years

Homes in Havering £9 million in 2009–10 Inspection completed September 2009
£21 million in 2010–11 Funding package was agreed in
Total—£112.35 million February 2008

Lambeth Living £233 million (indicative) over Funding bid submitted but not yet
next five years—no funding approved
before 2011 Inspection date February 2011

United Residents Housing £23 million over next two Inspection due February 2010
(Lambeth) years

Lewisham Homes Total bid—£145 million Inspection due May 2010
Estimate £20–25 million in Funding bid will need to be increased
2010 due to failed stock transfer

Redbridge Homes £7 million in 2009–10 Inspection due February 2010
£6 million in 2010–11
£39 million total
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Expected funding package
ALMO (all sources) Inspection date and comments

Sutton Housing Partnership £112.5 million over next Inspection October 2009
five years SHP has just completed a programme
£4 million in last quarter of Procurement of contracts for the
2009–10 Decent Homes programme. The
£24 million in 2010–11 deferral of funding may result in a

requirement to retender at a later
stage at potential additional cost

Tower Hamlets Homes £12 million in 2010–11 Funding bid yet to be agreed by CLG
£25 million in 2011–12 Inspection due June 2010

29 October 2009

Further supplementary memorandum from CLG (DAR 09–16)

Communities and Local Government Select Committee Inquiry into the Departmental Annual
Report—Officials Hearing Follow-up

Q1: What is the annual average figure for staV turnover across the Department and by Grade?

A1: Over the last 4 years the Department’s staV turnover has reduced:

— 2005–06: 11%

— 2006–07: 16.5%

— 2007–08: 13.3%

— 2008–09: 8.7%

Based on this data, over the last four years the Department has had an average annual turnover figure of
10.5%. This figure excludes those staV whose Fixed-Term contracts/loan periods came to an end.

The Department does not record the rate of turnover by Grade.

Further supplementary memorandum from Communities and Local Government (DAR 09–17)

I wanted to take this opportunity to express both my pleasure, and the CLG Ministerial Team’s pleasure,
in participating at the 2009 Departmental Annual Report Inquiry on 2 November. As agreed during the
session I am writing to you to share my understanding of the number of planners employed by local
government, and what action the Government is taking to address the shortage of planners. I also agreed to
provide you with an update on the positive work of the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) Academy.

Number of Planners Employed by Local Government

Appendix one, to my letter of 14 October to you, set out that there had been a reduction in the number
of staV employed in local authorities in planning and development areas of work between 2006 and 2008.
These figures, taken from the CIPFA statistics, include professional planners, technical staV, administration,
and other support staV. They do not allow a figure for professional planners only. However, we believe that
these reductions are likely to relate to reductions in administrative posts due to cost savings and
technological advances.

In contrast, there has been a steady increase in the number of filled posts in planning policy and
development control. These increases are likely to be professional planners, however, there is no annual
survey that records the number of professional planners in local authority planning departments. My
Department is currently evaluating the ways in which a survey could be distributed, via the Planning OYcers
Society, to ascertain the eVect of the downturn on the number of professional planners in local authorities.
I will keep you updated as this work develops.

Steps taken to Increase the Number of Planners

The primary step that the Government has taken to increase the number of planners is through the Post
Graduate Planning Bursary Scheme. Since 2004–05, my Department has funded bursaries to high calibre
graduates to study a postgraduate planning course. Since 2004–05, 607 students have benefited from the
scheme at a cost of £5.68 million.
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In 2009–10, we expect to award 153 bursaries (compared to 92 in 2007–08). This scheme has also raised
the profile of planning within the universities and helped secure the planning schools’ position in universities
and attracted more students. There has been a steep increase in the number of planning students rising from
a total of just over 600 in 2000, to just over 1,000 in 2007.

From the exit surveys undertaken for the first two years of the bursary scheme, we know that 99% of
students graduated. Of these graduates, 36% were subsequently employed in local government, 34% in
private planning consultancies, and the remainder in the voluntary sector, public bodies like the National
Health Service, research posts in universities or were still seeking employment at the time of the exit surveys.
From 2008/09 students awarded bursaries have to enter into public service contracts and will be expected
to work for at least two years in the public service within the first five years of employment.

We have also funded the creation and operation of a distance learning MA in Spatial Planning and a
foundation degree in Planning at University of the West of England. We have also provided three one oV
capacity building grants to individual universities located in regions where there is a high level of
development activity and thus a demand for planners.

The HCA Academy

The HCA Academy’s remit is to attract new entrants into, and improving the generic skills of, the place
making sector. This includes built environment professionals such as planners, but its role is to support and
supplement the role of profession specific education, recruitment, skills and training bodies such as the RTPI
and PAS.

The Academy is tasked with improving multidisciplinary working across professions and ensuring generic
skills are transferable across the disciplines. All of the Academy’s courses are therefore open to, and attended
by planners, as well as all the other professions and disciplines involved in place making.

Examples of the work the HCA Academy has undertaken to support planning includes:

— The Foundation Degree in Sustainable Communities. This is a key part of the Academy’s work to
tackle recruitment problems in the sector whilst equipping professionals with a broad range of
generic skills and knowledge in order to deliver sustainable communities. The degree is designed
to open up entry routes to careers in planning and housing. The aim is to run the foundation degree
in every English Region. Four universities are already signed up to delivering the degree with the
remaining ones coming on stream in the next financial year.

— As part of the Skills Action Plan a task and finish group is looking at recruitment and retention
across the place making sector. The Academy is involved in working with Asset skills helping
develop apprenticeships in key areas, such as planning and regeneration. The group share best
practice recruitment strategies particularly in terms of under represented groups.

— The Ask:What if? Website covers 33 professions including planning, transport planning and
community planning. The site is designed to attract young people into professions across the
housing and regeneration sector.

— The Academy is updating Mind the Skills Gap, the market intelligence work that underpins key
skills strategies for the sector. This work, reporting next year, will identify the key skills gaps and
labour shortages in the place making sector (including planning) across the county, this will help
target recruitment and training development. This will enable the Academy and its partners to plan
and co-ordinate a sector response to tackle shortages and gaps.

It is worth noting that the Academy is the only organisation that focuses on the skills and capacity of
diVerent professions and disciplines, from a range of diVerent types of organisation, to create, maintain and
regenerate successful places. In addition, it is the only organisation that specifically focuses on promoting
inter-disciplinary and organisational working and skills.

It should also be noted that the Academy has undertaken a large range of activities to support place
making that would not have otherwise been undertaken by other bodies. I have attached further, more
detailed, information on these activities at annex A below.

John Healey MP

Annex A

ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN BY HCA ACADEMY

Place-making Skills

The HCA Academy is supporting the delivery of housing and regeneration programmes through the
rollout of its bespoke learning programmes. These include:

— Foundation Degree in Sustainable Communities—part-time programme now available in four
universities and on target to be in every region by 2011.

— In a Nutshell—10-week, online introductory course to place-making available every month and
regularly sold out.
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— Planning for Non-Planners—demystifying planning workshop available at least once a quarter
and regularly sold out.

— Creating Sustainable Communities—CPD module available through four universities with more
planned.

In addition, the HCA Academy has launched the Place-based Recognition Scheme to identify quality
products that improve place-making skills and knowledge. This will allow the HCA Academy to create a
directory of recognised programmes, resources, and best practice relevant to practitioners.

The HCA Hub

The HCA Academy is currently creating the HCA’s learning and knowledge website, an online “hub” of
resources that will provide a trusted source of information, toolkits and learning for the HCA and the
wider sector.

The hub will:

— Provide an easy-to-use central resource to meet HCA staV and partners’ needs for up-to-date
knowledge and skills.

— Encourage delivery partners to learn from past mistakes and best practice to improve the
delivery process.

— Meet the need for cost-eVective, accessible methods of learning at a time when training budgets are
tight and pressures on delivery partners are increasing.

The Academy is halfway through the two-year project, with the hub scheduled to launch in October 2010.
It builds on and integrates the Academy’s popular online tools, such as:

— Planning and Climate Change—an online version of Planning Policy Statement: Planning and
Climate Change, created on behalf of CLG and in partnership with the Planning Advisory Service.

— Showcase—a best practice website featuring more than 70 case studies.

— Demystifying Climate Change—a website that provides a comprehensive overview of policy and
signposts practical solutions.

Targeted Capacity

The HCA Academy is in the first year of a national programme designed to ensure that places are
suYciently prepared to engage in the HCA’s “single conversation”. This builds on the HCA Academy’s
previous place-based work in Milton Keynes, Stoke, and the Tees Valley.

The HCA Academy has identified priorities in each region and the programme is under way in several
places. It is designed to improve the generic skills base of the HCA’s delivery partners, as well as improve
multi-agency and cross-professional working. This is being achieved through facilitating partnership
working, developing a shared vision of place, and fostering a holistic approach towards place-making.

The programme is being delivered in two phases:

— Diagnostic—The HCA Academy works with delivery partners to identify their challenges and
needs, gather intelligence on local activities, agree a set of learning aims and objectives, identify
resources, clarify roles and responsibilities, and agree an evaluation framework to measure the
impact of the HCA Academy’s work. Tailored delivery plans are developed to meet the needs of
individual places, comprising a blend of interventions including: delivery of HCA Academy
learning programmes, commissioning of learning programmes from partner organisations,
delivery of other providers programmes and commissioning of new interventions where gaps exist
in provision.

— Delivery—The HCA Academy manages the interventions; evaluates the achievement of
milestones, outcomes, and impacts; levers in funds for delivery, where available; and provides seed
funding, where appropriate.

National Skills Action Plan

In June 2009, I launched the HCA Academy’s national skills action plan in conjunction with HCA Chief
Executive Sir Bob Kerslake. The action plan—Delivering Better Skills for Better Places—comprises more
than 20 skills and employer organisations, including the Royal Town Planning Institute, the Planning
Advisory Service, HCA Atlas, the National Planning Forum and the Town and Country Planning
Association.

Unprecedented in scale and ambition, the action plan is accelerating the development of a flexible, highly
skilled workforce and ensuring that there are enough people with the technical, specialist, and transferable
skills to deliver sustainable communities.
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The main aims of the action plan are to:

— Attract new entrants and retain existing people in the core professions like planning.

— Develop generic skills in areas like low carbon, climate change, empowerment, community
cohesion, risk sharing and place leadership.

— Ensure technical and specialist skills like planning, urban design and skills for changing economic
markets are updated in line with new processes, standards, legislation, and economic conditions.

Under the HCA Academy’s leadership, the partners are currently working together to:

— Extend the Diploma in Construction and the Built Environment to include planning, housing,
surveying and valuation skills.

— Embed generic skills in new learning programmes—apprenticeships, foundation degrees,
undergraduate and post graduate courses and continuing professional development.

— Explore the potential for an apprenticeship in planning.

— Develop and promote an online distance learning package for urban design.

— Develop competencies frameworks for green skills and embed carbon management into the
training provided by partners.

— Develop and promote a learning module for development economics.

Explanatory memorandum from the Department for Communities and Local Government (SSUP (0809) 01)

SPRING SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATE 2008–09

Introduction

1. The changes to Departmental Expenditure Limits (DELs) which are referred to below were announced
by the Secretary of State on 12 February 2009. Changes to DELs, of which the department has two (Main
Programmes and Local Government), are not always identical to those to the Estimate described below. This
is because:

— some expenditure within DEL is non-Voted, while some Voted expenditure is outside DEL; and

— the DELs consolidate expenditure of the Department with that of the Non-Departmental Public
Bodies (NDPBs) which the Department sponsors. The Estimate records expenditure by the
Department and its executive agencies only, which includes grant in aid to NDPBs, but not NDPB
expenditure itself.

End Year Flexibility

2. The End Year Flexibility (EYF) entitlements were included in the Public Expenditure Outturn White
Paper 2007–08 (Cm 7419) which was presented to Parliament by the Chief Secretary to the Treasury in
July 2008.

Section A: Summary of Changes Sought in Estimate

3. The Department for Communities and Local Government Spring Supplementary Estimate requests
additional net resource provision, above Winter Supplementary Estimate totals, of:

— RFR1 £316.994 million.

— RFR2 £18.541 million.

And increase in provision for:

— Voted Capital £47.096 million.

4. The Department also seeks an increase of £372.644 million to the Net Cash Requirement, resulting
from these changes to the RFRs.

5. The main policy reasons for taking a Spring Supplementary Estimate are to:

— reallocate resources within the DEL limits, particularly to:

(a) ensure that voted and non-voted totals reflect the application of merger accounting to the
Homes and Communities Agency (see Annex A);

(b) meet a shortfall in pooled capital housing receipts and temporary pressures arising from taking
Fire Regional Control leases onto the Department’s balance sheet at year end; and

(c) adjust budgets for bad debts, utilisation of existing balance sheet provisions and creation of
new provisions in respect of European Regional Development Fund losses and write oVs;

— draw down end year flexibility for Local Government programmes, particularly for the Local
Government PSA performance fund;
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— draw down funding from the Olympics programme contingency;

— adjust the AME forecasts for Housing Revenue Account subsidy and fire service superannuation;

— adjust non-budget provision for grant in aid and deemed grant in aid to the Homes and
Communities Agency, including additional provision to support non-voted capital spending
brought forward from 2010–11 to 2008–09 (see Annex B), for grant in aid to the Tenant Services
Authority and for overhanging debt repayment on disposal of local authority housing stock;

— eVect small transfers to and from other Government departments;

— eVect small transfers between the RfRs;

— adjust levels of appropriations in aid and related expenditure;

— make a number of transfers between sections within the RfRs.

6. A summary of the DEL impacts of the changes is set out in section D below.

7. The increases in the Net Resource Requirement sought in this Supplementary Estimate relate to:

— Increases outside public expenditure (£725.521 million);

— Increases in Annually Managed Expenditure (£38.838 million);

— Draw down of End Year Flexibility (£20.410 million);

— Take up of Departmental Unallocated Provision (£18.807 million);

— Reduction in Appropriations in Aid oVset by decreases in non voted spending (£105.100
million); and

— Switches within the RFR, across RFRs, within the DEL or across Government as a whole (£1.200
million to the Estimate, but neutral in public expenditure terms);

oVset against

— A movement of £561.841 million from voted to non voted programmes (but neutral in overall
public expenditure terms); and

— A switch of £12.500 million within the Estimate from Resource (capital grants) to Capital.

8. The increase in voted capital sought relates to:

— A transfer of £34.596 million from non voted to voted programmes (but neutral in overall public
expenditure terms); and

— A switch of £12.500 million within the Estimate from Resource (capital grants) to Capital.

9. These changes can be divided into those which increase public expenditure overall, and those which
reallocate within the existing public expenditure totals or are outside public expenditure totals altogether.
It is the increases that are outside public expenditure which make the biggest contribution to the changes in
this Supplementary Estimate.

Changes Sought Which Increase Public Expenditure

10. These are as follows:

— Increases in DEL totalling £20.410 million funded from the Department’s draw down of
entitlement to End Year Flexibility (EYF) (see table 1, item 1) and being used:

(a) To provide £20.000 million for Local Government Public Service Agreements to cover planned
spending over the amount provided in the Comprehensive Spending Review 2007; and

(b) To provide £0.410 million for Invest to Save special grant to fund projects in the current
financial year.

— Increases in Annually Managed Expenditure totalling £38.838 million (table 1, item 2) for:

— Fire service superannuation (£9.000 million) to adjust the forecast for fire fighters pensions top
up grants; and

— Housing Revenue Account subsidy (£29.838 million) to reflect a revised forecast based on an
economic model and taking account of accounting adjustments.
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Changes Sought Which do not Increase Public Expenditure, Taken Across Government

11. These are as follows:

(a) Increases to non budget spending totalling £725.521 million. (table 1, item 9) These relate to
payments which the Department makes but which do not score in public expenditure because they
are simply movements of money within Government. They comprise:

— An increase in grant in aid (£315.409 million) to the Homes and Communities Agency, mainly
to reflect timing diVerences between cash transactions and accruals transactions under
Resource Accounting and Budgeting;

— An increase in “deemed grant in aid” (£582.361 million) to the Homes and Communities
Agency to reflect the accounting implications of the application of merger accounting to the
establishment of the HCA (see Annex A);

— Adjustments to grant in aid to the Housing Corporation (£36.141 million increase) and English
Partnerships (£138.000 million reduction) to reflect outturn as at 30 November 2008;

— Provision for grant in aid (£36.165 million) to the newly established Tenant Services Authority;

— Reductions in grant in aid to London UDC (£3.000 million) and Thurrock UDC (£3.000
million) to reflect reductions in current year non voted spending on the Thames Gateway;

— Reduction in grant in aid to the South East of England Development Agency (£1.250 million)
to reflect a transfer of Thames Gateway responsibilities from the Department to the HCA;

— Increase in grant in aid (£2.500 million) to Firebuy to support non voted expenditure arising
from litigation in connection with the integrated clothing project; and

— Reduction of £101.500 million in provision for overhanging debt repayment on disposal of
local authority housing stock.

(b) Decreases totalling £561.841 million resulting from net transfers of DEL from the RFRs to non
voted budgets (table 1, item 8). The largest element is the transfer of £582.361 million to the Homes
and Communities Agency to reflect the accounting implications of the application of merger
accounting to the establishment of the HCA. A further £45.000 million will cover the near cash
utilisation cost associated with the provision raised in the 2007–08 resource accounts in respect of
financial corrections on 1997-99 ERDF programmes. OVsetting transfers from non-voted to voted
budgets include £20.253 million (from the ringfenced Olympics programme contingency) for
Olympics payments to the Department for Culture, Media and Sport, £54.693 million for the
creation of new non-cash provisions for future liabilities (mainly for ERDF financial corrections)
and to provide for bad debts on 2000–06 ERDF programmes.

(c) Decrease of £105.100 million in voted appropriations in aid oVset by reductions in non voted
programmes (table 1, item 11). There has been a reduction in pooled housing capital receipts as a
result of the economic downturn. This has necessitated current year reductions in the non voted
budgets for Thames Gateway (£50.000 million) and AVordable Housing (£55.100 million).

(d) Smaller transfers within DEL. Other changes which are relatively small in value and which lead to
no change in total DEL are:

— Take up of non voted non-cash Departmental Unallocated Provision (£18.807 million) for new
(voted) provisions for future liabilities for financial corrections in respect of old ERDF
programmes (table 1, item 3);

— Transfers from resource to voted capital within the Estimate: decrease of £12.500 million in
resource (capital grants), increase of £12.500 million in voted capital, of which £10.000 million
is a switch to direct capital expenditure on fire regional control rooms from capital grants to
local authorities within the same programme and £2.500 million is a transfer from capital
grants to capital expenditure in respect of the regeneration monitoring and digital inclusion
programme (table 1, item 4, and table 2, item 1);

— Net transfers of £1.200 million from other Government departments (table 1, item 5);

— Net transfers of £1.469 million from RfR2 to RfR1 (table 1, item 6); and

— Changes that net out within the Estimate, involving either switches between sections or
increases in Appropriations in Aid funding additional expenditure (table 1, items 7 and 10; and
table 2, items 2 and 4).

(e) Increase of £34.596 million resulting from a transfer from non voted spending to voted capital. This
is to provide for the temporary acquisition of two regional fire control centre leases, pending the
establishment of new local authority companies. (table 2, item 3)

(f) A change to the net cash requirement of £36.909 million over and above the Net Resource
Requirement. This mainly reflects the increase in voted capital and adjustments in respect of
provisions.
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12. These changes are summarised at tables 1 and 2 below:

Table 1
£ million

Net Resource Requirement RFR1 RFR2 Total

Changes which increase public expenditure

(1) End Year Flexibility 0.0 20.410 20.410

(2) Changes in Annually Managed Expenditure 38.838 0.0 38.838

Changes which do not increase public expenditure, taken across Government

(3) Take up of Departmental Unallocated Provision 18.807 0.0 18.807

(4) Transfers to voted capital from voted resource "12.500 0.0 "12.500

(5) Transfers to/from other government departments 1.200 0.0 1.200

(6) Transfers between the RFRs 1.469 "1.469 0.0

(7) Transfers within the RFRs 0.0 0.0 0.0

(8) Transfers to non-voted spending "561.841 0.0 "561.841

(9) Changes in non-budget spending 725.921 "0.400 725.521

(10) Changes in A in A, oVset by voted spending 0.0 0.0 0.0

(11) Changes in A in A, oVset by non voted spending 105.100 0.0 105.100

316.994 18.541 335.535

Table 2
£ million

Voted Capital RFR1 RFR2 Total

Changes which do not increase public expenditure, taken across Government

(1) Transfers to voted capital from voted resource 12.500 0.0 12.500

(2) Transfers within the RFRs 0.0 0.0 0.0

(3) Transfers from non-voted spending 34.596 0.0 34.596

(4) Changes in A in A, oVset by voted spending 0.0 0.0 0.0

47.096 0.0 47.096

Section B: Detailed Explanation of Changes (Amounts are in £s)

Changes to RFR1: Improving the quality of life by creating thriving, inclusive and sustainable communities in
all regions

12. Changes in resources, and their implications for DEL and AME budgets, are as follows:

(del budget changes are indicated by an asterisk in the right hand column)

Changes in Annually Managed Expenditure DEL

£29,838,000 Increase in AME for Housing Revenue Account subsidy (section V)
reflecting revised forecast which takes account of fluctuations in housing
stock remaining in local authority ownership, inflation and costs of
servicing local authority housing debt.

£9,000,000 Increase in AME for Fire service superannuation (section W) to reflect
revised forecast of firefighters’ pensions top up grants, based on
information collected from fire and rescue authorities.

£38,838,000 Total change to Main Resource AME

£38,838,000 Total change to Main AME

£38,838,000 Total change to Estimate
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Take up of Departmental Unallocated Provision

£18,807,000 Transfer of non-cash to European Regional Development Fund losses and *
write oVs (section K) for new provisions in respect of future liabilities.

ZERO Total change to Main Resource DEL

ZERO Total change to Main DEL

£18,807,000 Total change to Estimate

Transfers from Resource spending (capital grants) to Capital spending

£10,000,000 Transfer to direct capital expenditure on fire regional control rooms *
(section F) from capital grants to local authorities within the same
programme (section R) for the European Aeronautic Defence and Space
(EADS) company contract. (See transfers within the RfR, below).

£2,500,000 Transfer from capital grants to capital expenditure on the Regeneration *
Monitoring and Digital Inclusion programme (section C). Funding in the
current year is required for development of Phase 2 of a central focal point
for IT connections (the HUB). (See transfers between the RfRs, below)

ZERO Total change to Main Capital DEL

ZERO Total change to Main DEL

ZERO Total change to Estimate

"£12,500,000 resource
!£12,500,000 capital

Transfers of budgetary cover to/from other Government Departments

£1,240,000 Transfer from the Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory *
Reform to cover early exit costs of BERR staV in the Government OYces
(section H, administration costs).

"£40,000 Transfer to the Cabinet OYce from central administration (section G) for *
the Government Secure Zone Security Monitoring and Control Centre.

£1,200,000 Total change to Main Resource DEL

£1,200,000 Total change to Main DEL

£1,200,000 Total change to Estimate

Resource transfers to /from another Request for Resources

£2,500,000 Transfer from Local government management information systems (RfR2, *
section G) to Regeneration monitoring and digital inclusion (RfR1, section
C) for development of Phase 2 of a central focal point for IT connections
(the HUB), which is being used by Government departments, the
inspectorates, the local authority community, local service provider
partners, external observatories and the Government OYces.

£831,000 Transfer from Fire and Rescue Services improvement (RfR1, section F) to *
Best Value Inspection (RfR2, section B) to support Audit Commission
Comprehensive Performance Assessment work on fire and rescue
authorities.

£200,000 Transfer from Implementing planning reforms (RfR1, section E) to *
London governance (RfR2, section F) for grants to the Greater London
Authority in support of the Mayor’s new planning powers under the
Greater London Authority Act 2007.

"£1,031,000 Total change to Main Resource DEL

£1,469,000 Total change to Main DEL

ZERO Total change to Estimate

(!£1,469,000 RFR1
"£1,469,000 RFR2)



Processed: 02-03-2010 02:00:33 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 441145 Unit: PAG1

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 81

Resource transfers within the Request for Resources

£18,205,000 Transfer within the New Dimension Search and Rescue programme from *
support for local authorities (section R) to central government spending
(section F) because of a delay in the planned transfer of responsibilities to
the fire & rescue services.

£13,962,000 Transfer within the Growth areas, new growth points and eco-towns *
programme from central government spending (section B) to support for
local authorities (section N) to reflect Ministers’ final decisions on
allocations to local delivery vehicles in the growth areas.

£10,000,000 Transfer within the Fire regional control rooms programme from central *
government spending (section F) to support for local authorities (section
R) for near cash grants to fire and rescue services under section 31 of the
Local Government Act 2003.

£10,000,000 Transfer of capital grants within the Fire regional control rooms *
programme from support for local authorities (section R) to central
government spending (section F) to support the Department’s commitment
to the European Aeronautic Defence and Space Company (EADS)
contract for plant and machinery.

£9,200,000 Transfer of part of Regional assemblies programme from section C to *
section E to strengthen the link between the CLG Planning Directorate and
regional partners in the context of a) working on the content of RSS/partial
reviews; b) making progress on the housing requirement and c) working
toward a new regional strategy.

£9,911,000 Transfer of part of Regional assemblies programme from section C to *
section Q, to strengthen the link between the CLG Planning Directorate
and regional partners (as above).

£9,295,000 Transfer from Cohesion and race equality (section D) to Gypsy site grant *
(section C) to focus an element of expenditure formerly within the cohesion
and faiths programme upon community empowerment.

£4,830,000 Transfer from Safer and Stronger Communities Fund and New Ventures *
Fund (section C) to Community empowerment (section D) to enable
funding to be targeted at key areas in a more transparent way.

£4,685,000 Transfer from Area Based Grant (section S) to Implementing planning *
reforms (section Q) to facilitate the distribution of funds to National Parks
and Broads Authority for the obligation to undertake implementation of
the Habitats Directive requirement of Environmental Assessments.

£2,222,000 Transfers from Implementing planning reforms (£1,422,000) (section E) and *
Regional assemblies (£800,000) (section C) to voted provision for the
Homes and Communities Agency (section B) to cover costs of the shortfall
in the Housing Corporation pension fund held with Westminster City
Council.

£1,878,000 Transfer from central administration (section G, administration costs) to *
Government OYces administration (section H, administration costs) to
cover non-cash costs (depreciation, cost of capital, provisions).

£1,500,000 Transfer from Procurement eYciency and social housing (section B) to *
Disabled Facilities Grant (section N) as a consequence of demand led
pressures on local authorities for mandatory disabled facilities.

£1,018,000 Transfer from central administration (section G, administration costs) to *
Government OYce administration (section H, administration costs) to
fund work undertaken by Local Government Directors of Practice
(£977,000) and the establishment of a new unit dealing with the roll-out of
the Civil Service in the English regions (£41,000)

£1,000,000 Transfer from Implementing planning reforms (section E) to Housing and *
planning delivery grant (section Q) to support the Community Involvement
programme.

£830,000 Transfer from Regional chambers (section C) to Private housing renewal *
(section N) for a pilot scheme on equity release by Newham Council to
fund improvements in housing conditions for vulnerable people.

£750,000 Transfers from Payments for mapping services (£500,000) (section L) and *
Building regulation (£250,000) (section B) to Research (section C) to
restore funding that was transferred in the Winter Supplementary Estimate
to cover financial corrections in respect of old ERDF programmes.
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£666,000 Transfer from Regional chambers (section C) to Adults facing chronic *
exclusion (section D) to cover programme slippage from 2007–08.

£424,000 Transfer from Regional chambers (section C) to Homelessness and housing *
reform (section B) to help individuals gain sustainable employment and
move out of hostels into private rented sector accommodation.

£400,000 Transfer from Payments for mapping services (section L) to ERDF *
INTERREG (section K) for MCIS (management control information
system) and TESA (Transactional ERDF and State Aid) projects.

£300,000 Transfer from Cohesion and race equality (section P) to Homelessness and *
housing reform (section N) to provide funding to several London local
authorities to help them tackle rough sleeping by ‘A10’ nationals.

"£101,076,000 Reductions in budgets to meet increases, as detailed above.

ZERO Total change to Main Resource DEL

ZERO Total change to Main Capital DEL

ZERO Total change to Main DEL

ZERO Total change to Estimate

Transfers to/from non-voted spending

"£582,361,000 Transfers from various voted programmes to the Homes and Communities *
Agency to reflect the accounting implications of the application of merger
accounting to the establishment of the HCA. This contributes to the
requirement for additional, non-budget, grant in aid under RfR1, section
X. (See annex A for further information).

£39,393,000 Transfer of non-cash to European Regional Development Fund (section K) *
for bad debts on 2000–06 programmes (£8,000,000) and creation of new
provisions for future liabilities in respect of financial corrections to old
programmes (£31,393,000).

"£45,000,000 Transfers from European Regional Development Fund (section K) *
(£30,300,000 near cash) and Firelink (section F) (£14,700,000 near cash) to
non voted ERDF for the near cash utilisation cost associated with the
provision raised in 2007–08 in respect of financial corrections to 1997-99
programmes.

£20,253,000 Transfer from ringfenced Olympics programme contingency to Olympics *
contributions (section C) for payments to the Department for Culture,
Media and Sport to cover risks outside the control of the Olympic Delivery
Authority.

£12,300,000 Transfer of non-cash to Government OYce administration (section H) for *
the creation of a new provision for early exits.

"£5,481,000 Transfers to the Homes and Communities Agency comprising £1,930,000 *
from HCA set up costs (section B) for IT, recruitment and other costs
incurred by English Partnerships prior to vesting on 1 December,
£3,100,000 from Mapping and data services (section L) for ATLAS
(Advisory Team for Large Applications, hosted by the HCA), £251,000
from Stronger and Safer Communities Fund (section C) and £200,000 non-
cash from e-planning (section E) to cover costs of CLG staV seconded to
the HCA.

"£3,052,000 Transfers from Government OYce administration (section H) (£1,552,000 *
near cash) and central administration (section G) (£1,500,000 non cash,
administration costs) to non voted Government OYce administration to
adjust budgets for utilisation of provisions in respect of early exit costs.

£3,000,000 Transfer of non-cash to Mortgage support for homeowners (section B) for *
the creation of provisions for future liabilities under the Homeowners
Mortgage Support Scheme.

"£2,500,000 Transfer from Firelink (section F) to Firebuy for costs arising from *
litigation in connection with the integrated clothing project.

£1,100,000 Transfer to Implementing planning reforms (section Q) to facilitate the *
distribution of funds for the Mine Waste Directive (£750,000) and
Renewable Energy Strategy (£350,000.)

£800,000 Transfer to Fire Service College (section F) for the cost of capital charge on *
lending to the College.
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"£722,000 Transfers from voted provision for the HCA (section B) (£502,000) and *
Housing Corporation Board remuneration (section B) (£220,000) to the
Tenant Services Authority to contribute to internal set up costs over and
above normal running costs.

£429,000 Transfer to New Dimension Mass Decontamination (section R) for *
depreciation charges on mass decontamination vehicles.

ZERO Total change to Main Resource DEL
ZERO Total change to Main Capital DEL
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
"£561,841,000 Total change to Estimate

Changes in non budget spending

£897,770,000 Increase in grant in aid to the Homes and Communities Agency (section
X), of which £315,409,000 relates to December 2008 –March 2009 and is
mainly due to diVerences in timing, chiefly over (i) grants accrued at the
end of one financial year but paid as cash early in the next, and (ii) income
accrued from land sales in one financial year but received in cash terms in a
diVerent financial year. The remainder is “deemed grant in aid” in respect
of April-November 2008 and reflects accounting implications for the
Department and the HCA of the application of merger accounting to the
HCA’s 2008–09 accounts (see annex A for further details).

"£138,000,000 Decrease in grant in aid to English Partnerships (section X) to reflect
outturn to the end of November 2008.

"£101,500,000 Decrease in provision for overhanging debt repayment on disposal of local
authority housing stock (section X) reflecting the impact of the economic
downturn in the housing sector.

£36,165,000 Creation of a budget for grant in aid to the Tenant Services Authority
(section X), which was established under the Housing and Regeneration
Act 2008, to cover the period December 2008 to March 2009.

£36,141,000 Increase in grant in aid to the Housing Corporation (section X) to reflect
outturn to the end of November 2008.

"£6,000,000 Decrease in grant in aid to London UDC (£3,000,000) and Thurrock UDC
(£3,000,000) (section X) to reflect reductions in Thames Gateway budgets
to oVset a shortfall in pooled capital housing receipts.

£2,500,000 Increase in grant in aid to Firebuy (section AA) to support non voted
budget allocation (see transfers to/from non voted spending, above).

"£1,215,000 Decrease in grant in aid to the South East of England Development
Agency (section X) to reflect the transfer to the HCA of responsibility for
payment of Thames Gateway grants to SEEDA.

£50,000 Provision, following passage of the Planning Act 2008, to repay an advance
from the Contingencies Fund for expenditure on recruitment of the Chair
of the Infrastructure Planning Commission.

£10,000 Provision for loss on disposal of assets (Green Goddess fire tenders).
Income from the disposal was included in the Winter Supplementary
Estimate.

ZERO Total change to Main DEL
£725,921,000 Total change to Estimate
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Changes in Operating Appropriations in Aid fully oVset by changes in voted spending

Spend: Changes in budgets reflecting contributions from the Scottish and Welsh *
£11,400,000 devolved administrations in respect of payments by the Department for
Receipts: Firelink (section F).
"£11,400,000
(net change zero)

Spend: Decrease in expenditure on New Deal for Communities (section O) to *
"£10,300,000 oVset a decrease in pooled capital housing receipts (section N) as a result of
Receipts: the economic downturn in the housing sector.
£10,300,000
(net change zero)

Spend: Increase in expenditure on central administration (section G) in respect of *
£4,200,000 outward secondees from the Department to local authorities and other
Receipts: organisations (£3,500,000) and work provided for other Government
"£4,200,000 Departments.
(net change zero)

Spend: £2,069,000 Increase in expenditure on Fire regional control rooms (section F) oVset by *
Receipts: receipts from Regional Control Centres’ lease premiums.
"£2,069,000
(net change zero)

Spend: £1,170,000 Increase in expenditure on Government OYce administration (section H) *
Receipts: to reflect additional work being undertaken on behalf of the Department of
"£1,170,000 Health on the “You’re Welcome” programme.
(net change zero)

Spend: £1,000,000 Increase in expenditure on Community empowerment (section D) to take *
Receipts: account of an expected receipt from the OYce of the Third Sector as a
"£1,000,000 contribution to the Community Builders Fund.
(net change zero)

Spend: "£648,000 Changes to reflect the transfer of budget for Growth areas, new growth *
Receipts: £648,000 points and eco towns (section N) to the Homes and Communities Agency
(net change zero) as a consequence of the application of merger accounting to the

establishment of the HCA.

Spend: "£622,000 Adjustment to grant in aid receipts from English Partnerships, and related *
Receipts: £622,000 expenditure, (section X) as a consequence of the application of merger
(net change zero) accounting to the establishment of the HCA.

Spend: £500,000 Changes in budgets reflecting contributions from other Government *
Receipts: Departments to the cross government project on adults facing chronic
"£500,000 exclusion (section D).
(net change zero)

Spend: £100,000 Changes in budgets to reflect a contribution by the Homes and *
Receipts: Communities Agency to a pilot scheme on overcrowding and worklessness
"£100,000 (section B).
(net change zero)

Spend: £79,000 Changes in budgets reflecting a repayment by RushcliVe Borough Council *
Receipts: "£79,000 of unutilised grants paid in 2007–08 for choice based lettings (section B).
(net change zero)

ZERO Total change to Main DEL

ZERO Total change to Estimate

Changes in Operating Appropriations in Aid fully oVset by changes in non voted spending

Spend: Shortfall in pooled capital housing receipts (section N) as a result of the *
"£105,100,000 economic downturn, oVset by reductions in the non voted budgets for
Receipts: Thames Gateway (£44,000,000 from the HCA, £6,000,000 from London
£105,100,000 and Thurrock UDCs) and the HCA AVordable Housing programme
(net change zero) (£55,100,000).

ZERO Total change to Main Capital DEL

ZERO Total change to Main DEL

£105,100,000 Total change to Estimate
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13. Changes in voted capital, and their implications for DEL and AME budgets, are as follows:

Transfers to/from non-voted spending

£34,596,000 Transfer from the Homes and Communities Agency to the FiReControl *
project (section F, capital). The Department will temporarily acquire two
Regional Control Centre leases pending the formation of new local authority
companies. When formed, the local authority companies will take over
responsibility for the leases, enabling a repayment of capital budget to be
made to the HCA in 2009–10.

ZERO Total change to Main Resource DEL
ZERO Total change to Main Capital DEL
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
£34,596,000 Total change to Estimate

Transfers from Capital spending to/from other resource (capital grants)

£10,000,000 Transfer to direct capital expenditure on fire regional control rooms (section *
F) from capital grants to local authorities within the same programme
(section R) for the European Aeronautic Defence and Space (EADS)
company contract.

£2,500,000 Transfer from capital grants to capital expenditure on the Regeneration *
Monitoring and Digital Inclusion programme (section C). Funding in the
current year is required for central development of Phase 2 of a central focal
point for IT connections (the HUB).

ZERO Total change to Main Capital DEL
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
ZERO Total change to Estimate
!£12,500,000
capital
"£12,500,000
resource

Capital transfers within the Request for Resources

£3,262,000 Transfer from central administration (section G) to European Regional *
Development Fund INTERREG programme (section K) (£2,600,000), for
MCIS (management control information system) and TESA (Transactional
ERDF and State Aid) projects, and to Government OYce administration
(section H) (£662,000).

"£3,262,000 Reductions in budgets to meet increases, as detailed above.
ZERO Total change to Main Capital DEL
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
ZERO Total change to Estimate

Changes in Operating Appropriations in Aid fully oVset by changes in voted spending

Spend: £150,000 Changes in central administration budgets (section G) reflecting a book value *
Receipts: "£150,000receipt from the sale of land transferred to the Building Research
(net change zero) Establishment but in which the Department retains an interest.
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
ZERO Total change to Estimate
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Changes to RFR2: Providing for eVective devolved decision making within a national framework

14. The changes to RfR2, and their implications for DEL and AME budgets, are as follows:

Take up of End year Flexibility

£20,000,000 Draw down of EYF for the Local Government Public Service Agreement *
performance fund (Section G) to cover planned spending in excess of the
amount provided in the Comprehensive Spending Review 2007.

£410,000 Draw down of EYF for Invest to Save special grant (section G) to support *
projects in the current year.

£20,410,000 Total change to Local Government Resource DEL
£20,410,000 Total change to Local Government DEL
£20,410,000 Total change to Estimate

Resource transfers to/from another Request for Resources

£2,500,000 Transfer from Local government management information systems (RfR2, *
section G) to Regeneration monitoring and digital inclusion (RfR1, section
C) for development of Phase 2 of a central focal point for IT connections (the
HUB).

£831,000 Transfer from Fire and Rescue Services improvement (RfR1, section F) to *
Best Value Inspection (RfR2, section B) to support Audit Commission
Comprehensive Performance Assessment work on fire and rescue authorities.

£200,000 Transfer from Implementing planning reforms (RfR1, section E) to London *
governance (RfR2, section F) for grants to the Greater London Authority in
support of the Mayor’s new planning powers under the Greater London
Authority Act 2007.

£1,031,000 Total Change to Local Government Resource DEL
"£1,469,000 Total change to Local Government DEL
ZERO Total change to Estimate
("£1,469,000 RFR2
!£1,469,000 RFR1)

Resource transfers within the Request for Resources

£85,000 Transfer from Valuation services (section A) to Improvement and eYciency *
(section G) towards the costs of business rate revaluation leaflets.

£79,000 Transfer from Valuation services (section A) to Interest payments to local *
authorities (section G) to compensate a local authority for a late refund
relating to business rates.

£15,000 Transfer from Valuation services (section A) to Council Tax Flood Discount *
programme (Section G) to compensate Local authorities for flood related
discounts on Council Tax.

"£179,000 Reductions in budgets to fund increases as listed above. *
ZERO Total change to Local Government DEL
ZERO Total change to Estimate

Changes in non budget spending

"£400,000 Reduction in grant in aid for Valuation Tribunal Services (Section I) to reflect
an expected cash underspend in 2008–09.

ZERO Total change to Local Government DEL
"£400,000 Total change to Estimate
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Changes in Operating Appropriations in Aid fully oVset by changes in voted spending

Spend: £1,500,000 Changes in budgets for PFI Special Grant (section D) reflecting increased *
Receipts: receipts from other Government Departments.
"£1,500,000
(net change zero)

ZERO Total change to Main DEL

ZERO Total change to Estimate

Section C: Impact on the Department’s Strategic Objectives

15. DEL expenditure against the Department’s Strategic Objectives will change as set out in the
following table:

Table 3

£ million

DEL at EYF / New DEL
Winter Brought Transfers Transfers at Spring

Supplementary forward to/from Transfers to/ between Supplementary
Departmental Strategic Objective Estimate funds DUP from OGDs DSOs Estimate

1. Supporting local government 24,898.3 20.4 0.0 0.0 "1.5 24,917.2

2. Improving the supply and quality of
housing 7,438.0 149.7 0.0 0.0 "6.4 7,581.3

3. Building prosperous communities,
promoting regeneration and tackling
deprivation 2,499.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 "35.5 2,463.8

4. Developing communities that are
cohesive, active and resilient to
extremism 39.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 "4.1 35.6

5. Providing a more eYcient and
transparent planning system 166.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.3 184.0

6. Ensuring safer communities by
providing the framework to prevent and
respond to emergencies 307.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.3 327.3

Not assigned to a DSO (see note iii
below), including administration and
other costs 1,075.7 0.0 0.0 1.2 9.9 1,086.8

Total Main and Local Government DEL
change (before depreciation) 36,424.7 170.1 0.0 1.2 0.0 36,596.0

Less administration costs (before
depreciation) 289.7 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 290.9

Total change (excluding administration
costs) 36,135.0 170.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 36,305.1

Notes:

(i) Amounts may not sum exactly due to rounding.

(ii) The Local Government DEL contributes entirely to DSO 1 (Supporting local government).

(iii) The “not assigned” section of the table comprises Area Based Grant, European Regional Development
Fund, departmental unallocated provision, central administration costs, Government OYces
administration costs and CLG re-structuring, payments for Ordnance Survey mapping data and
services and the Queen Elizabeth II Conference Centre.

16. The main budget changes which lead to increases in 2008–09 DEL expenditure against DSOs are:

— draw down of end year flexibility for DSO1 to increase provision for the Local Government PSA
performance fund (£20,000,000) and the Invest to Save Budget Special Grant (£410,000);

— increase in budget of £149,700,000 for DSO2 as a result of the changes announced in the Pre Budget
Report in November 2008 (see Annex B for further details).

17. These additional resources have been provided either by bringing forward planned expenditure from
2010–11 or by using EYF. Neither increases the planned spend to deliver targets above what was expected
over the Comprehensive Spending Review years.

18. Further detail of changes by DSO is set out below. Changes relate to DEL and may not therefore
match the totals shown in Estimates—some funding will relate to non voted expenditure. Full details of
changes to voted budgets are given in Section B above.
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DSO1—Supporting Local Government

Drawdown of End Year Flexibility

— £20,000,000 (of which half is resource DEL and half is capital DEL) for the Local Government
PSA performance fund; and

— £410,000 for Invest to Save Budget Special Grant.

Transfers between DSOs

There is a net decrease of £1,500,000 comprising a decrease of:

— £2,500,000 from Local Government Management Information Systems to Regeneration
Monitoring and Digital Inclusion programme (DSO3) for the central development of Phase 2 of
a central focal point for IT connections (the HUB).

oVset against increases of:

— £831,000 from Fire and Rescue Services Improvement programme (DSO6) to Best Value
Inspection to support Audit Commission Comprehensive Performance Assessment work on fire
and rescue authorities; and

— £200,000 from Implementing Planning Reforms (DSO5) to London Governance for grants to the
Greater London Authority in support of the Mayor’s new planning powers under the Greater
London Authority Act 2007.

DSO 2—Improving the Supply and Quality of Housing

Funds Brought Forward

There is a non voted capital increase of £149,700,000 as a result of the changes announced in the Pre
Budget Report in November 2008. This forms part of the fiscal stimulus package aimed at supporting the
economy through the current economic downturn, and has been allocated to Gap funding for large scale
voluntary transfers (£43,000,000), Arms Length Management Organisations (£87,000,000) and the
Community Infrastructure Fund (£19,700,000). (See Annex B for further information).

Transfers between DSOs

There is a net decrease of £6,400,000 comprising a decrease of:

— £34,596,000 from the Homes and Communities Agency (former Housing Corporation) to Fire
control rooms (DSO6) for the temporary acquisition of two Regional Control Centre leases;

oVset against increases of:

— £9,295,000 from Cohesion and Race Equality (DSO3) to Gypsy site grant to focus an element of
expenditure formerly within the cohesion and faiths programme upon community empowerment;

— £2,222,000 from DSO5, comprising £1,422,000 from Implementing planning reform and £800,000
from Regional assemblies, to voted provision for the Homes and Communities Agency to cover
costs of the shortfall in the Housing Corporation pension fund held with Westminster City Council;

— £3,551,000 to the Homes and Communities Agency comprising £3,100,000 from Mapping and
data services (not assigned to a DSO) for ATLAS; and £251,000 from Safer and Stronger
Communities Fund (DSO3) and £200,000 from E- Planning (DSO 5) to cover costs of CLG staV
seconded to the HCA;

— £1,286,000 from Academy for Sustainable Communities (DSO3) to the Homes and Communities
Agency to reflect the accounting implications of the application of merger accounting to the
establishment of the HCA; (see annex A)

— £1,254,000 from Regional Chambers (DSO3) comprising £424,000 to Homelessness and Housing
Reform to help individuals gain sustainable employment and to move out of hostels into private
rented sector accommodation and £830,000 to Private Housing Renewal to fund improvements in
housing conditions for vulnerable people;

— £10,300,000 from New Deal for Communities (DSO3) to pooled capital housing receipts to cover
a shortfall following the economic downturn in the housing sector; and

— £300,000 from Cohesion and Race Equality (DSO4) to Homelessness and Housing Reform, to
provide funding to several local authorities to help them tackle rough sleeping by A10 nationals.
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DSO 3—Building Prosperous Communities, Promoting Regeneration and Tackling Deprivation

Transfers between DSOs

There is a net decrease of £35,500,000 comprising decreases of:

— £4,830,000 to Community Empowerment (DSO4) to enable funding to be targeted at key areas in
a more transparent way;

— £19,911,000 to Regional Assemblies (DSO5) to strengthen the link between the CLG Planning
Directorate and regional partners in the context of a) working on the content of RSS/partial
reviews; b) making progress on the housing requirement and c) working toward a new regional
strategy;

— £1,537,000 to Homes and Communities Agency (DSO2) comprising £1,286,000 from Academy for
Sustainable Communities to reflect the accounting implications of the application of merger
accounting to the establishment of the HCA and £251,000 from Safer and Stronger Communities
Fund to cover costs of CLG staV seconded to the HCA;

— £1,920,000 from Regional Chambers comprising £424,000 to Homelessness and Housing Reform
(DSO2) to help individuals gain sustainable employment and to move out of hostels into private
rented sector accommodation; £830,000 to Private Housing Renewal (DSO2) to fund
improvements in housing conditions for vulnerable people and £666,000 for Adults Facing
Chronic Exclusion to cover slippage from 2007–08 (DSO4); and

— £10,300,000 to pooled capital housing receipts from New Deal for Communities (DSO3) to cover
a shortfall following the economic downturn;

oVset against increases of:

— £500,000 to Research from Payments for Mapping Data and Services (not assigned to a DSO) to
restore funding that was transferred in the Winter Supplementary Estimate to cover financial
corrections in respect of old ERDF programmes; and

— £2,500,000 to the Regeneration Monitoring and Digital Inclusion programme from Local
Government Management Information Systems (DSO1) for the development of Phase 2 of a
central focal point for IT connections (the HUB).

DSO 4—Developing Communities That are Cohesive, Active and Resilient to Extremism

Transfers between DSOs

There is a net decrease of £4,100,000 comprising a decrease of:

— £9,595,000 from Cohesion and Race Equality comprising £9,295,000 to Gypsy Site grants (DSO2)
as additional support for the Gypsy and Travellers Unit and £300,000 to Homelessness and
Housing Reform to provide funding to several local authorities to help them tackle rough sleeping
by A10 nationals.

oVset against increases of:

— £4,830,000 from Safer and Stronger Communities Fund (DSO3) to enable funding to be targeted
at key areas in a more transparent way; and

— £666,000 from Regional Chambers (DSO3) to Adults Facing Chronic Exclusion to cover
programme slippage from 2007–08.

DSO 5—Providing a More Efficient and Transparent Planning System

Transfers between DSOs

There is a net increase of £17,300,000, comprising decreases of:

— £2,422,000 to the Homes and Communities Agency (DSO2) comprising £1,422,000 from
Implementing planning reform and £800,000 from Regional assemblies to cover costs of the
shortfall in the Housing Corporation pension fund held with Westminster City Council and
£200,000 from E-Planning to cover costs of CLG staV seconded to the HCA; and

— £200,000 to London Governance (DSO1) from Implementing Planning Reforms for grants to the
Greater London Authority in support of the Mayor’s new planning powers under the Greater
London Authority Act 2007.

oVset against an increase of:

— £19,911,000 from Regional Chambers (DSO3) to Regional Assemblies to strengthen the link
between the CLG Planning Directorate and regional partners in the context of a) working on the
content of RSS/partial reviews; b) making progress on the housing requirement and c) working
toward a new regional strategy.
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DSO 6—Ensuring Safer Communities by Providing the Framework to Prevent and Respond to
Emergencies

Transfers between DSOs

There is a net increase of £20,300,000 comprising decreases of:

— £831,000 to Best Value Inspection (DSO1) from Fire and Rescue Services Improvement
programme to support Audit Commission Comprehensive Performance Assessment work on fire
and rescue authorities; and

— £14,700,000 to European Regional Development Fund (not assigned to a DSO) from Firelink for
the near cash utilisation cost associated with the balance sheet provision raised in 2007–08 and
1997–99 programmes;

oVset against increases of:

— £34,596,000 to Fire control rooms from Homes and Communities Agency (former Housing
Corporation) (DSO2) for the temporary acquisition of two Regional Control Centre leases; and

— £1,229,000 from European Regional Development Fund (not assigned to a DSO) comprising
£800,000 for the cost of capital charge on lending to the Fire Service College and £429,000 to New
Dimension for depreciation charges on Mass Decontamination vehicles.

Not Assigned to a DSO

Transfers to/from Other Government Departments

There is a net increase of £1,200,000 comprising a decrease of:

— £40,000 to Cabinet OYce for the Government Secure Zone Security Monitoring and Control
Centre;

oVset against an increase of:

— £1,240,000 from the Department of Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform to cover early exit
costs for BERR staV in the Government OYces.

Transfers between DSOs

There is a net increase of £9,900,000 comprising decreases of:

— £3,600,000 from Payments for Mapping Data and Services comprising £500,000 to Research
(DSO3) and £3,100,000 to the Homes and Communities Agency (DSO2) for ATLAS; and

— £1,229,000 from European Regional Development Fund comprising £800,000 for the cost of
capital charge on lending to the Fire Service College and £429,000 to New Dimension for
depreciation charge on Mass Decontamination vehicles (both DSO6);

oVset against an increase of:

— £14,700,000 from Firelink (DSO6) to European Regional Development Fund for the near cash
utilisation cost associated with the balance sheet provision raised in 2007–08 and 1997-99
programmes.

Section D: Departmental Expenditure Limits (DEL) and Annually Managed Expenditure (AME)

19. Departmental Expenditure Limits—which are set in Spending Reviews—represent a share of total
public expenditure which Departments are expected to manage. They cover a wider boundary than the
RFRs, as they include NDPB expenditure and supported capital expenditure of local authorities. Increases
can only be sought in RFRs if extra DEL is available—transferred from elsewhere (non voted or another
Department) or drawn down as EYF—or if a particular budget is outside the DEL.

20. Annually Managed Expenditure covers a few specific programme areas where spend is more diYcult
to control and forecast. For AME programmes, increases may be made in year and between Spending
Reviews, with Treasury agreement. AME is within overall public expenditure.

21. The following is a summary of DEL and AME changes consistent with the RFR changes sought. The
Department has two DELs—Main and Local Government—which broadly mirror the programme areas of
RFR1 and RFR2 respectively.
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Main DEL

22. The changes to the key budgetary figures for Main DEL are:

Table 4
£ million

Main Departmental Expenditure Limit
Resource DEL increases by 0.169

Of which
Near cash 0.169
Administration 1.240

The net increase in Resource DEL is the eVect of:
— Voted increase of £1.240m for Administration Costs. This is a transfer from the

Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform for early exit costs of
BERR staV in the Government oYces; partially oVset by

— Voted decreases of £1.031m for transfers from Main DEL to Local Government
DEL and a transfer of £0.040m to Cabinet oYce (see section B).

Capital DEL increases by 152.200

The increase is a result of the changes (£149.700m) announced in the Pre Budget Report (more
information is at Annex B) and a transfer of £2.500m from Local Government DEL for the
Regeneration Monitoring and Digital Inclusion programme (see section B).

Table 5
£ million

Changes to the Departmental Expenditure Limit in 2008–09

Voted Non voted Total DEL

Resource
1 April 4,046 280 4,327
Change announced with winter supplementary estimate "20 69 49

Change announced with spring supplementary estimate "22 22 0

Total resource Departmental Expenditure Limit 4,004 371 4,375

Capital
1 April 2,837 4,138 6,975
Change announced with winter supplementary estimate "356 556 200

Change announced with spring supplementary estimate "379 531 152

Total capital Departmental Expenditure Limit 2,102 5,225 7,327

Less depreciation at the start of the year "38 "13 "51

Less change in depreciation at winter supplementary
estimate 1 "1 0

Less change in depreciation at Spring supplementary
estimate 1 9 10

Total depreciation "36 "5 "41

Total Departmental Expenditure Limit 6,070 5,591 11,661

A reconciliation from CSR07 to the 1 April DEL position is set out in table 5 of the Explanatory Memorandum
to the Main Estimate 2008–09.

Amounts may not sum exactly due to rounding.

23. The expenditure against Main DEL for this Department and its predecessors for the financial years
since 2005–06 is set out in the table below:

Table 6

£ million

Previous years’ expenditure against Departmental Expenditure Limits
Year Voted Non voted Total DEL Outturn Variance %

Resource
2005–06 4,139.9 1,815.9 5,955.8 5,856.2 "99.6 "1.7
2006–07 3,544.7 120.9 3665.6 3503.6 "162.0 "4.4
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£ million

Previous years’ expenditure against Departmental Expenditure Limits
Year Voted Non voted Total DEL Outturn Variance %

2007–08 4,118.2 218.4 4,336.6 4,323.7 "12.9 "0.3

Capital
2005–06 1,312.8 2,242.2 3,555.0 3,450.4 –104.6 "2.9
2006–07 2,208.0 3,587.9 5,795.9 5,634.7 "161.2 "2.8
2007–08 2,444.5 3,624.3 6,068.8 6,070.7 1.9 0.0

Total
2005–06 5,452.7 4,058.1 9,510.8 9,306.6 "204.2 "2.1
2006–07 5,752.7 3,708.8 9,461.5 9,138.3 "323.2 "3.4
2007–08 6,562.7 3,842.7 10,405.4 10,394.4 "11.0 "0.1

Annually Managed Expenditure (Main Programmes)

24. The increase of £38.838 million in Main Programmes AME reflects revised forecasts of Housing
Revenue Account subsidy and fire fighters pension top up grants (see section B).

Local Government DEL

25. The changes to the key budgetary figures for Local Government DEL are:

Table 7
£ million

Local Government Departmental Expenditure Limit

Resource DEL increases by 11.441

Of which

Near cash 11.441

The increase in Resource DEL is funded by:
— a take up of end year flexibility of £10.000m for Local Government PSAs and

£0.410m for Invest to Save Budget special grant and
— a net transfer of £1.031m from the Main DEL

Details are set out in section B

Capital DEL increases by 7.500

The increase in Capital DEL is the net eVect of a draw down of £10.000m EYF for Local Government
PSAs and a transfer of £2.500m to the Main DEL. Details are given in section B.

Table 8

£ million

Changes to the Departmental Expenditure Limit in 2008–09
Voted Non voted Total DEL

Resource
1 April 24,602 103 24,705
Change announced with winter supplementary estimate 1 0 1

Change announced with Spring supplementary estimate 11 0 11

Total resource Departmental Expenditure Limit 24,614 103 24,717

Capital
1 April 86 1 87
Change announced with winter supplementary estimate 81 0 81

Change announced with Spring supplementary estimate 8 0 8

Total capital Departmental Expenditure Limit 175 1 176

Less depreciation at the start of the year 0 0 0

Less change in depreciation at winter supplementary
estimate 0 0 0



Processed: 02-03-2010 02:00:33 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 441145 Unit: PAG1

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 93

£ million

Changes to the Departmental Expenditure Limit in 2008–09
Voted Non voted Total DEL

Less change in depreciation at Spring supplementary
estimate 0 0 0

Total depreciation 0 0 0

Total Departmental Expenditure Limit 24,789 104 24,893

A reconciliation from CSR07 to the 1 April DEL position is set out in table 8 of the explanatory
memorandum to the Main Estimate 2008–09.

Amounts may not sum exactly due to rounding

26. The expenditure for the Local Government DEL for this Department and its predecessors for the
financial years since 2005–06 is set out in the table below:

Table 9

£ million

Previous years’ expenditure against Departmental Expenditure Limits
Year Voted Non-voted Total DEL Outturn Variance %

Resource
2005–06 46,187 106 46,293 46,244 "49 "0.1
2006–07 22,460 106 22,566 22,551 "15 "0.1
2007–08 22,711 104 22,815 22,755 "60 "0.3

Capital

2005–06 379 9 388 316 "72 "18.6
2006–07 260 6 265 223 "42 "15.9
2007–08 126 4 130 34 "96 "74

Total
2005–06 46,566 115 46,681 46,560 "121 "0.3
2006–07 22,720 112 22,831 22,774 "57 "0.3
2007–08 22,838 107 22,945 22,789 156 0.7

Note: from 2006–07, there was a large change in funding mechanisms for education, reducing grant paid
by this Department and increasing that paid by the Department for Children, Schools and Families.

Annually Managed Expenditure (Local Government Programmes)

27. There are no changes to the AME forecast for local government programmes.

Section E: End Year Flexibility (EYF)

Main DEL (RFR1 and non voted)

28. The Department’s EYF has been accumulated by underspends in previous years. The department
uses its EYF to fund ongoing programmes where slippage has occurred and for the management of
unbudgeted pressures which arise.

Table 10

£ million

Resource Capital Total
Other Total

Administration Resource Resource of which:
Near cash Non cash

EYF entitlement set out
in Public Expenditure:
Provisional Outturn, July
2007 (table 6—Cm 7156) 60 85 145 90 55 604 749

Amount drawn down in
2007–08 "12 "56 "68 "65 "3 "241 "309

Balance of accumulated
EYF at 31 March 2008 48 29 77 25 52 363 440

EYF entitlement from
unused resources in
2007–08 !26 !112 !138 !106 !32 0 !138
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£ million

Resource Capital Total
Other Total

Administration Resource Resource of which:
Near cash Non cash

Adjustments to 2006–07
outturn "5 "1 "6 !13 "19 !14 !8

Adjustment to remove
underspend on Reserve
claim for Housing Market
Renewal in 2007–08 0 "25 "25 0 "25 0 "25

Adjustment for
Community
Infrastructure Fund 0 0 0 0 0 !20* !20

Entitlement set out in
Public Expenditure:
Provisional Outturn, July
2008 (table 6—Cm 7419) 69 115 184 144 40 397 581

EYF drawn down in
winter supplementary
estimates "9 0 "9 "9 0 0 "9

EYF drawn down in
spring supplementary
estimates 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Balance of accumulated
end year flexibility 60 115 175 135 40 397 572

* Capital EYF was increased by £19.7m by HM Treasury to reflect the transfer of programme responsibility for the
Community Infrastructure Fund from the Department for Transport to CLG between SR04 and CSR07.

Table 11
£ million

Allocation of accumulated end year flexibility
Resource Capital Total

Central department (Programme & Administration) 175 397 572

of which Ring-fenced* 3 9 12

* Ring-fencing for Regional Development Agencies.

Local Government DEL (RFR2 and non voted)

29. The Department’s EYF has been accumulated by underspends. The Department uses its EYF to fund
ongoing programmes where slippage has occurred and for the management of unbudgeted pressures
which arise.

Table 12

£ million

Resource Capital Total
Other Total

Administration Resource Resource of which:
Near cash Non cash

EYF entitlement set out
in Public Expenditure:
Provisional Outturn, July
2007 (table 6—Cm 7156) 0 57 57 57 0 322 379

Amount drawn down in
2007–08 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Balance of accumulated
EYF at 31 March 2008 0 57 57 57 0 322 379

EYF entitlement from
unused resources in
2007–08 0 50 50* 50 0 96 146

Entitlement set out in
Public Expenditure:
Provisional Outturn, July
2008 (table 6—Cm 7419) 0 107 107 107 0 418 525

EYF drawn down in
winter supplementary
estimates 0 0 0 0 0 "82 "82
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£ million

Resource Capital Total
Other Total

Administration Resource Resource of which:
Near cash Non cash

EYF drawn down in
Spring supplementary
estimates (see section B) 0 "10 "10 "10 0 "10 "20

Balance of accumulated
end year flexibility 0 97 97 97 0 326 423

* Resource EYF entitlement from 2007–08 understated by £10m due to error in published version of PEOWP.

Table 13
£ million

Allocation of accumulated end year flexibility
Resource Capital Total

RfR2 (Local Government Programmes) 97 326 423

of which Ring-fenced* 71 291 362

* The majority of this ring-fencing (£66m resource; £291m capital) is for PSA Reward Grant.

Section F: Administration Budget

Table 14
£ million

Changes to the Administration budget in 2008–09 Limit

1 April 280.3
Change announcement with winter supplementary estimate 9.4
Change announcement with spring supplementary estimate 1.2
Administration Budget 290.9

30. The changes to the overall Administration Budget in the Spring Supplementary Estimate are the
result of a net transfer of £1.2m from other Government Departments which is explained in section B above.

31. The Administration Budget and outturn for the financial years since 2005–06 are set out in the
table below:

Administration Budget (previous years)

Table 15
£ million

Year Budget Outturn Variance %

2005–06 336 311 "25 "7.5
2006–07 324 298 "26 "8.1
2007–08 304 278 "26 "8.6

Section G: Provisions and Contingent Liabilities

Provisions

32. The department provides for legal or constructive obligations, which are of uncertain timing, or
amount, at the balance sheet date on the basis of the best estimate of the expenditure required in settling the
obligation. The following table sets out the provisions made at the start of 2008–09 and the use that has been
made of them. Below the table is an explanation of the provisions which have been made.

Table 17
£ million

Position from 1 April 2008 Early Departure Other Total

Opening Balance at 1 April 2008 "20.857 "85.004 "105.861
Provided in year "1.514 "2.281 "3.795
Provisions not required written back 0.067 0 0.067
Provisions used in year 4.023 1.549 5.572
Pre-funding 0.041 0 0.041
Unwinding of discount "0.214 0 "0.214
Closing Balance at 31 December 2008 "18.453 "85.736 "104.189
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Early Departure Costs

The department meets the additional costs of benefits beyond the normal Principal Civil Service Pension
Scheme (PCSPS) benefits in respect of employees who retire early, by paying the required amounts annually
to the PCSPS over the period between early departure and normal retirement date. The department and its
agency provide for this in full when the early retirement programme becomes binding by establishing a
provision for the estimated payments discounted by the Treasury discount rate of 2.2% in real terms. In past
years the department paid in advance some of its liability for early retirement by making a payment to the
Paymaster General’s Account at the Bank of England for the credit of the Civil Service Superannuation
Vote. The balance remaining is treated as a prepayment.

Other Costs

European Regional Development Fund Correction (£72.9m)

The European Commission have concerns relating to some specific projects within the 1997–99 and
2000–06 tranches of programmes and they have extrapolated across the whole programme to reach a total
potential disallowance ineligible for grant payments. Following consideration of potential ineligible grant
payments the Department has raised provisions totalling £72.9m. It is expected that half of these cases may
be settled in this financial year. None of this provision has been drawn down so far in 2008–09.

Compensation Payments (£4.3m)

These relate to claims made by staV and third parties against the department. The majority represent
claims by ex Property Services Agency employees who have contracted lung disease due to industrial
exposure. It is expected that a third of these cases may be settled during this financial year with the remainder
settled in the following two years. £1.3m of provision has been drawn down so far in 2008–09.

Dilapidations (£6.4m)

The provision relates to complying with lease clauses for buildings which are occupied by the Government
OYces. £0.1m of this provision has been drawn down so far in 2008–09.

Firefighters’ Pensions (£2.1m)

The Firefighters’ Pension Scheme is a small scheme, with similar conditions to the Principal Civil Service
Pension Scheme, for 17 former firefighters and their widows. The scheme was inherited from the Home
OYce. The Treasury real rate for this pension scheme is 2.5%. £0.1m of this provision has been drawn down
so far in 2008–09.

Contingent Liabilities

Table 18

£ million

Statutory

Fire Service Act 1947 s17 and the Fire Service (Discipline Regulations) 1985. Liability to
litigation by Fire Authorities resulting from delays in processing appeals to the Secretary
of State. 220

Housing Association Act 1987, s84 Indemnity of building society mortgages for shared
ownership schemes. 175

Indemnity given for the Land Stabilisation Project to proceed in Northwich under Section
1 of the Derelict Land Act 1982 25,000
Non-Statutory

Possible administrative irregularities (Article 4 and 10 checks) in respect of the European
Regional Development Fund Programme, where approximately 50% of the total
irregularities value would not be recovered due to insolvency occurring. 24,900

Three Local Authorities (Corby, Slough and Cannock Chase) have launched legal action
against the Department for underpayment of the Local Authority Business Growth
Incentive Scheme grant. There is a chance that the Court will rule in favour of the Local
Authorities. This would result in an additional payment to the Local Authorities. 101,700

Possible obligations from Employment Tribunal decision including asbestos claims against
the Department. 4,200

Potential payments under the Housing Revenue Account Subsidy (HRAS ) scheme
relating to outstanding liabilities. Unquantifiable
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£ million

Liability to pay grant in future years relating to the annual gap-funding agreements for
negative values transfers of council housing stocks 561,944

Ex-gratia payments which may possibly be made to appellants or other appeal parties
who have incurred abortive costs following an error made by the Planning Inspectorate. 50

Possible ex-gratia payments in relation to Housing and Planning Unquantifiable

Possible obligations from Employment Tribunal decisions Unquantifiable

Other Employment Tribunal decisions. 10

Charging of VAT on building rental 182

Indemnity given to the Nationwide Building Society as lender for claims relating to the
treatment or removal of asbestos in connection with housing stock transfers. Unquantifiable

Indemnity given to the Fire and Rescue Services in respect of possible incidents as a result
of mass decontamination Unquantifiable

Where bodies outside boundary (see Note 33 of resource accounts) are unable to meet
their own liabilities, then there is no reason to believe that the department’s future
sponsorship and future Parliamentary approval will not be forthcoming. Unquantifiable

Possible obligations to repay EC funds in respect of the 1994–99 European Regional
Development Fund programmes for projects which were formally closed by 31st March
2003. 76,000

Possible financial corrections for irregularities with EC funds in respect of the 2000–06
European Regional Development Fund programmes. 62,000

Possible financial corrections in relation to the INTERREG programme and for
European Regional Development Fund projects undertaken by Business Links. 11,000

Litigations costs possibly due to unsuccessful attempts to resist High Court challenges. 450

Section H: Approval of Memorandum

33. This Memorandum has been prepared with reference to guidance in the Estimates Manual provided
by the Treasury and that found on the House of Commons Scrutiny Unit website. The information in this
Memorandum has been approved by the Departmental Accounting OYcer.

Annex A

HOMES AND COMMUNITIES AGENCY

1. The Homes and Communities Agency was established on 1 December 2008, incorporating English
Partnerships and parts of the Housing Corporation and the Department for Communities and Local
Government (CLG). The HCA will need to prepare Annual Accounts for the period to 31 March 2009.

2. While there are clear rules governing mergers between Government departments, CLG is unaware of
any precedent for a merger between a Department and one of its Non Departmental Public Bodies. We have
therefore considered, with the Treasury and the National Audit OYce, the accounting, Estimate and
budgeting implications of the incorporation of activities previously undertaken by CLG into the HCA.

3. The Treasury has ruled that this is not a machinery of government change for Estimates purposes, as
there is no requirement for Supply provision to be reallocated between departments presenting UK supply
estimates.

Merger Accounting

4. When entities merge the applicable accounting standard is FRS6—Acquisitions and Mergers. The
Government Financial Reporting Manual (FReM) states that this applies in full to all entities covered by the
FReM. Acquisition accounting, which normally applies to private sector “mergers” involves the purchase of
the net assets of one body by another whereas merger accounting, which generally applies in central
government, implies equal partners where the accounts of the entities are combined.

5. Merger accounting requires that the HCA accounts record expenditure on the transferred programmes
for the full year (ie, as though they had transferred on 1 April 2008) and that the accounts of both the
Department and the HCA properly and consistently reflect the accounting and financial impacts of the
transfer.

6. The approach agreed by the Department, Treasury and NAO is for CLG to identify transactions in
the April to November period, reverse the balances in the operating cost statement and, instead of invoicing
the HCA for the net total (as would happen for a Machinery of Government change), debit a ‘deemed grant
in aid’ account in the Operating Cost Statement. A “deemed” grant in aid account is needed because grant
cannot be paid to an organisation before it exists. As part of this, resource to cash adjustments are needed
to reflect the fact that grant in aid is cash based.
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Supplementary Estimate Changes

7. In the Winter Supplementary Estimate, changes were made to eVect the position after 1 December
2008, ie CLG provision for December to March was transferred to the HCA and grant in aid
correspondingly increased. No changes were made to amounts for the period before December.

8. To ensure consistency with the accounting treatment, changes are necessary in the Spring
Supplementary Estimate to transfer the remaining eight months’ budget for transferred functions to the
HCA and make a corresponding increase to non budget provision in RfR1, section X, to incorporate
“deemed grant in aid”.

9. These transfers and adjustments are set out in the table below. They are broadly neutral in terms of
DEL, the Net Resource Requirement and the Net Cash Requirement.

Table 19

ESTIMATE AND BUDGET CHANGES DUE TO MERGER ACCOUNTING
FOR HOMES AND COMMUNITIES AGENCY

Estimate and Budget changes due to Merger Accounting
£ million

DEL reductions from RFR1 DEL Types of Expenditure
Near Cash Non Cash Capital

Central government expenditure

Section B Gap funding for large scale voluntary transfers "60 "60
Growth areas, new growth points & eco-towns "6.7 "1.4 "5.3
Procurement eYciency in social housing "1.9 "1.9
Gypsy site grant "0.4 "0.4
Thames Gateway (direct funding) "2.0 "2.0

Section C Academy for Sustainable Communities "1.3 "1.3

Support for local authorities

Section N Housing Market Renewal "219.5 "14.4 "205.1
Growth areas, new growth points & eco-towns "249.4 "19.1 "230.3
Homelessness & Housing Reform "22.0 "22.0
Thames Gateway (direct funding) "19.2 0.9 "18.3

Total voted DEL reductions "582.4 "41.0 0.0 "541.4

DEL increases (non-voted)

Procurement eYciency in social housing 1.9 1.9
Gypsy site grant 0.4 0.4
Gap funding for large scale voluntary transfers 60.0 60.0
Academy for Sustainable Communities 1.3 1.3
Thames Gateway (direct funding) 21.2 2.9 18.3
Growth areas, new growth points & eco-towns 256.1 20.5 235.6
Housing Market Renewal 219.5 14.4 205.1
Homelessness and Housing Reform 22.0 22.0

Total 582.4 41.0 0.0 541.4

Net change to DEL ZERO
Net change to Vote "582.4

Voted non budget change

Section X HCA “deemed Grant in Aid” 582.4

Net change to DEL Zero
Net change to Vote 582.4

Result

Before Spring Supplementary Estimate DEL Vote vote section

Central government expenditure

Gap funding for large scale voluntary transfers 60 60 B
Growth areas, new growth points & eco-towns 25.2 25.2 B
Procurement eYciency in social housing 3.4 3.4 B
Gypsy site grant 3.4 3.4 B
Thames Gateway (direct funding) 1.3 1.3 C
Academy for Sustainable Communities 1.3 1.3 C

Support for local authorities

Housing Market Renewal 219.5 219.5 N
Growth areas, new Growth points & eco-towns 235.4 235.4 N
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Before Spring Supplementary Estimate DEL Vote vote section

Homelessness & Housing Reform 79.6 79.6 N
Thames Gateway (direct funding) 20.1 20.1 N

Total before SSE 658.9 658.9

After Spring Supplementary Estimate (figures only take account of HCA changes to budgets)

Central government expenditure

Gap funding for large scale voluntary transfers 60.0 60.0 B
Growth areas, new growth points & eco-towns 25.2 18.5 B
Procurement eYciency in social housing 3.4 1.5 B
Gypsy site grant 11.0 10.6 B
Thames Gateway (direct funding) 3.4 1.4 B
Academy for Sustainable Communities 1.3 0.0 C

Support for local authorities
Housing Market Renewal 219.5 0.0 N
Growth areas, new growth points & eco-towns 235.4 "14.0 N
Homelessness & Housing Reform 79.6 57.6 N
Thames Gateway (direct funding) 20.1 0.9 N

Total after SSE 658.9 76,5

DiVerence 0.0 "582.4

Annex B

CONTRIBUTION TO FISCAL STIMULUS

At the Pre-Budget Report Ministers announced plans to bring forward £775 million housing and
regeneration capital spending to support the construction industry over the next two years.

The £775 million funding will be used to support the following programmes:

— Bringing forward Decent Homes work: £250 million will be available to fund improvements in
25,000 homes. These properties will benefit from home improvements including measures to make
homes more energy eYcient. £130 million will be available for planned improvements in 2008–09
and £120m brought forward to 2009–10.

— Major Repairs to council housing: Council tenants will benefit as £175n million is brought forward
from 2010–11 to 2009–10 to carry out repairs on council homes.

— New homes for social rent: £150 million will be available in 2009–10 for the provision of around
2,000 new homes for social rent in addition to the £400 million (for around 5,500 new homes in
2008–10) brought forward as part of measures announced in the September Housing Package.

— Regeneration projects: £100 million funding has been brought forward to complete key transport
projects in the Growth Areas and support regeneration projects which might otherwise not go
ahead in the current market.

— Regional Development Agencies: We are working with RDAs and regional partners to consider
how they may bring forward up to £100 million from future years to support priority projects in
the regions.

Table 20
£ million

Pre Budget Report Amendments (£m) 2008–09 2009–10 2010–11

Decent Homes—ALMOs 130 120 "250
Major Repairs Allowance 0 175 "175
Homes for Social Rent 0 150 "150
Regeneration projects 20 80 "100
Regional Development Agencies 0 100 "100
Total 150 625 "775

Supplementary explanatory memorandum from the Department for Communities and Local Government
(SSUP (2008–09) 02)

CLG Spring Supplementary Estimate 2008–09

Thank you for your letter of 2 April about the Communities and Local Government (CLG) Spring
Supplementary Estimate 2008–09 requesting under five headings, further information and explanations.
The requested information and explanations are laid out below, prefaced by each request for ease of
reference, in the order of your letter:
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Q The explanatory memorandum identifies £36 million extra grants to the Housing Corporation and
£138 million less to English Partnerships (EP), “to reflect outturn to the end of November 2008”.
There is also a £315.4 million increase in grant to the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) for
December to March which appears to relate solely to timing diVerences between grants and budget
expenditure. Do any of these adjustments represent any substantive change in the Housing
Corporation, English Partnerships, HCA or CLG budgets, or simply timing diVerences between
grant payments and budget expenditure?

A These adjustments to grants fall under three headings: (1) to follow budget changes arising from
decisions taken on PBR and the Housing Package; (2) for non-material virements between
programmes; and (3) to meet the requirements of merger accounting by identifying opening and
closing balances for all Programmes and treating cash disbursed by CLG prior to December
vesting as deemed Grant in Aid. This work was completed in January 2009.

Q It appears that £10.3 million is being cut from the gross expenditure budgets of the New Deal for
Communities (NDC), and £105.1 million from Thames Gateway (TG) and HCA AVordable
Housing programme gross budgets, because of lower than expected capital housing receipts. What
practical impact has there been on the programmes of those bodies?

A In 2008–09 we needed to accommodate a fall in CLG’s share of right to buy receipts of around
£110m, EP land and building receipts of £67 million and temporary provision of £35 million for
Fire Control leases (which will be returned in 2009–10). This was largely covered from £50 million
from the TG budget and £157 million from the HCA AVordable Housing budget. In relation to
TG, we do not expect the £50 million reduction to result in cancellation of any existing schemes
but to be managed through slippage over the lifetime of this £9 billion programme. The reduction
in HCA AVordable Housing Budget is more than oVset by the £200 million brought forward in the
September Housing Package. The impact on NDC is only in timing. The £10.3 million of
Programme expenditure will take place in 2009–10 instead of 2008–09.

Q The memorandum notes additional European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) provisions,
and utilisation of previous ERDF provision, but Section G of the memorandum also tells us that
there is no change to the £73 million ERDF provision made in CLG’s 2007–08’s accounts. The
position might also be somewhat complicated by the error in ERDF provisions made in the Winter
Supplementary Estimate. It would be helpful to have a table for 2008–09, subsuming Winter and
Spring Supplementaries taken together, showing new ERDF provisions, provision utilisation and
bad debt write-oVs now anticipated.

A The table below shows ERDF provision and bad debt changes in 2008–09:

2008–09 Budgets for ERDF Provision and Bad Debts/ Write OVs
Notes £m Start of Year Supplementaries End of Year

Near Cash Non Cash Near Cash Non Cash Near Cash Non Cash
£m £m £m £m £m £m

1 Bad debts/Write oVs 8.0 (8.0) 8.0 8.0

2 Corrections/Penalties -

3 2008–09 Provision Release/
Utilisation 55.0 (55.0) 55.0 (55.0)

4 2008–09 New Provision 50.2 50.2

1 The £8 million original budget for bad debts and write oVs was originally in near-cash. In 2008–09 a panel was set
up to scrutinise possible write oVs—generally the cases where grants have been made through the Government
OYces to third sector bodies which have not then been properly administered.

2 A £22.3 million Winter Supplementaries change was cancelled in the Spring Supplementaries.

3 £55 million near-cash and "£55 million non-cash were estimated in Spring Supplementaries for provision
utilisation (payments) expected in the last quarter of the year.

4 £50.2 million new provision relates to the 2000–06 programmes.

Q Your memorandum notes that £43 million of the fiscal stimulus package for 2009–10 involves Gap
Funding connected with Decent Homes voluntary transfers (page 19). How does that £43 million
of gap funding generate additional capital expenditure (such as to be considered “fiscal stimulus”
investment)? Are there conditions attached to the provision of gap funding about how that funding
may be spent?

A Gap funding grant arrangements support Decent Homes investment programmes undertaken by
Registered Social Landlords (RSLs) following Large Scale Voluntary Stock transfers that would
not have been able to proceed without additional funding support. The £43 million fiscal stimulus
package is additional to the £80 million baseline funding allocated in the Spending Review
Settlement and will be spent in 2009–10 by RSLs to improve the standard of the stock they have
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taken over in the transfer programme. The funding directly supports transfer RSLs’ Decent Homes
capital investment programmes promised to tenants during the transfer consultation and ballot
process.

Q Page 10 of the explanatory memorandum records a transfer from “Cohesion and race equality”
(section D of Request for Resources 1) to “Gypsy site grant” (section C), “to focus an element of
expenditure formerly within the cohesion and faiths programme upon community empowerment”.
The Committee requests further details of the purpose of this transfer.

A The transfer aims to improve the delivery of expenditure programmes for elements of gypsy and
traveller issues, and race equalities, which were formerly within the cohesion and faiths
programme, by more closely aligning these programmes with other community-focused
programmes. The aim is to exploit synergies within the delivery chains and thereby strengthen
community aspects within these programmes.

May 2009

Further supplementary memorandum from the Department for Communities and Local Government (WSUP
(0809) 03)

GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO THE COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT
COMMITTEE’S FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS ON THE WINTER SUPPLEMENTARY

ESTIMATE 2008–09

1. The Committee wrote to the Department on 23 January setting out a number of questions relating to
the Department’s Winter Supplementary Estimate and accompanying explanatory memorandum. The
Government’s response to these questions is set out below.

£82 million is added to the Estimate, drawing-down EYF funds, for the “Local Government PSA Performance
Fund” programme, “to cover planned spending over the amount provided in the CSR 2007” (Memorandum
para 9). What does this extra expenditure cover, and why has the need for it now arisen?

2. When the CSR 2007 budgets for this programme were set, the availability of unused resources from
the 2004 Spending Review period—which could be drawn down through End Year Flexibility (EYF)
arrangements in CSR 2007—was taken into account. The amount included in the supplementary estimate
represents the amount of EYF estimated to be needed to meet Local Government PSA commitments in
2008–09.

The memorandum describes numerous adjustments needed to brigade funds for the new HCA. This appears to
subsume a £10 million allocation to cover part of the Housing Corporation’s pension scheme deficit
(Memorandum p9 last entry, p11 6th entry). Why is the Estimate only providing for this sum, rather than the
full £75 million deficit?

3. There remains uncertainty over the exact terms of the agreement to eliminate the pensions deficit. It is
expected that the deficit will remain in the £50–75 million range and that the final payment terms will be
resolved before the end of this financial year. At present we anticipate repayment terms over a period of
several years, hence the amount budgeted being less than the total deficit.

The Supplementary Estimate changes needed for setting up the HCA have involved no overall change to the
Department’s budget. Once the HCA has been operating for a time and a steady state has been reached, to what
extent will the Department’s budget be able to be reduced, or indeed increased, as a result of this change eg
through eYciency savings?

4. The original business case for the HCA included an assumption that over time operational eYciencies
would be achievable by brigading existing and potentially new Programmes together to achieve increased
outputs through economies of scale and better targeting of resources. During the remainder of the current
CSR period work will be done in this area in order to plan eYciencies during the next spending review.

The Estimate makes an extra £33 million available for the “Growth Areas” programme (Memorandum p9).
Why is this extra provision being made, and what impact will there be on the Community Infrastructure Fund,
whose funds are being reduced?

5. The changes to these budgets reflect timing diVerences. While the demand for Growth Areas resources
was higher in 2008–09 than originally anticipated during CSR 2007, the CIF Programme was delayed. The
extra £33 million allocated will revert from Growth Areas to CIF during 2009–10 and 2010–11 with transfers
of £23 million–£10 million. The net impact across these Programmes during the CSR period is therefore nil.
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An extra £11 million is provided to cover higher than expected bids for tackling rough sleeping
(Memorandum p9). To what extent does the Department’s Rough Sleeping Strategy, launched in November,
require further changes in the funding likely to be needed to tackle rough sleeping?

6. At this stage it is not envisaged that extra resources will be required. This position will, however, be
reviewed in due course.

What new funds are being made available for the Thames Gateway and New Growth Points programmes that
do not form part of the more extensive reallocations needed for setting-up the HCA?

7. No new funds are being made available for the Thames Gateway and New Growth Points
programmes. Some routine transfers have been made from the voted (Departmental) elements of those
programmes to non-voted Non Departmental Public Bodies in line with approved business plans and project
allocations.

February 2009

Explanatory memorandum from the Department for Communities and Local Government
(MEST (09–10) 01)

MAIN ESTIMATE 2009–10

Introduction

1. The purpose of this memorandum is to provide the Select Committee with an explanation of how the
resources and cash sought in the Main Estimate will be applied, how this compares with previous years and
plans, and how the expenditure planned will relate to Departmental Strategic Objectives (DSOs) and Public
Service Agreement (PSA) targets.

2. HM Treasury’s decision on when the Main Estimates are laid in the House of Commons is expected
in week ending 5 June 2009. They set out the planned expenditure by the Department for Communities and
Local Government in 2009–10.

3. The Comprehensive Spending Review 2007 (CSR07) set out the Government’s spending plans for the
three years 2008–09 to 2010–11. The CSR settlement also set out the new Departmental Strategic Objectives
(DSOs) and Public Service agreements covering those years. Other spending announcements were made in
autumn 2008 and April 2009; details of how this year’s Main Estimate relates to those announcements can
be found at Section D and at Annex A below. Further details of how spending plans relate to PSAs and
DSOs are given in sections A and C below.

(A) Summary of the Estimate

4. The Main Estimate covers two Requests for Resources (RfRs):

— RfR1 (Improving the quality of life by creating thriving, inclusive and sustainable communities in
all regions) covers the Department’s main programme expenditure; and

— RfR2 (Providing for eVective devolved decision making within a national framework) covers local
government expenditure.

5. RfR1 is structured so that it broadly reflects the new Departmental Strategic Objectives (DSOs) of the
Department over the Spending Review period. The objectives are:

— DSO 1: to support local government that empowers individuals and communities and delivers high
quality services eYciently;

— DSO 2: to improve the supply, environmental performance and quality of housing that is more
responsive to the needs of individuals, communities and the economy;

— DSO 3: to build prosperous communities by improving the economic performance of cities,
sub–regions and local areas, promoting regeneration and tackling deprivation;

— DSO 4: to develop communities that are cohesive, active and resilient to extremism;

— DSO 5: to provide a more eYcient, eVective and transparent planning system that supports and
facilitates sustainable development, including the Government’s objectives in relation to housing
growth, infrastructure delivery, economic development and climate change; and

— DSO 6: to ensure safer communities by providing the framework for the fire and Rescue Service
and other agencies to prevent and respond to emergencies.

6. Note: these objectives have been abbreviated for the purposes of the Main Estimate and the
Departmental Annual Report tables for reasons of space. The full objectives can be found at
http://www.communities.gov.uk/corporate/about/howwework/publicserviceagreements/
departmentalstrategicobjectives/
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7. The Department for Communities and Local Government’s Main Estimate for 2009–10 requests:

Table 1

£ million

Compared to:
2009–10 2008–09

Total Net Resource Requirement of: 38,744.1 37,287.4
of which:

Request for Resources 1 12,663.9 11,776.9
Request for Resources 2 26,080.2 25,510.5

Net Cash Requirement 38,741.5 38,075.6
Net Voted Capital 41.1 94.5

8. Most of the expenditure within the Net Resource Requirement or Voted capital also falls within
Departmental Expenditure Limits (DEL). But the totals (total DEL compared to total Voted RFR plus
capital) are not the same because:

— some expenditure within DEL is non-Voted, while some Voted expenditure is outside DEL. The
Departmental Expenditure Limits consolidate expenditure of the Department with that of the
Non-Departmental Public Bodies (NDPBs) which the Department sponsors. Voted expenditure in
the Estimate, however, records expenditure by the Department and its executive agencies only,
which includes grant in aid to NDPBs, but not NDPB expenditure itself;

— some voted expenditure is within Annually Managed Expenditure rather than DEL; and

— supported borrowing falls within the DELs, but is not voted. Departmental Unallocated
Provision—a small reserve—is also not voted.

9. Further details of the Departmental Expenditure Limits are given in Section B.

(B) Detailed Explanation of the Estimate

RfR1—Improving the quality of life by creating thriving, inclusive and sustainable communities in all regions

10. The individual budgets included within each of the Sections of the Estimate are as follows (all figures
in £ million):

Table 2

Compared to
2009–10 2008–09

Request for Resources 1
Spending in Departmental Expenditure Limits:
Central Government spending:

Section A: Supporting local government (DSO 1)

EYciency improvements in local government—(re-named to 1.5 0.5
Capacity Building and EYciency Improvement)

Section B: Improving the supply and quality of housing (DSO 2)

Choice Based Lettings 0.2 0.2
Housing Defects Grants 0.1 0.1
Housing Strategy for Older People 15.0 0.0
Support for Voluntary & Community Sector Sustainability 49.4 0.0
Sustainable Communities Bill 0.4 0.0
Building Regulations 7.2 6.4
Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment 6.9 6.9
Disabled facilities grant 0.2 0.2
Growth Areas New Growth Points and ECO Towns 29.0 4.6
Gypsy site grant 0.0 20.0
Home buying and selling 0.0 2.0
Homelessness & Housing Reform 18.7 17.5
Homeowners mortgage support 0.0 0.3
Homes and Communities Agency 0.3 10.3
Housing Management 0.7 0.2
Housing Mobility Services 2.3 1.8
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Compared to
2009–10 2008–09

Implementing European Union Energy Performance of Building 2.1 10.2
Directives
National Housing and Planning Advice Unit 1.4 1.4
National register of social housing 0.4 0.4
Payments to Audit Commission for Registered Social Landlord 1.8 1.8
inspections
Rent oYcer services and pensions liabilities 2.4 3.9
Residential Property Tribunal Service 11.2 10.9
Supporting People administration 10.0 6.3
Thames Gateway (direct funding) 89.1 1.4
Valuation OYce Agency right to buy charges 1.6 1.0
Zero Carbon Buildings 0.0 0.2

250.5 110.5
Section C: Building prosperous communities, promoting regeneration
and tackling deprivation (DSO 3)
Decent Mixed Communities 45.0 0.0
Olympics Contributions 552.0 357.3
Coalfields Enterprise Fund 0.6 0.6
Coalfields Regeneration Trust 17.7 17.7
Mersey Basin 0.5 0.5
New Horizons research 0.7 0.5
Fiscal stimulus capital Regional Development Agencies 100.0 0.0
Regeneration Monitoring and Digital Inclusion 6.0 5.7
Regeneration Strategy 6.6 6.1
Regional Chambers 1.8 0.1
Regional Development Agencies 1,491.1 1,553.5
Renewing Neighbourhoods 18.5 19.6
Research 9.5 9.3
Sustainable Communities Development Unit communications 0.5 2.6
Shanghai Expo 0.4 0.3
Sun National Economic Development 0.1 0.1

2,250.8 1,973.9
Section D: Developing communities that are cohesive, active and
resilient to extremism (DSO 4)
Cohesion and race equality 22.5 15.0
Community empowerment 31.1 13.8
Adults facing chronic exclusion (gross £1 million expenditure less £1 0.0 0.7
million receipts from other Government Departments)
Tenant empowerment 2.5 2.5
Tackling Extremism 6.5 0.0

62.6 32.0
Section E: Providing a more eYcient, eVective and transparent
planning system (DSO 5)

Planning Inspectorate Agency 47.2 52.3
Implementing planning reforms 31.3 12.7
E-planning 8.7 9.5
Regional Assemblies 11.0 10.6

98.1 85.0
Section F: Ensuring safer communities by providing the framework to
prevent and respond to emergencies (DSO 6)

Firelink 49.6 52.2
Fire Regional Control rooms 53.4 29.4
Fire services 2.0 0.0
Fire publicity 0.0 0.0
Fire Service College 0.0 2.1
Fire service statistics 0.3 0.0
Emergency fire service 0.4 0.0
Fire Centre of Excellence 1.5 0.5
New dimension 0.0 18.2
Emergency resettlement costs 0.1 0.0
Fire and Rescue Services Improvement Programme 23.1 7.8

131.0 111.1
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Compared to
2009–10 2008–09

Section G: Central administration
Central administration, within Administration Budget 167.0 176.6
Central administration, outside Administration Budget 1.5 3.4
Central department & Government OYce Restructuring 21.1 17.9

189.6 197.9
Section H: Government OYce administration
Government OYce administration, within Administration Budget 105.9 112.9
Government OYce administration, outside the Administration 0.0 12.3
Budget

105.9 125.2
Section I: European Regional Development Fund: (ERDF) income
relating to 2007–13 programme
ERDF income funding payments to Regional Development "525.8 "66.3
Authorities of ERDF under new programme
Section J: European Regional Development Fund: Communities and
local Government
ERDF losses and write oVs 8.0 58.2
INTERREG (Inter regional assistance—an ERDF programme) 2.3 2.7

10.3 60.9
Section K: Ordnance Survey
Payments for mapping data and services (net, after contributions 14.3 5.5
from other government Departments)
Section L: QEII Conference Centre Executive Agency
QEII Conference Centre Executive agency trading fund short term "1.4 "4.2
loans

Support for local authorities:

Section M: Improving the supply, environmental performance and
quality of housing (DSO 2)
Choice Based lettings 1.2 1.1
Extend Social Housing Regulations to Local Authority Stock 4.0 0.0
Capital pooled Housing Receipts "13.2 "17.8
Disabled facilities grants 158.3 148.8
Gypsy site grant 0.0 27.0
Homelessness & Housing Reform 69.1 59.5
Housing Management 0.0 2.0
Housing Mobility Services 1.9 0.1
Regional Housing Pot 422.5 347.4
Social Co-ownership Partnership 0.0 0.8
Supporting People programmes 1,666.0 1,686.0
Thames Gateway 0.0 1.0

2,309.7 2,255.8
Section N: Building prosperous communities, promoting regeneration
and tackling deprivation (DSO 3)
New Deal for communities 179.1 242.2
Local Enterprise Growth Initiative 26.4 25.3
Free Swimming 5.0 0.0

210.5 267.5
Section O: Developing communities that are cohesive, active and
resilient to extremism (DSO 4)

Tackling extremism (outside Area Based Grant) 0.0 1.5
Cohesion and race equality 6.5 2.2
Migration Impacts Fund 29.3 0.0

35.8 3.7
Section P: Providing a more eYcient, eVective and transparent
planning system (DSO 5)

Housing and Planning delivery grant 135.0 101.0
Implementing Planning Reforms 21.4 5.8
Regional Assemblies 7.0 9.9

163.4 116.7
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Compared to
2009–10 2008–09

Section Q: Ensuring safer communities by providing the framework to
prevent and respond to emergencies (DSO 6)
New dimension 51.5 36.5
Fire Regional Control rooms 9.9 13.0
Firelink 10.0 10.0
Fire services improvement 35.0 2.8
EU Solidarity Fund 0.0 30.6

106.4 93.0
Section R: Area Based Grant
Area Based Grant (CLG element) 674.5 645.1

Section S: European structural funds—net
European Regional Development Fund payments to LDA (income 30.7 3.0
from EU covering this and Section Y is shown against section I)

Spending in Annually Managed Expenditure:
Section T: Improving the supply and quality of housing (DSO 2)
Housing Revenue Account subsidy 697.8 586.5
Section U: Ensuring safer communities by providing the framework to
prevent and respond to emergencies (DSO 6)
Fire service superannuation (the winding down of an inherited 0.1 0.0
central scheme)

Support for local authorities:
Section V: Ensuring safer communities by providing the framework to
prevent and respond to emergencies (DSO 6)
Fire service superannuation (support to the local authority schemes) 228.4 231.4

Non budget:
Section W: Improving the supply and quality of housing (DSO 2)
Homes and Communities Agency: grant in aid 4,760.0 2,944.9
Housing Corporation: grant in aid 0.0 1,202.0
Overhanging debt repayment on disposal of local authority housing 300.0 514.5
stock
English Partnerships: grant in aid 0.0 64.0
Leasehold advisory services: grant in aid 1.3 1.2
Loan charge grants 7.0 7.0
Other growth areas—English Partnerships 0.0 0.8
Other growth areas—West Northants Development Corporation 16.7 21.2
Tenant Services Authority: grant in aid 35.6 36.2
Thames Gateway—South East England Development Agency 0.0 2.5
Thames Gateway—London Development Corporation 0.0 43.2
Thames Gateway—Thurrock Development Corporation 0.0 32.8

5,120.7 4,870.3
Section X: Ensuring safer communities by providing the framework to
prevent and respond to emergencies (DSO 6)

Firebuy 1.6 6.9
Community Development Foundation 0.0 1.5

1.6 8.4
Section Y: European Structural Funds: payments to Regional
Development Agencies for 2007–13 programme

European Regional Development Fund payments to RDAs (income
from EU covering this and section S is shown against section I)
ERDF North East New Programmes 48.8 6.1
ERDF North West New Programmes 147.3 19.1
ERDF Eastern New Programmes 14.4 1.8
ERDF South East New Programmes 3.1 0.4
ERDF South West New Programmes 75.7 9.5
ERDF East Midlands New Programmes 34.9 4.4
ERDF West Midlands New Programmes 51.9 6.5
ERDF Yorkshire and Humberside New Programmes 119.0 15.5

495.1 63.3
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Compared to
2009–10 2008–09

Section AA: Providing a more eYcient, eVective and transparent
planning system
Infrastructure Planning Commission 1.5 0.0

Request for Resources 2
Spending in Departmental Expenditure Limits:
Central Government spending:
Section A: Valuation services
Valuation OYce Agency 172.9 172.2

172.9 172.2
Section B: Best Value Inspection subsidies to public corporations &
best value intervention costs
Best Value Inspectorate 19.8 21.8

19.8 21.8
Section C: Local government research and publicity, mapping costs
and electoral law
Local government research 2.6 2.5
Local government publicity 0.6 0.6
Local Government Commission mapping costs 0.1 0.1

3.3 3.2

Support for local authorities
Section D: Revenue Support Grant
Revenue Support Grant 4,547.4 2,909.4
PFI special grant 853.0 677.0

5,400.4 3,586.4
Section E: Non-domestic Rates payments
Non-domestic Rates payments 19,500.0 20,500.0

19,500.0 20,500.0
Section F: London governance
General GLA grant 47.9 48.0

47.9 48.0
Section G: Other grants and payments
PSA performance fund 257.0 346.0
Improvement, Transformation and EYciency 121.7 102.8
Local authority business growth incentive 50.0 0.0
Emergency financial assistance to local authorities 6.6 6.2
Best value parishes grant 0.0 0.0
LG Management Info Systems 3.5 1.0
Invest to save 0.0 0.4
Flood Discount Grant 0.0 1.2
Interest Payments to LAs 0.0 0.1

438.8 457.7

Spending in Annually Managed Expenditure:
Support for local authorities:
Section H: Non-domestic Rates outturn adjustments and Local
Authority Business Growth Incentive Scheme
Non-domestic rates outturn adjustments 463.0 600.0
Local authority business growth incentive 0.0 101.7

463.0 701.7
Section I: Non-departmental public bodies
Valuation tribunals 11.0 11.1
Local Government Standards Board 7.3 8.3
Commission for Local Administration in England 15.7 0.0

34.0 19.4
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Compared to
2009–10 2008–09

Voted Capital
Section C: Building prosperous communities, promoting regeneration
and tackling deprivation
Coalfields Enterprise Fund 0.0 5.0
Regeneration Monitoring and Digital Inclusion 0.0 2.5

0.0 7.5
Section E: Providing a more eYcient, eVective and transparent
planning system
Planning Inspectorate 9.5 5.4
E-planning 2.0 3.0

11.5 8.4
Section F: Ensuring safer communities by providing the framework to
prevent and respond to emergencies
Fire Regional Control rooms 0.0 49.4
Firelink 3.1 3.8
New dimension 1.5 1.5
Fire services improvement 1.1 0.9

5.7 55.6
Section G: Central administration

Central administration 21.1 18.0
Section H: Government OYce administration

Government OYce administration 2.9 3.5

Section J: ERDF

ERDF 0.0 2.6
Section L: Queen Elizabeth II Conference Centre Agency

Queen Elizabeth II Conference Centre Agency: loan repayments "0.1 "0.1

Notes

1. Not all rows sum to sections sub-total due to rounding.
2. Capacity Building and EYciency Improvement in Housing is in the wrong DSO category. This is better

placed in DSO2 and will be amended at the next Supplementary Estimates.

Comparison with 2008–09: RFR1

11. Overall budgetary provision sought for RFR1 is 8% above the final, Spring Supplementary Estimate,
budget for 2008–09. The Main Estimate 2009 includes the changes made for the September 2008 Housing
Package, Pre Budget Report 2008 and Budget Report 2009 adjustments to support the housing sector in
response to the economic downturn. These were the main contributors for this increase in budget (See section
D & Annex A for further information).

12. Explanations of the large variations from 2008–09 budgets which Table 2 highlights are as follows:

— Section B: !£140 million. This increase results from the inclusion of all Thames Gateway funding
(£89 million) against this Section, as in previous years some funding was delivered via NDPBs and
recorded against the equivalent of Section W (grant in aid to NDPBs). During the year, as decisions
are made on the allocation of funding, the balance of funding between diVerent delivery vehicles
may alter, and we would expect to reflect such changes at Supplementary Estimates. In addition,
there is a budget of £49 million for the Support for Voluntary and Community Sector to support
the sector through the newly established Community Builders Fund (to support cross-cutting
community organisations) and other initiatives to take forward the community empowerment
agenda.

— Section C: !£277 million. This is mainly accounted for by an increase in budget to £552 million
(from £357 million in 2008–09) for capital contributions to the Department for Culture, Media and
Sport (DCMS) toward Olympics funding for 2009–10. The budget has been phased over the build
period to reflect expenditure on site. In addition, £100 million of capital was brought forward from
2010–11 to 2009–10 as part of Pre Budget Report 2008. Regional Development Agencies were
invited to identify projects up to this value to provide a fiscal stimulus to regional and national
economic development.

— Sections I, S and Y: "£459 million and !£459 million. This is a result of an increase in activity
for European Regional Development Funding (ERDF). Last year’s ERDF receipts and payments
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were smaller because the 2007–13 Programme was at an early stage: its first claim was received in
January. The volume of project claims will increase, requiring increased receipts cover, through
2009–10 in proportion to increasing Programme activity.

— Section T: !£111 million. Sums payable as Housing Revenue Account Subsidy vary between years,
and during the year, for a number of reasons. For example the sums payable depend on the formula
grant calculated relating to the size and condition of local authority council housing stock and
therefore not controllable by the Department. This programme is included by Treasury in Annually
Managed Expenditure due to the diYculties there would be in managing variations in expenditure
within fixed Departmental Expenditure limits.

— Section W: !£251 million. The sum sought is more than last year due largely to an increase in
funding of £550 million for the Homes and Communities Agency oVset by a reduction of £215
million on the Overhanging Debts repayment on disposal of local authority housing stock. Most of
this net increase on the Homes and Communities programme is due to the September 2008 Housing
Package, Pre Budget Report 2008 and Budget Reports 2009 and more directly impacts on the
National AVordable Housing Programme (NAHP) element of the Homes and Communities
Agency which supports DSO 2. The reduction on the Overhanging Debts repayment is due to
uncertainty about all the transfers, hence the forecast of £300 million being the best estimate.

Comparison with 2008–09: RFR2

13. The main change is a decrease of £1 billion in support for local authorities through National Non
Domestic Rates (Section E). This is the amount of non-domestic rates available to be redistributed to
authorities as part of the annual Local Government Finance Settlement. The amount of non-domestic rates
is dependent on (a) the amount of non-domestic rates expected to be collected in the year for both local &
central list properties less any reliefs and repayments in respect of previous years, (b) the balance brought
forward in respect of the Distributable Amount (DA) calculations for previous years, and (c) an amount to
allow for fluctuations in collection—normally attributable to downward revaluations of properties within
the year. It is worth noting that the DA is the amount of money that will be redistributed to local authorities
and it is not the amount of money we expect to collect from them.

14. When calculating the DA for 2009–10, the balance brought forward from 2008–09 was projected to
be a deficit in the region of £1.4 billion. In an attempt to redress this imbalance, the amount to be
redistributed in 2009–10 was set below the amount expected to be collected.

15. As the figures used for both 2008–09 and 2009–10 are estimates, a more accurate picture for those
years will be established when the DA is calculated for 2010–11 as outturn figures will be used for 2008–09
and more accurate estimates will be available for 2009–10.

(C) Planned Expenditure by DSO and PSA

16. The Estimate structure reflects the Departmental Strategic Objectives (DSOs) covering the CSR07
period.

17. The Public Service Agreement (PSA) set was revised for the whole of Government for the CSR07
period. Most PSAs are now cross-cutting and reflect shared objectives across a number of Departments.
CLG has lead responsibility for two of these new PSAs:

— PSA 20: to improve long term housing supply and aVordability; and

— PSA 21: to build more cohesive, empowered and active communities.

18. CLG will also contribute to a wide variety of other PSAs over the spending review period. For a
number of them our direct contributions will be limited, whereas for others we will support delivery more
directly—for example, our work on planning will impact on the Transport and Climate Change PSAs. Full
details of the department’s contributions to individual PSAs are set out in the relevant Delivery Agreements
which are available from the HM Treasury website at http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/

19. In many cases it is not practical to attempt to directly relate spending in a particular area to a specific
PSA outcome. However, we have highlighted several PSAs below where the department makes a substantial
and clearly quantifiable financial contribution:

— much of the expenditure shown against DSOs 2 and 5 (Sections B, E, M, P, T, and W of RFR1)
will contribute towards PSA 20. This includes expenditure on the Thames Gateway, growth areas/
points and eco towns; on improving the planning system and delivery; and on grant- in-aid to the
Homes and Communities Agency;

— much of the expenditure shown against DSO 4 (Section D, and O of RFR1) will contribute towards
PSA 21. This includes expenditure on cohesion and race equality programmes; and community
empowerment;
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— funding for the Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) (Section C, DSO 3) supports PSA 7
(Improving the economic performance of all English regions and reducing the gap in economic
growth rates between regions);

— race equality programmes (Section D and O, DSO 4) support PSA 15 (Addressing the disadvantage
that individuals experience because of their gender, race, disability, age, sexual orientation, religion
or belief);

— supporting People (Section N, DSO 3) supports PSA 16 (increasing the proportion of socially
excluded adults in settled accommodation and employment, education or training); PSA 17
(Tackling poverty and promoting greater independence and well-being later in life); and PSA 18
(Promoting better health and wellbeing for all);

— capital contributions to Department for Culture, Media and Sport for the Olympics (Section C,
DSO3) support PSA 22 (Delivering a successful Olympic Games and Paralympic Games with a
sustainable legacy); and

— the Homes and Communities Agency grant in aid (Section W, DSO 2) also supports PSA 16
(increasing the proportion of socially excluded adults in settled accommodation and employment,
education or training).

20. The Department’s investment also indirectly supports the delivery of a number of other PSAs—for
example, the RDA investment referred to above will assist PSA 8 (maximising employment opportunity for
all). It is not meaningful to attribute expenditure or relate particular programmes to these.

21. The PSA does not cover the full range of activities undertaken by the Department. These are,
however, covered by the Departmental Strategic Objectives. Decent homes targets, for instance, relate to
DSO 2, but are not specifically covered by a new PSA.

22. It should also be noted that where the Department makes payments to local authorities, it is the
Department’s policy, wherever possible, to make these through non-ringfenced general grants, either
Revenue Support Grant or the new Area Based Grant, which authorities are free to use in support of local,
regional and national priorities as they see fit.

23. There are a number of funding streams contributing to the Area Based Grant programme for
2009–10. In total Communities and Local Government are contributing over £674 million to the Area Based
Grant (Section R) from six individual funding streams which for clarity are set out below.

Table 3

AREA BASED GRANT (RFR1, SECTION R):
CLG CONTRIBUTIONS

£ million

Cohesion 11.0
Supporting People admin 35.0
LEGI 75.0
Stronger safer communities 31.0
Working Neighbourhood Fund 507.0
Preventing Violent Extremism 15.0
Total 674.0

(D) Departmental Expenditure Limits (DEL)

24. The programme DELs covering RfR 1 and RfR2 at the start of 2009–10 are set out in the
following tables:

Main programme DEL (where voted, within RFR1)

Table 4

DEL £ million

2009–10 Voted Non voted Total

Resource 3,946 599 4,545
of which:

Administration budget 273 273
Near cash 3,894 576 4,470

Capital 2,213 6,409 8,622
less depreciation "36 "13 "49

Total 6,123 6,995 13,118
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25. The following Table shows how the DEL was arrived at taking the Comprehensive Spending Review
2007 (CSR07) settlement for 2009–10 as the baseline:

Table 5

£million

2009–10
Main DEL Notes Resource Capital Total

CSR07 settlement 4,488 7,337 11,825
Transfers to and from other government 23 23
departments (see further details in section 29)
Various DEL surrenders 1 "46 "46
Transfer from Treasury—HCA transition 2 30 30
Sept 2008 Housing Package 3 625 625
Pre Budget Report 2008 3 450 450
April 2009 Budget changes 4 50 210 260
Total DEL (including depreciation) 4,545 8,622 13,167

less depreciation "49 "49
Total DEL 4,496 8,622 13,118

Notes
1. DEL surrenders include £35 million for Council rents, £7 million for the Energy Performance Certificate

and £4 million for HRAS AME (see section 28).
2. Financial adjustments, approved by HM Treasury, for the Department’s near-cash DEL over the CSR

period to take account of the transition to the new Agency.
3. See Section 27 and Annex A.
4. The April Budget changes included further funding for the housing programmes (see section 27 & Annex

A) as well as a re-profile of £200 million from the Fiscal Stimulus from 2009–10 to 2010–11 and £50
million brought forward from 2010–11 to 2009–10 for the Working Neighbourhoods Fund programme.

26. Depreciation, which forms part of the Resource DEL, is excluded from total DEL since capital DEL
includes capital spending and to include depreciation of those assets would lead to double counting.

Relationships to announcements made to the September Housing Package and subsequently

27. The funding sought in the Main Estimates derives from decisions announced in the CSR07 settlement,
the September 2008 Housing Package, the Pre Budget Report 2008 and Budget Report 2009 (see Annex A
for further information).

Details of the CSR07 settlement were reported in the Explanatory Memorandum of the Main
Estimates 2008–09.

September Housing Package

— £905 million over three years to ensure stability and fairness in the housing market. In 2009–10,
£650 million of this has been allocated to:

(a) contribute towards delivery of up to 5,500 new social homes over three years by means of an
additional £300 million investment in the National AVordable Housing Programme;

(b) oVer up to 18,000 first-time buyers an opportunity to get on the property ladder through £250
million funding for a new shared equity scheme (HomeBuy Direct); and

(c) support up to 6,000 of the most vulnerable homeowners facing repossession to remain in their
home through investment of £100 million in a Mortgage Rescue Scheme.

Pre Budget Report 2008

— £775 million over two years to support critical housing and regeneration projects. In 2009–10, £625
million is sought to:

(a) provide around 2,000 new homes for social rent through £150 million investment in the
National AVordable Housing Programme;

(b) accelerate improvements on an estimated 12,000 dwellings by bringing forward £120 million
of funding for the Decent Homes Programme. In addition, £175 million has been brought
forward to fund major repairs and maintenance work for council housing;
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(c) complete key transport projects and support critical national and regional regeneration
projects through an additional £80 million for the Homes and Communities Agency’s Property
and Regeneration Programme; and

(d) provide a fiscal stimulus to regional and national economic development by bringing forward
£100 million of funding for key projects led by the Regional Development Agencies.

Budget 2009

— £705 million over two years to support stalled housing projects, kick-start new social housing
schemes and boost eVorts to reduce carbon emissions. In 2009–10, £486 million has been
allocated to:

(a) unlock stalled housing developments through investment of £320 million in a combination of
equity, gap and infrastructure funding and supporting viability with an expansion in the
provision of HomeBuy Direct, social and intermediate housing;

(b) deliver new local authority housing by means of a £30 million funding pot for new social
homes;

(c) support eVorts to reduce carbon emissions through schemes proposing high energy eYciency
standards including provision of cavity wall insulation for existing social housing (£21 million)
and community energy schemes which support housing development (£55 million); and

(d) provide further protection for vulnerable households facing repossession through a £40 million
extension of the Mortgage Rescue Scheme, as well as a £20 million fund to allow local
authorities to make small loans to help homeowners facing repossession or homelessness.

Post Budget 2009

— £200 million of funding for aVordable housing has been re-profiled from 2009–10 to 2010–11 to
smooth investment over both financial years. This was agreed following Budget 2009 to allow a
more even distribution of funding between years whilst retaining a sizeable fiscal stimulus in
2009–10.

Transfers into Annually Managed Expenditure

28. Where Departmental policy decisions impact upon Annually Managed Expenditure forecasts,
Departments are required to make switches from Departmental Expenditure Limits into Annually Managed
Expenditure. Reductions to DEL of £4 million have been made, reflecting the increase in forecast for AME
for the Housing Revenue Account Subsidy (see table 5 above).

29. Transfers to and from other government Departments

Transfers to other government Departments

— £5 million, under arrangements for the Pan-Government Agreement for mapping services, that are
now being made more consistent and transparent. Previously some Departments had transferred
DEL baseline to CLG, whereas other Departments retained their DEL to make cash payments to
CLG. Departments that had previously transferred DEL to CLG, are now transferring it back so
that all can make cash payments to CLG for services provided.

— £1 million, as part of Machinery of Government changes, to the Department for Business,
Enterprise and Regulatory Reform for the Northern Way programme.

Transfers from other government Departments

— £25 million, in respect of the Migration Impact Fund, comprising £4.2million from the Department
of Health, £4.2 million from the Department for Children, Schools and Families, £8.6 million from
the Home OYce and £8 million from the Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills. This
programme is administered by CLG but will be funded by the Home OYce from receipts to be
collected in visa fees via the UK Borders Agency.

— £3 million, in respect of support for UK Nationals being repatriated from Zimbabwe, from the
Department of Health.

— £2 million, as part of Machinery of Government changes, from the Department for Work and
Pensions for the functional responsibilities of the Rent OYce Services.



Processed: 02-03-2010 02:00:33 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 441145 Unit: PAG1

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 113

RfR1/Main Programmes DEL expenditure over last three years

30. Expenditure against budget for RfR1/Main Programmes DEL for the financial years since 2006–07
is set out in the table below:

Table 6

PREVIOUS YEARS’ EXPENDITURE AGAINST DEPARTMENTAL EXPENDITURE LIMITS

£ million

Year Voted Non voted Total DEL Outturn Variance %

Resource
2006–07 3,545 121 3,666 3,504 "162 4.4
2007–08 4,118 218 4,336 4,198 "138 3.2
2008–09 3,716 369 4,085 3,934* "151 3.7
Capital
2006–07 2,208 3,588 5,796 5,635 "161 2.8
2007–08 2,445 3,624 6,069 6,069 0 0
2008–09 2,103 5,225 7,328 7,095* "233 3.2
Total
2006–07 5,753 3,709 9,462 9,139 "323 3.4
2007–08 6,563 3,842 10,405 10,267 "138 1.3
2008–09 5,819 5,594 11,413 11,029* "384 3.4

* forecast outturn as at March 2009

Local Government DEL (where voted, within RFR2)

Table 7
£ million

DEL
2008–09 Voted Non voted Total

Resource 24,615 103 24,718
of which:

Administration budget
Near cash 24,615 102 24,717

Capital 175 1 176
less depreciation 0 1 1

Total 24,790 103 24,893

The following Table shows how the DEL was arrived at taking the CSR07 Settlement for 2009–10 as
the baseline:

Table 8

£ million

2009–10 DEL
LG DEL Resource Capital Total

CSR07 settlement 25,600 114 25,714
Transfers to and from other
government departments "4 "8 "12

Total DEL (including depreciation) 25,596 106 25,702
less depreciation 0

Total DEL 25,596 106 25,702

31. Changes since the last spending review settlement comprise:

Transfers in:

— £7.9 million resource and £1.6 million capital grant from the Department for Culture, Media and
Sport to GLA General Grant for Museum of London funding.

— £2.5 million resource from the Department of Health for the IDEA (Improvement and
Development Agency) Healthy Communities programme into Revenue Support Grant.

— £3.7 million resource from the Home OYce for “Stray Dogs” into Revenue Support Grant.
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— £1.2 million resource from the Food Standards Agency for “Food Hygiene on Farms” into
Revenue Support Grant.

— £0.6 million resource from the Department for Environment, Food and Rural AVairs for
“Contaminated Land” into Revenue Support Grant.

— £0.1 million resource from the Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform for
“Services Directive” into Revenue Support Grant.

— £0.1 million resource from Communities and Local Government (Main DEL) for “Community
Empowerment” into Revenue Support Grant.

— £1.7 million resource from the Department of Health to the Commission for Local Administration
in England for health related complaints.

— £0.7 million resource from Communities and Local Government (Main DEL) for Community
Empowerment to the Commission for Local Administration in England.

Transfers out:

— £21.7 million resource from Revenue Support Grant to the Department for Children, Schools and
Families for “Student Finance”.

— £0.3m from Tribunal Services to the Ministry of Justice for Valuation Tribunal appointments.

— £9 million capital from Local e-Gov (Local Electronic Government) to the Department for Work
and Pensions for Government Connect.

— £0.3 million from the Standards Board to the Ministry of Justice for Adjudication Panel For
England costs.

Past expenditure

32.The DEL expenditure for RfR2/Local Government DEL for the financial years since 2006–07 is set
out in the table below:

Table 9

PREVIOUS YEARS’ EXPENDITURE AGAINST DEPARTMENTAL EXPENDITURE LIMITS
£ million

Year Voted Non voted Total DEL Outturn Variance %

Resource
2006–07 22,460 106 22,566 22,551 "15 "0.1
2007–08 22,711 104 22,815 22,751 "64 "0.3
2008–09 24,615 103 24718 24,651* "67 "0.3
Capital
2006–07 259 6 265 223 "42 "15.8
2007–08 126 4 130 64 "98 "75
2008–09 175 1 176 122* "54 "31
Total
2006–07 22,719 112 22,831 22,744 "57 "0.3
2007–08 22,838 107 22,945 22,783 "162 "0.7
2008–09 24,789 104 24,893 24,773* "120 "0.5

* Forecast outturn
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(E) End Year Flexibility (EYF)

33. The Department uses its EYF to fund ongoing programmes where slippage has occurred and for the
management of unbudgeted pressures which arise. The EYF available to the department for 2009–10 will
not be finally known until the Public Expenditure Provisional Outturn White Paper is published, usually in
July. The forecast EYF available for 2009–10 is made up of the sum of underspends accumulated in years
to 2008–09, less EYF drawn down, plus the current forecast underspend for 2008–09, and is set out in the
following tables:

Main DEL

Table 10

END YEAR FLEXIBILITY
£ million

Resource Capital Total
Admin Other TOTAL of which

Resource Resource near cash

Balance of accumulated End Year 61 115 176 135 397 573
Flexibility not yet drawn down

of which ringfenced:
Regional Development Agencies 3 3 3 9 12

Estimated additional EYF 42 151 193 153 232 425
consistent with forecast outturn

of which ringfenced:
Olympics Contingency 214 214

Total estimated EYF 103 266 369 288 629 998

34. From 2009–10, the ring-fenced programmes will include the Olympics, tackling violent extremism and
the Regional and London Development Agencies.

LG DEL

Table 11

END YEAR FLEXIBILITY
£ million

Resource Capital Total
Admin Other TOTAL of which

Resource Resource near cash

Balance of accumulated End Year 96 96 96 326 422
Flexibility not yet drawn down

of which ring fenced:
Local Government PSA 66 66 66 291 357

performance fund
Invest to Save special grant 4 4 4 1 5

Research, publicity and 1 1 1 1
Valuation OYce Invest to Save
Capacity building and local e- 6 6 6 1 7

Government
Estimated additional EYF 67 67 67 54 121
consistent with forecast outturn
Total estimated EYF 0 163 163 163 380 543

(F) Administration Budget

35. The Administration Budget for 2009–10 is £273 million.

36. The following Table shows how the Administration Budget was arrived at taking the CSR07
Settlement for 2009–10 as the baseline:

Table 12
£ million

2009–10
Administration Budget (part of main DEL) Resource

CSR07 settlement 274.0
transfers to other government departments "0.4
Classification change "0.6
Total 273.0
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37. The administration budget covers the costs of staV and related overheads in the core department and
Government OYces.

38. The main changes were:

— the transfer of resources to cover the accommodation costs of the newly created Government
Equalities OYce (£0.4 million); and

— reclassification of the work of the Crown Premises Inspection Group from administration to
programme expenditure.

(G) Provisions and Contingent Liabilities

Provisions

39. The department provides for legal or constructive obligations, which are of uncertain timing, or
amount, at the balance sheet date on the basis of the best estimate of the expenditure required in settling the
obligation. The following table sets out the provisions made for the start of 2009–10:

Table 13

PROVISIONS ESTIMATED 1 APRIL 2009 POSITION
£ million

Early departures 31.6
European Regional Development Fund 74.4

Correction
Compensation payments 5.2
Dilapidations 6.4
Firefighters’ pensions 2.0
Total 119.6

Early Departure Costs

40. The department meets the additional costs of benefits beyond the normal Principal Civil Service
Pension Scheme (PCSPS) benefits in respect of employees who retire early, by paying the required amounts
annually to the PCSPS over the period between early departure and normal retirement date. The department
and its agencies provide for this in full when the early retirement programme becomes binding by
establishing a provision for the estimated payments discounted by the Treasury discount rate of 2.2% in
real terms.

Other Costs

European Regional Development Fund Correction

41. The European Commission have concerns relating to some specific projects within the 1997–99 and
2000–06 tranches of programmes and they have extrapolated across the whole programme to reach a total
potential disallowance ineligible for grant claims which will be disallowed.

Compensation Payments

42. These relate to claims made by staV and third parties against the department. The majority represent
claims by ex Property Services Agency employees who may have contracted an industrial lung disease. It is
expected that nearly half of these cases may be settled in 2009–10 with the remainder settled in the
following year.

Dilapidations

43. The provision relates to complying with lease clauses for buildings occupied by the Government
OYces.

Firefighters’ Pensions

44. The Firefighters’ Pension Scheme is a small scheme that has similar conditions to the Principal Civil
Service Pension Scheme and which was inherited from the Home OYce in respect of 18 (now 15) ex-fire
fighters and their widows.
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Contingent Liabilities

45. Contingent liabilities are those liabilities where the likelihood and amount of payment are uncertain
so they are not provided for in the balance sheet, only disclosed in a note. The departments’ estimated
contingent liabilities for 2009–10 are:

Table 14

Nature of Liability £’000

Statutory
Fire Service Act 1947 s17 and the Fire Service (Discipline Regulations) 1985. Liability 220
to litigation by Fire Authorities resulting from delays in processing appeals to the
Secretary of State.
Housing Association Act 1987, s84. Indemnity of building society mortgages for 120
shared ownership schemes.
Indemnity given for the Land Stabilisation Project to proceed in Northwich under 25,000
Section 1 of the Derelict Land Act 1982
Non-Statutory
Possible administrative irregularities (Article 4 and 10 checks) in respect of the 24,900
European Regional Development Fund Programme, where approximately 50% of the
total irregularities value would not be recovered due to insolvency occurring.
Three Local Authorities (Corby, Slough and Cannock Chase) have launched legal 101,000
action against the Department for underpayment of the Local Authority Business
Growth Incentive Scheme grant. There is a chance that the court will rule in favour of
the Local Authorities. This would result in an additional payment to the Local
Authorities.
Possible obligations from Employment Tribunal decision including asbestos claims 4,300
against the Department.
Liability to pay grant in future years relating to the annual gap-funding agreements 656,255
for negative values transfers of council housing stocks
Planning appeals brought by the developers against a decision from West 10,000
Northamptonshire Development Corporation—one of CLG’s Non Departmental
Public Bodies. Decision expected from SoS July 2009
Indemnity given to the Nationwide Building Society as lender for claims relating to Unquantifiable
the treatment or removal of asbestos in connection with housing stock transfers
Indemnity given to the Fire and Rescue Services in respect of possible incidents Unquantifiable
because of mass decontamination.
Possible financial corrections for irregularities with EC funds in respect of the 46,000
2000–06 European Regional Development Fund programmes
Possible financial corrections in relation to the Interreg programme and for European 18,000
Regional Development Fund projects undertaken by Business Links
On 21 April, CLG announced the Homeowners Mortgage Support Scheme 500,000
guaranteeing mortgage lenders against a proportion of any loss incurred on deferred
interest payments in circumstances where the borrower defaults

(H) Process for Preparation and Approval of Memorandum

46. This Memorandum has been prepared in accordance with guidance in the Estimates Manual provided
by HM Treasury and that found on the House of Commons website. It has been seen and approved by the
Department’s Principal Accounting OYcer, Peter Housden.

Annex A

SEPTEMBER HOUSING PACKAGE, PRE BUDGET REPORT 2008
AND APRIL 2009 BUDGET REPORT

September Housing Package

A major cross–government package of new measures to meet challenges in the housing market was
launched in September 2008. This package brought forward £1 billion from 2009–10 and 2010–11. It made
£905 million of capital available for expenditure on Mortgage Rescue, HomeBuy Direct and Social Rented
Housing in 2008–09, 2009–10 and 2010–11. In addition, £95 million of capital was made available to support
changes to Support for Mortgage Interest through the Department for Work and Pensions.

This was drawn from capital expenditure previously allocated to the Regional Development Agencies and
National AVordable Housing Programme for 2009–10 and 2010–11.
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September 2008 Housing Package

SUPPORT FOR THE HOUSING MARKET—SEPTEMBER HOUSING PACKAGE (£m)

Expenditure 2008–09 2009–10 2010–11 Total

Support for Mortgage Interest 0 40 55 95
Total Resource 0 40 55 95

Mortgage Rescue 50 100 55 205
HomeBuy Direct 50 250 0 300
Social Rented Housing 100 300 0 400
Total Capital 200 650 55 905

Total Capital and Resource 200 690 110 1,000

Funding 2008–09 2009–10 2010–11 Total

Regional Development Agencies 0 "25 "275 "300
Other Capital 0 0 "300 "300
Social Rented Housing 0 0 "400 "400

Total Capital 0 "25 "975 "1,000

Pre Budget Report 2008

Further announcements within the Pre Budget Report made a number of amendments to Communities
and Local Government capital DEL for 2008–11:

Pre Budget Report Amendments (£m) 2008–09 2009–10 2010–11

Decent Homes 130 120 "250
Homes for Social Rent 0 150 "150
Community Infrastructure Fund 20 0 0
Regeneration (Homes and Communities 0 80 "100
Agency Property & Regeneration
Programme)
Regional Development Agencies 0 100 "100
Total 150 450 "600

In addition, as a result of announcements within the Pre Budget Report, Communities and Local
Government has invited local authorities in England to bring forward up to £175 million of planned major
housing repairs expenditure from 2010–11 to 2009–10 to maximise investment in housing stock.

Budget 2009

Furthermore, Budget 2009 announced funding for several programmes. This is detailed in the
following table:

BUDGET 2009 (£m)

Programme 2009–10 2010–11

Stalled sites fund 320 80
Local authority house building 15 35
Housing environment package 76 29
Additional resources for preventing repossessions and
evictions:
Mortgage Rescue Scheme 40 40
Repossessions Prevention Fund (resource) 20 0
Total 471 184

The Main Estimates exclude £40 million in 2009–10 capital for the Mortgage Rescue
Scheme and £20 million in 2009–10 for Repossessions Prevention Fund pending receipt
of these amounts under the End of Year Flexibility rules.

The stalled sites fund will unlock currently stalled housing developments through a combination of equity,
gap and infrastructure funding and supporting viability with an expansion in the provision of HomeBuy
Direct, social and intermediate housing. The housing environment package comprises social housing cavity
wall insulation and community energy programmes.
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Annex B

A Note on the European Regional Development Fund

The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) is a structural fund of the European Union. In
normal circumstances, income from the EU covers expenditure on grant payments to recipients, leading to
no overall cost to the Request for Resources or Departmental Expenditure Limit. Losses (including foreign
exchange losses), write oVs or fines by the EU are, however, costs to the DEL and RFR.

ERDF operates in programmes; each programme covering a range of years:

— The 2000–06 programme was administered by Government OYces, which form part of the
Department. Expenditure and income in respect of grants oVered under this programme will
continue to be recorded and accounted for some time.

Expenditure and income under this programme is recorded as follows:

— RFR1, Section J: losses, write oVs and other payments or income shortfalls not funded by the
EU; and

— all of these lines fall within the Departmental Expenditure Limit (DEL).

— The 2007–13 programme (“New programmes”) is being administered by the Regional
Development Agencies, which are Non-Departmental Public Bodies, apart from the London
Development Agency, which is a local authority body. The Department continues to make claims
to the EU, but passes on that funding to the RDAs in order to cover the grant payment costs
incurred by the RDAs.

Expenditure and income under this programme is recorded as follows:

(i) RFR1, Section I: income from the EU (within DEL);

(ii) RFR1, Section S: payments to the LDA (within DEL);

(iii) RFR1, Section Y: payments to RDAs (not LDA) (outside DEL);

(iv) Non voted DEL: expenditure by RDAs (not LDA) on grant payments.

This recording is necessary to comply with Treasury and Estimate rules that require payments to
an NDPB to be scored within the RFR but outside DEL; while the expenditure funded by those
payments must be recorded in DEL but is non voted. Normally both amounts (ie items iii) and iv)
above) would be the same, although timing diVerences may occur.

Explanatory memorandum from the Department for Communities and Local Government
(WSUP (09–10) 01)

WINTER SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATE 2009–10

Introduction

1. The changes to Departmental Expenditure Limits (DELs) which are referred to below were announced
by the Secretary of State on 24 November 2009. Changes to DELs, of which the department has two (Main
Programmes and Local Government), are not always identical to those to the Estimate described below. This
is because:

— some expenditure within DEL is non-Voted, while some Voted expenditure is outside DEL; and

— the DELs consolidate expenditure of the Department with that of the Non-Departmental Public
Bodies (NDPBs) which the Department sponsors. The Estimate records expenditure by the
Department and its executive agencies only, which includes grant in aid to NDPBs, but not NDPB
expenditure itself.

End Year Flexibility

2. The End Year Flexibility (EYF) entitlements were included in the Public Expenditure 2008–09
Provisional Outturn White Paper (Cm 7606) which was presented to Parliament by the Chief Secretary to
the Treasury in July 2009.

Section A: Summary of Changes Sought in Estimate

3. The Department for Communities and Local Government Winter Supplementary Estimate requests
additional net resource provision, above Main Estimate totals, of:

— RFR1 £658.446 million

— RFR2 £59.967 million

And decrease in provision for

— Voted Capital £7.480 million
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4. The Department also seeks an increase of £782.330 million to the Net Cash Requirement, resulting
from these changes to the RFRs.

5. The main policy reasons for taking a Winter Supplementary Estimate are to:

— reallocate resources within the DEL limits, including:

(a) allocation of existing budget to our Arms length Bodies (ALBs) to support their agreed
programmes; and

(b) to reflect technical accounting changes as a consequence of implementing International
Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS);

— draw down end year flexibility for Local Government programmes for the Local Government
Public Service Agreement Performance Fund;

— adjust non-budget provision for grant in aid for the Homes and Communities Agency in respect
of the Pledge announced by the Government on 29 June as part of the Building Britain’s Future
and for the Thames Gateway Urban Development Corporations in support of their agreed
budgets;

— eVect small transfers to and from other Government departments;

— eVect small transfers between the RfRs;

— adjust levels of appropriations in aid and related expenditure;

— make a number of transfers between sections within the RfRs.

6. A summary of the DEL impacts of the changes is set out in section B below.

7. The increases in the Net Resource Requirement sought in this Supplementary Estimate relate to:

— Increases outside public expenditure (£776.213 million).

— Draw down of End Year Flexibility (£59.000 million).

— Take up of Departmental Unallocated Provision (£0.309 million).

— A switch of £4.220 million within the Estimate from Capital to Resource (capital grants).

— Switches within the RFR, across RFRs, within the DEL or across Government as a whole (£1.943
million to the Estimate, but neutral in public expenditure terms);

oVset against

— A movement of £122.644 million from voted to non voted programmes (but neutral in overall
public expenditure terms); and

— A reduction of £0.619 million to reflect technical accounting changes as a consequence of
implementing International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS).

8. The decrease in voted capital sought relates to:

— A transfer of £3.260 million from non voted to voted programmes (but neutral in overall public
expenditure terms); and

— A switch of £4.220 million within the Estimate to Resource (capital grants) from Capital.

9. These changes can be divided into those which increase public expenditure overall, and those which
reallocate within the existing public expenditure totals or are outside public expenditure totals altogether.
It is the increases that are outside public expenditure which make the biggest contribution to the changes in
this Supplementary Estimate.

Changes sought which increase public expenditure

10. These are as follows:

— Increases in DEL totalling £58.381 million funded from the Department’s draw down of
entitlement to End Year Flexibility (EYF) (see table 1, item 1) and being used:

(a) To provide £59.000 million for Local Government Public Service Agreements to cover planned
spending over the amount provided in the Comprehensive Spending Review 2007;

oVset by

(b) A reduction of £0.619 million to reflect technical accounting changes as a consequence of
implementing International Financial reporting Standards (IFRS).
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Changes sought which do not increase public expenditure, taken across government

11. These are as follows:

(a) Increases to non budget spending totalling £776.213 million (table 1, item 8). These relate to
payments which the Department makes but which do not score in public expenditure because they
are simply movements of money within Government. They comprise:

— An increase in grant in aid (£694.504 million) to the Homes and Communities Agency, mainly
to reflect the announcement that the Government made on 29 June on the Pledge as apart of
Building Britain’s Future (see Annex A).

— An increase in grant in aid to the Thames Gateway Urban Development Corporations
(£82.500 million) to support their agreed programmes.

— Adjustments to grant in aid to the Tenant Services Authority (£0.367 million increase ) to
reflect adjustment of spend between the HCA and TSA.

— Adjustments to grant in aid to the Community Development Foundation (CDF) (£1.706
million increase) to reflect adjustment of spend between the voted Community Empowerment
programme and non voted CDF programme.

— An increase in grant in aid (£3.621 million) to the Infrastructure Planning Commission to cover
set up costs.

— Adjustment to grant in aid to the West Northamptonshire Development Corporation (£0.300
million) in respect of unfunded legal challenges on planning.

— Reduction of £6.800 million for Loan Charges on Defective Housing Grant.

— Adjustment of £0.015 million for the Valuation Tribunal Service for depreciation.

(b) Decreases totalling £122.470 million resulting from net transfers of DEL from the RFRs to non
voted budgets (table 1, item 8). The largest element is the transfer of £86.500 million to the Thames
Gateway Urban Development Corporations to support their agreed programmes. Further large
adjustments were as follows:

— £13.700 million to Government OYces to adjust budgets for utilisation of provisions in respect
of early exit costs and provision release from Central Administration.

— £6.411 million from Implementing Planning Reforms comprising £2.750 million to the HCA
and £3.661 million to fund the new Non Departmental Public Body for the IPC.

— £6.248 million from EYcient Geographic and Statistics for the Tenant Services Authority
(£1.667 million) and to the Departmental Unallocated Provision (£4.581 million).

(c) Smaller transfers within DEL. Other changes which are relatively small in value and which lead to
no change in total DEL are:

— Take up of non voted non-cash Departmental Unallocated Provision (£0.309 million) for the
National Register of Social Housing Capital Plan (table 1, item 3).

— A net transfer of £4.220 million from voted capital to resource within the Estimate comprising
(i) a switch of £4.720 million in voted capital from the Planning Inspectorate to resource
(capital grants) in New Deal for Communities programme to meet demands of projects
approved in 2009–10 and (ii) a switch of £0.500 million in resource (capital grants) from
Support for Voluntary and Community Sector to voted capital in INTERREG for the
continued development of Management Control Information System (table 1, item 4).

— Net transfers of £1.943 million from other Government departments (table 1, item 5).

— Net transfers of £1.135 million from RfR1 to RfR2 (table 1, item 6).

— Changes that net out within the Estimate, involving either switches between sections or
increases in Appropriations in Aid funding additional expenditure (table 1, items 7 and 10).

(d) A change to the net cash requirement of £63.908 million over and above the Net Resource
Requirement. This mainly reflects adjustments made for the release/use of provisions.

12. These changes are summarised at tables 1 and 2 below:

Table 1

£ million

Net Resource Requirement RFR1 RFR2 Total

Changes which increase/decrease public expenditure
1) End Year Flexibility 0.0 59.000 59.000
2) Consequence of implementing International Financial "0.619 0.0 "0.619
Reporting Standards (IFRS)



Processed: 02-03-2010 02:00:33 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 441145 Unit: PAG1

Ev 122 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

£ million

Net Resource Requirement RFR1 RFR2 Total

Changes which do not increase public expenditure, taken across
Government
3) Take up from Departmental Unallocated Provision 0.309 0.0 0.309
4) Net transfers to voted resource from voted capital 4.220 0.0 4.220
5) Transfers to/from other government departments 1.943 0.0 1,943
6) Transfers between the RFRs "1.135 1.135 0.0
7) Transfers within the RfRs 0.0 0.0 0.0
8) Transfers to/from non-voted spending "122.470 "0.174 "122.644
9) Changes in non-budget spending 776.198 0.015 776.213
10) Changes in A in A, oVset by voted spending 0.0 0.0 0.0

658.446 59.976 718.422

Table 2
£ million

Voted Capital RFR1 RFR2 Total

Changes which do not increase public expenditure, taken across
Government
1) Net transfers from voted capital to voted resource "4.220 0.0 "4.220
2) Transfers within the RFRs 0.0 0.0 0.0
3) Transfers to non-voted spending "3.260 0.0 "3.260
4) Changes in A in A, oVset by voted spending 0.0 0.0 0.0

"7.480 0.0 "7.480

Section B: Detailed Explanation of Changes (Amounts are in £s)

Changes to RFR1: Improving the quality of life by creating thriving, inclusive and sustainable communities in
all regions

13. Changes in resources, and their implications for DEL and AME budgets, are as follows:

(DEL budget changes are indicated by an asterisk in the right hand column)
(References in Section B to sections are to sections in the Estimates.)

Changes which decrease public spending

"£619,000 Decrease in the Government OYces spending (section H) to reflect technical *
accounting changes as a consequence of implementing International Financial
reporting Standards (IFRS)

"£619,000 Total change to Main Resource DEL
"£619,000 Total change to Main DEL
"£619,000 Total change to Estimate

Take up of Departmental Unallocated Provision

£309,000 Transfer to National Register of Social Housing (section K) for capital plan *
update

ZERO Total change to Main Resource DEL
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
£309,000 Total change to Estimate

Transfers between Resource Spending (Capital Grants) and Capital Spending

"£4,720,000 Transfer from capital expenditure in the Planning Inspectorate (section E) to *
resource (capital grants) in New Deal for Communities (section N) to meet
demands of projects approved in 2009–10.

£500,000 Transfer from resource (capital grants) in Support for Voluntary & *
Community Sector Sustainability (Section B) to capital expenditure for
INTERREG (Section J) for the continued development of Management
Control Information System which will satisfy the contractual commitments
made with Real Time (the new developers).
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ZERO Total change to Main Capital DEL
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
ZERO Total change to Estimate
(!£4,220,000
resource)
("£4,220,000
capital)

Transfers of budgetary cover to/from other Government Departments

£1,396,000 Transfer from Home OYce in respect of the Migration Impacts Fund *
programme (section O)

£440,000 Transfer from Department of Work and Pensions to Government OYces *
(section H) for work on Older Persons agenda

£340,000 Transfer from Cabinet OYce to the Government OYces (section H) for work *
on Community Cohesion.

"£233,000 Transfer to DEFRA from Implementing Planning Reforms (section P) for the *
Environment Agency Implementation of the Mine Waste Directive.

£1,943,000 Total change to Main Resource DEL
£1,943,000 Total change to Main DEL
£1,943,000 Total change to Estimate

Resource transfers to/from another Request for Resources

"£1,432,000 Transfer to Best Value Inspection (RfR2, section B) from Fire Improvement *
Programme (RfR1, Section F) to pay the Audit Commission’s bill in respect
of work on “Fire”.

"£200,000 Transfer to Greater London Authority General Grant (RfR2, section F) from *
Implementing Planning Reforms (RfR1, section E) to fund the Mayor’s new
planning powers in the GLA Act 2007.

"£76,000 Transfer to Audit Commission (RfR2, Section B) from EYcient Geographic *
and Statistics (RfR1, section K) for secondment costs relating to the Data
Inter Change Hub.

£500,000 Transfer from Local Government Research (RfR2, section C) to Cohesion and *
Race Equality (RfR1, section D) to provide a more streamlined and eVective
research team.

£73,000 Transfer from Audit Commission Best Value Inspection (RfR2, Section B) to *
Research (RfR1, Section C) for New Strategic Research.

"£1,135,000 Total change to Main Resource DEL
"£1,135,000 Total change to Main DEL
ZERO Total change to Estimate
("£1,135,000
RFR1
!£1,135,000
RFR2)

Resource transfers within the Request for Resources

£13,436,000 Transfer for housing strategy for older people (in improving the supply and *
quality of housing) from voted central funding (section B) to voted local
authorities funding for (section M) to pay grant to third sector to deliver a
national telephone and website service.

£1,464,000 Transfer, within voted central funding, from supporting local government *
(section A) to improving the supply and quality of housing (section B) to correct
an previous publication error.

£385,000 Transfer for homelessness and housing reform (in improving the supply and *
quality of housing) from voted central funding (section B) to voted local
authorities funding for (section M) to pay grant to third sector to part fund a
pilot project to assist workless adult non-dependant household members.

£1,200,000 Transfer for housing mobility services from voted central funding (in ensuring *
safer communities by providing the framework to prevent and respond to
emergencies in section F) to voted local authorities funding for (section M) to
properly reflect where expenditure is taking place and enhance CLG’s existing
monitoring and responsibility arrangement.
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£61,000 Transfer within voted central funding from ensuring safer communities by *
providing the framework to prevent and respond to emergencies (section F) to
building prosperous communities, promoting regeneration and tackling
deprivation (section C) to set up a new strategic research service.

£113,000 Transfer within voted central funding from cohesion and race equality (in section *
D) to building prosperous communities, promoting regeneration and tackling
deprivation (section C) to set up a new strategic research service.

£65,000 Transfers within voted central funding for building prosperous communities, *
promoting regeneration and tackling deprivation (section C) from new horizons
and regeneration, monitoring and digital inclusion to set up a new strategic
research service.

£209,000 Transfer within voted central funding from improving the supply and quality of *
housing (in section B) to building prosperous communities, promoting
regeneration and tackling deprivation (section C) to set up a new strategic
research service.

£370,000 Transfer within voted central funding from cohesion and race equality (in section *
D) to voted central funding for improving the supply and quality of housing (in
section B) to tackle unlawful sub-letting in social housing identified by the Audit
Commission.

£475,000 Transfer within voted central funding from cohesion and race equality (in section *
D) to voted central funding for improving the supply and quality of housing (in
section B) to properly reflect where expenditure is taking place and enhance
CLG’s existing monitoring and responsibility arrangements.

£230,000 Transfer from voted central funding for building prosperous communities, *
promoting regeneration and tackling deprivation (section C), to Regeneration
Monitoring & Digital Inclusion in voted local authorities funding for building
prosperous communities, promoting regeneration and tackling deprivation
(section N).

£5,159,000 Transfer from voted central funding for building prosperous communities, *
promoting regeneration and tackling deprivation (section C), to Regeneration
Strategy in voted local authorities funding for building prosperous communities,
promoting regeneration and tackling deprivation (section N) for the ‘Inspiring
Communities’ programme which is intended to address aspirational barriers to
educational outcomes. This takes forward the recommendations from the
Houghton Review.

£100,000 Transfer from voted central funding for building prosperous communities, *
promoting regeneration and tackling deprivation (section C), to Sub National
Economic Development in voted local authorities funding for building
prosperous communities, promoting regeneration and tackling deprivation
(section N) for work with the Language Partnership to further fund the Cornish
Language Grant and Coastal Handbook Grants.

£4,232,000 Transfer from voted central funding for building prosperous communities, *
promoting regeneration and tackling deprivation (section C), to Renewing
Neighbourhoods in voted local authorities funding for building prosperous
communities, promoting regeneration and tackling deprivation (section N).

£100,000 Transfer within voted central funding from the Valuation OYce Agency in *
section B to building prosperous communities, promoting regeneration and
tackling deprivation (section C) in respect of research on household projections.

£100,000 Transfer within voted central funding for the Valuation OYce Agency in section *
B to provide for statutory increases in pension liability.

£500,000 Transfer from New Deal for Communities in voted local authorities funding for *
building prosperous communities, promoting regeneration and tackling
deprivation (section N) to voted central funding in Planning Inspectorate for a
shortfall in Development Plan Documents (DPD) income (section E).

£138,000 Transfer within voted central funding from SCDU Communications in building *
prosperous communities, promoting regeneration and tackling deprivation
(section C) to the Homeowner Mortgage Support Scheme in improving the
supply and quality of housing (section B).

£2,862,000 Transfer from New Deal for Communities in voted local authorities funding for *
building prosperous communities, promoting regeneration and tackling
deprivation (section N) to the Homeowner Mortgage Support Scheme in voted
central funding for improving the supply and quality of housing (section B).

£500,000 Transfer from New Deal for Communities in voted local authorities funding for *
building prosperous communities, promoting regeneration and tackling
deprivation (section N) to voted central funding for developing communities
that are cohesive, active and resilient to extremism (section D) for Adults Facing
Chronic Exclusion (ACE), a joint project with Other Government Departments.
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£750,000 Transfer from New Deal for Communities in voted local authorities funding for *
building prosperous communities, promoting regeneration and tackling
deprivation (section N) to voted central funding for improving the supply and
quality of housing (section B) to fund the Carbon Hub.

£2,719,000 Transfer from New Deal for Communities in voted local authorities funding for *
building prosperous communities, promoting regeneration and tackling
deprivation (section N) to Private Housing Renewal in voted local authorities
funding for improving the supply and quality of housing (section M) for Invest
to Save housing initiatives at LB Newham.

£1,750,000 Transfer from New Deal for Communities in voted local authorities funding for *
building prosperous communities, promoting regeneration and tackling
deprivation (section N) to Homelessness and Housing Reform in voted local
authorities funding for improving the supply and quality of housing (section M)
for extra debt advice work arising as a result of increasing numbers of Mortgage
defaulters.

£750,000 Transfer within voted central funding from improving the supply and quality of *
housing (section B) to INTERREG in European Structural Funds in (section J)
for the development of a Management Control Information System.

£5,410,000 Transfer from voted central funding for community empowerment in section D *
to Support for Voluntary & Community Sector Sustainability in voted central
funding for improving the supply and quality of housing (section B) to properly
reflect where expenditure is taking place and enable more specific targeting to key
areas.

£7,335,000 Transfer, within voted local authorities funding, from providing a more eYcient, *
eVective and transparent planning system (section P) to Area Based Grant
(section R) for costs estimated in an Impact Assessment associated with local
planning authorities implementing new national planning policy on climate
change.

£1,500,000 Transfer from voted central funding for improving the supply and quality of *
housing (section B) to voted local authorities funding Area Based Grant (section
R) to help local authorities tackle extremism inspired by Al Qaeda.

£1,900,000 Transfer from voted central funding for emergency resettlement (in ensuring *
safer communities by providing the framework to prevent and respond to
emergencies in section F) to housing management in voted local authorities
funding (for improving the supply and quality of housing in section M) to tackle
unlawful sub-letting in social housing (Local Authorities).

£935,000 Transfer from voted central funding for supporting people administration (in *
improving the supply and quality of housing in section B) to housing
management in voted local authorities funding (for improving the supply and
quality of housing in section M) to tackle unlawful sub-letting in social housing
(Local Authorities).

£330,000 Transfer from voted central funding for tenant empowerment (in developing *
communities that are cohesive, active and resilient to extremism in section D) to
housing management in voted local authorities funding (for improving the
supply and quality of housing in section M) to tackle unlawful sub-letting in
social housing (Local Authorities).

£100,000 Transfer from voted central funding for improving the supply and quality of *
housing (section B) to Housing Mobility Services in voted local authorities
funding for improving the supply and quality of housing (section M) to tackle
Zimbabwe resettlement Programme for accommodation & housing support.

£50,000,000 Transfer, within voted local authorities funding, from Area Based Grant (section *
R) to the Safer & Stronger Communities & New Ventures Fund, in building
prosperous communities, promoting regeneration and tackling deprivation
(section N), pending final allocations.

£750,000 Transfer, within voted central funding, from providing a more eYcient, eVective *
and transparent planning system (section E), to Support for Voluntary &
Community Sector Sustainability in improving the supply and quality of
housing (section B) to enable funding on the Empowerment Fund to be better
targeted as part of the overall Voluntary Community Sector Programme.

£750,000 Transfer, for providing a more eYcient, eVective and transparent planning *
system, from Local Planning Authorities (LPA) performance on community
empowerment, in voted central funding (section E), to Housing & Planning
Delivery Grant, in voted local authorities funding (section P).

£7,000,000 Transfer within voted Central Administration (section G) for the cost of staV *
early retirements.

£175,000 Transfer from voted Central Administration (section G) to voted Government *
OYce Administration (section H) to provide funding for the cost of staV, goods
and services in the English Regions.
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£688,000 Transfer in voted Administration budgets from Government OYce
Administration (section H) to Central Administration (section G) for legal and
audit costs arising from management of European Regional Development
Funding.

-£114,541,000 Reductions in budgets to meet increases, as detailed above. *
ZERO Total change to Main Resource DEL
ZERO Total change to Main Capital DEL
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
ZERO Total change to Estimate

Transfers to/from non-voted spending

References to sections are to sections in the Estimates

"£86,500,000 Transfer from Thames Gateway direct funding (section B) to Thames Gateway *
UDC to support their agreed programmes

"£15,711,000 Transfer from various programmes uncommitted and available resources to the
Departmental Unallocated provision (DUP) comprising Supporting People
Administration (£3,280,000)(section B); Regeneration Strategy (£600,000)
(section N); Local Enterprise Growth Initiative(£2,359,000) (section N);
National Register of Social Housing (£419,000) (section B); Regeneration
Monitoring and Digital Inclusion (£2,000,000) (section C); EYcient Geographic
and Statistical Data (£4,581,000) (section K) and Planning Inspectorate
(£2,472,000) (section E)

"£13,700,000 Transfer from Central Administration (section G) to no voted Government *
OYces comprising £12,300,000 (near cash) to adjust budgets for utilisation of
provisions in respect of early exit costs and £1,400,000 (non cash) to correct
baseline provision of both pay and provision release.

"£3,661,000 Transfer from the Infrastructure Planning Commission (section E) to fund the *
newly formed IPC.

"£3,050,000 Transfer from the Infrastructure Planning Commission to the Homes and *
Communities Agency comprising from section E for Rural master-planning
(joint with the Department for Environment, Food and Rural AVairs (£250,000)
and for the Advisory Team on Large ApplicationS (ATLAS) (£2,500,000) and
from section P for Planning Performance Agreements for Renewal and Low
Carbon Energy Planning Applications (£300,000).
Transfer from Planning Inspectorate (section E) to the Homes and Communities
Agency to cover additional accommodation/IT costs incurred as a result of its
set-up

"£1,706,000 Transfer from Community Empowerment (section D) to Community *
Development Foundation. This is a budget transfer to reflect annual funding,
and not a re-allocation or re-prioritisation of resources.

"£1,667,000 Transfer from EYcient Geographic and Statistics (section K) to support the *
maintenance and running of the National Register of Social Housing (NROSH)
database which is to be transferred to the Tenant Services Authority (TSA).

"£606,000 Transfer to Other Growth Areas—West Northamptonshire Development *
Corporation from Valuation OYce Agency Right to Buy charges (£100,000)
(section E) and New Deal for Communities (£300,000) (section N) to cover Legal
costs in respect of unfunded legal challenges on planning and from Planning
Inspectorate (£206,000) (section E) to cover non cash charges.

"£292,000 Transfer from Planning Inspectorate to to fund the newly formed IPC *
"£140,000 Transfer voted (section B) to non-voted Homes and Communities Agency for *

commitment in the “lifetime Homes, Lifetime Neighbourhoods; a National
Strategy for housing in an Ageing Society

£3,163,000 Transfer from Local Authority Supported Capital Expenditure to Regional *
Housing Pot (section M) to assist with delivery of programme for East Midlands
and South East region.

£1,400,000 Transfer near cash from non voted to voted Government OYces to correct the *
baseline provision of both pay and provision release;

ZERO Total change to Main Resource DEL
ZERO Total change to Main Capital DEL
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
"£122,470,000 Total change to Estimate
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Changes in non budget spending

£694,504,000 Increase in grant in aid for the Homes and Communities Agency (section W) to
reflect £555,000,000 for the Pledge as announced on 29 June and £139,504,000
to reflect their latest spending forecast.

£82,500,000 Increase in grant in aid for Thames Gateway UDC (section W) to supported
non-voted budget allocation to this body under the Thames Gateway
programme

£3,621,000 Increase in grant in aid for the newly set up—Infrastructure Planning
Commission (IPC) (section AA). This is to support the non voted budget
allocation to this body under the IPC programme.

£1,706,000 To provide grant in aid cover for Community Development Foundation (section
X). This reflects their annual grant-in-aid funding. The amount of grant-in-aid
for 2008-2011 was agreed during the CSR07.

£367,000 Increase in grant in aid for the Tenant Services Authority (section W) to support
the non voted budget allocation to this body.

£300,000 Increase in grant in aid for Other Growth Areas—West Northamptonshire
Development Corporation (section W) for the legal costs in respect of unfunded
legal challenges on planning.

"£6,800,000 reduction of non budget provision for Loan Charges on Defective Housing
Grant because a few authorities were a year late in changing the way they
reclaimed monies on repairing or repurchasing defective properties.

ZERO Total change to Main DEL
£776,198,000 Total change to Estimate

Changes in Operating Appropriations in Aid fully oVset by changes in voted spending

Spend: Government OYces (Section H) Increase in provision fully oVset by increase in *
£23,080,000 A-in-A for communications support for Regional Ministers from Cabinet OYce

(£350,000); work on Crime Reduction, Regional Drugs Team, Drugs
Receipts: Intervention programme and Core work from the Home OYce (£12,730,000);
"£23,080,000 work on briefing, Sure Start and core agenda for DCSF ((£3,440,000); work on

additional core agenda for DEFRA (£2,814,000); additional UKTI funding
(net change from BIS (£94,000); funding for DWP staV taking early retirement (£1,600,000);
zero) funding from DfT for statutory advertising and additional income from renting

out oYce space (£1,126,000), and £926,000 from the Department of Health.
Spend: Internal changes within the Planning Inspectorate budget to reflect projected *
£7,954,000 spend (Section E).
Receipts:
"£7,954,000
(net change
zero)
Spend: Central Administration (Section G) Increase in budget fully oVset by increase in *
£1,800,000 A-in-A for outward secondees.
Receipts:
"£1,800,000
(net change
zero)
Spend: Government OYces (Section H) to reflect the technical accounting changes as a *
£672,000 consequence of implementing International Financial reporting Standards
Receipts: (IFRS)
"£672,000
(net change
zero)
Spend: Changes in budgets reflecting contributions from Department for Work and *
£600,000 Pensions to Regeneration Strategy for the Houghton Review on Tackling
Receipts: Worklessness (section C)
"£600,000
(net change
zero)
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Spend: Change in budget to enable CLG to invoice the Fire Service College to recover *
£250,000 subscription expenditure. This is in respect of selection test booklets.
Receipts:
"£250,000
(net change
zero)
Spend: To increase resource for Residential Property Tribunal Service (RPTS) for *
£100,000 tribunal hearing applications(section B).
Receipts:
"£100,000
(net change
zero)
Spend: To increase resource for Supporting People for supporting PSA 16 Challenge *
£100,000 Fund (section B)
Receipts:
"£100,000
(net change
zero)
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
ZERO Total change to Estimate

14. Changes in voted capital, and their implications for DEL and AME budgets, are as follows:

Transfers to/from non-voted spending

"£2,810,000 Transfer from Planning Inspectorate (section E) to the Homes and Communities *
Agency (£1,800,000) to cover additional accommodation/IT costs incurred as a
result of the set-up and to the newly formed IPC ( £1,010,000)

"£450,000 Transfer from E- Planning (section E) to the newly formed IPC *
ZERO Total change to Main Capital DEL
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
"£3,260,000 Total change to Estimate

Transfers between Capital spending and resource (capital grants)

£4,720,000 Transfer to resource (capital grants) in New Deal for Communities (section N) *
from capital expenditure in the Planning Inspectorate (section E) to meet
demands of projects approved in 2009–10.

£500,000 Transfer to capital expenditure for INTERREG (Section J) from resource *
(capital grants) in Support for Voluntary & Community Sector (Section B) for
the continued development of Management Control Information System which
will satisfy the contractual commitments made with Real Time (the new
developers).

ZERO Total change to Main Capital DEL
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
ZERO Total change to Estimate
"£4,220,000
capital
!£4,220,000
resource

Capital transfers within the Request for Resources

"4,720,000 Transfer from Planning Inspectorate (section E) to New Deal for Communities
(section N) to cover capital requirements for the NDC.

£4,720,000 Transfer to New Deal for Communities (section N) from the Planning
Inspectorate (section E) to cover capital requirements for the NDC.

ZERO Total change to Main Capital DEL
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
ZERO Total change to Estimate
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Changes in Non Operating Appropriations in Aid fully oVset by changes in voted spending

Spend: Changes in FRS Improvement budget to take account of the short term working *
£450,000 Capital Loan to the Fire Service College
Receipts:
"£450,000
(net change

zero)
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
ZERO Total change to Estimate

Changes to RFR2: Providing for eVective devolved decision making within a national framework

15. The changes to RfR2, and their implications for DEL and AME budgets, are as follows:

Take up of End year Flexibility

£59,000,000 Draw down of EYF for the Local Government Public Service Agreement *
performance fund (Section G) to meet commitments.

£59,000,000 Total change to Local Government Resource DEL
£59,000,000 Total change to Local Government DEL
£59,000,000 Total change to Estimate

Resource transfers to/from another Request for Resources

£1,432,000 Transfer from Fire Improvement Programme (RfR1, Section F) to Best Value *
Inspection (RfR2, section B) to pay the Audit Commission’s bill in respect of
work on ‘Fire’.

£200,000 Transfer from Implementing Planning Reforms (RfR1, section E) to Greater
London Authority General Grant (RfR2, section F) to fund the Mayor’s new
planning powers in the GLA Act 2007.

£76,000 Transfer from EYcient Geographic and Statistics (RfR1, section K) to Audit *
Commission (RfR2, Section B) for secondment costs relating to the Data Inter
Change Hub.

"£500,000 Transfer to Cohesion and Race Equality (RfR1, section D) from Local
Government Research (RfR2, section C) to provide a more streamlined and
eVective research team

"£73,000 Transfer to Research(RfR1, Section C) from Audit Commission Best Value
Inspection (RfR2, Section B) for New Strategic Research

£1,135,000 Total Change to Local Government Resource DEL
£1,135,000 Total change to Local Government DEL
£1,135,000 Total change to Estimate

Resource transfers within the Request for Resources

£140,000 Transfer from Valuation services (section A) to Improvement, Transformation *
and EYciency (section G) towards the costs of National Graduate Development
Programme.

£5,800,000 Transfer from Valuation services (section A) to Cost of Collection Grant (section *
G) to fund Local Authorities additional costs of implementing the business rates
deferral scheme.

£3,885,000 Transfer from Improvement, Transformation and EYciency (section G) to *
Emergency Financial assistance to Local Authorities (Section G) to provide
cover for possible Bellwin schemes later in the year.

"£9,825,000 Reductions in budgets to meet increases, as detailed above.
ZERO Total change to Local Government DEL
ZERO Total change to Estimate
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Transfers to/from non-voted spending

"£174,000 Transfer from Valuation services (section A) to Commission for Local
Administration (Non Voted) to provide funding for existing Cost of Capital and
Depreciation charges.
*

ZERO Total change to Local Government Resource DEL
ZERO Total change to Local Government DEL
"£174,000 Total change to Estimate

Changes in non budget spending

£15,000 Increase in grant in aid for Valuation Tribunal Services (Section I) to reflect an
adjustment for depreciation charges

ZERO Total change to Local Government DEL
£15,000 Total change to Estimate

Changes in Operating Appropriations in Aid fully oVset by changes in voted spending

Spend: Changes in budgets for Local Government Public Service Agreement *
£13,600,000 performance fund (Section G) from repayment of Capital grants from Local
Receipts: Authorities.
"£13,600,000
(net change
zero)
ZERO Total change to Main DEL
ZERO Total change to Estimate

Section C: Impact on the Department’s Strategic Objectives

16. DEL expenditure against the Department’s Strategic Objectives will change as set out in the
following table:

Table 3

£ million
Departmental Strategic Objective New DEL at

DEL at Main EYF/Brought Transfers to/ Transfers to/ Transfers Winter Supps
Estimate forward funds from DUP from OGDs between DSOs Estimates

1. Supporting local government 25,703.5 59.0 0.0 0.0 "0.33 25,762.17

2. Improving the supply and quality of
housing 8,964.8 135.0 "3.70 420.0 18.49 9,534.59

3. Building prosperous communities,
promoting regeneration and tackling
deprivation 2,466.9 0.0 "4.96 0.0 50.76 2,512.70

4. Developing communities that are
cohesive, active and resilient to extremism 98.4 0.0 0.0 1.396 "5.70 94.10

5. Providing a more eYcient and
transparent planning system 273.0 0.0 "2.47 "0.23 "17.74 252.56

6. Ensuring safer communities by
providing the framework to prevent and
respond to emergencies 313.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 "4.60 308.90

Not assigned to a DSO (see note iii below),
including administration and other costs 1,049.60 0.0 11.13 0.16 "40.88 1,020.01

Total Main and Local Government DEL
change (before depreciation) 38,869.70 194.00 0.00 421.33 0.0 39,485.03

Less administration costs (before
depreciation) 272.9 0.0 0.0 0.16 0.0 273.06

Total change (excluding administration
costs) 38,596.80 194.00 0.00 421.17 0.0 39,211.97

Notes:
(i) Amounts may not sum exactly due to rounding.
(ii) The Local Government DEL contributes entirely to DSO 1 (Supporting local government).
(iii) The “not assigned” section of the table comprises Area Based Grant, European Regional Development Fund, departmental

unallocated provision, central administration costs, Government OYces administration costs and CLG re-structuring, payments
for Ordnance Survey mapping data and services and the Queen Elizabeth II Conference Centre.
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17. The main budget changes which lead to increases in 2009–10 DEL expenditure against DSOs are:

— draw down of end year flexibility for DSO1 to increase provision for the Local Government PSA
performance fund (£59,000,000).

— increase in budget of £555,000,000 for the Homes and Communities Agency (DSO 2) for the Pledge
as announced by the Government on 29 June as part of Building Britain’s Future. This comprises a
transfer of £420,000,000 from Other Government Departments and £135,000,000 of CLG’s funds
brought forward from 2010–11 (see section B, paragraph 23 (Table 4) and Annex A).

18. These additional resources have been provided either by bringing forward planned expenditure from
2010–11 or by using EYF. Neither increases the planned spend to deliver targets above what was expected
over the Comprehensive Spending Review years.

19. Further detail of changes by DSO is set out below. Changes relate to DEL and may not therefore
match the totals shown in Estimates—some funding will relate to non voted expenditure. Full details of
changes to voted budgets are given in Section B above.

DSO1—Supporting Local Government

Drawdown of End Year Flexibility

— £59,000,000 (capital DEL) for the Local Government PSA performance fund to meet
commitments.

Transfers between DSOs

There is a net decrease of £329,000 comprising a decrease of:

— £1,464,000 due to Capacity Building and EYciency Improvement in Housing programme being
moved to DSO 2;

— £73,000 from Local Government Research (RFR 2) to Research (DSO 3—RFR1) for new
strategic research budget; and

— £500,000 from Local Government Research (RFR 2) to Cohesion Race and Equality (DSO 4—
RFR1) to provide a more streamlined and eVective research team.

oVset against increases of:

— £200,000 from Implementing Planning Reforms (DSO 5—RFR1) to London Governance (RFR2)
to fund the mayor’s new planning powers in the Greater London Authority Act 2007;

— £1,432,000 from Fire and Rescue Services Improvement programme (DSO 6—RFR1 ) to Best
Value inspection (RFR 2) to pay the Audit Commission’s bill in respect of work on “Fire”; and

— £ 76,000 from EYcient Geographic and Statistics (not assigned to a DSO—RFR1) to Best Value
Inspection (RFR2) for secondment costs relating to the Data Inter Change Hub.

DSO 2—Improving the Supply and Quality of Housing

Brought Forward Funds

— £135,000,000 has been brought forward from Financial Year 2010–11 for the Homes and
Communities Agency in respect of the Pledge announced on 29 June by the Government as part
of Building Britain’s Future.

Transfers from Other Government Departments

— There is a transfer of £420,000,000 from other government departments to the Homes and
Communities Agency towards the Housing Pledge as announced on 29 June. This comprises
£350,000,000 from the Department for Transport; £25,000,000 from the Department for Business,
Innovation and Skills and £45,000,000 from the Home OYce.

Transfers to/from Departmental Unallocated provision

There is a net decrease of £3,669,000 comprising £3,280,000 from Supporting People and £419,000 from
National Register of Social Housing to DUP (not assigned to a DSO).

Transfers between DSOs.

There is a net increase of £18,492,000 comprising a decrease of:

— £5,000,000 from Growth Areas & ECO towns to New Deal for Communities (DSO3) to cover
capital requirements of the New Deal for Communities;

— £1,500,000 from Support for Voluntary & Community Sector to Area Based Grants (Not assigned
to a DSO) to boost funding to help local authorities tackle extremism inspired by Al Qaeda;
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— £1,250,000 from Support for Voluntary & Community Sector to INTERREG (Not assigned to a
DSO) comprising £750,000 to provide cover for unexpected residual Meta-skills contract costs
which were exacerbated by under accruals in 2008–09 and £500,000 to ensure there is budget cover
for the continued development of Management Control Information System which will satisfy the
contractual commitments made with the Real Time (the new developers);

— £209,000 from Sustainable Buildings to Research (DSO3) for the New Strategic Research
budget; and

— £200,000 from Valuation OYce Agency to Research (DSO3) and Other Growth Areas (DSO5) for
research on Household Projections and legal costs in respect of unfunded legal challenges on
planning.

oVset against increases of:

— £5,410,000 to Support for Voluntary and Community sector from DSO 4 to disaggregate part of
the Community Empowerment budget to the Voluntary Community Sector budget, which will
allow greater transparency on how funding is being spent;

— £3,050,000 from Implementing planning reform (DSO5) to the Homes and Communities Agency
for ATLAS (£2,500,000), Rural master-planning (£250,000), and renewable and low-carbon
energy planning applications (£300,000);

— £3,000,000 from New Deal for Communities (£2,862,000) and HPG Communications (£138,000)
(DSO3) to Homeowners Mortgage Support to fund Homeowner Mortgage Support Scheme;

— £2,719,000 from New Deal for Communities (DSO3) to Private Housing Renewal to fund Invest
to Save housing initiatives at LB Newham;

— £2,230,000 comprising £1,900,000 from Tenant Empowerment (DS04) and £330,000 from
Emergency resettlement (DSO6) to Housing Management to fund a new initiative to tackle
unlawful sub-letting in social housing;

— £1,800,000 from Planning Inspectorate (DSO5) to HCA to fund additional resource requirements
for HCA arising from the Housing Pledge;

— £1,750,000 from New Deal for Communities (DSO3) to Homelessness and Housing Reform to
fund extra debt advice work arising as a result of increasing numbers of Mortgage defaulters;

— £1,667,000 from EYcient Geographic and Statistics (Not assigned to a DSO) to Tenant Services
Authority to support the maintenance and running of the National Register of Social Housing
(NROSH) database which is to be transferred to the Tenant Services Authority;

— £1,200,000 from Emergency resettlement costs (DSO6) to Housing Mobility Service to transfer
responsibility for the administration of finance for the Zimbabwe Programme from European
Policy & Programme Directorate to Housing Management & Support Directorate;

— £750,000 from Implementing planning reforms (DSO5) to Support for Community and Voluntary
Sector for community involvement;

— £475,000 from Cohesion and Race Equality (DSO4) to Gypsy Site Grant to enable the budget to
properly reflect where expenditure is taking place;

— £180,000 from Planning Inspectorate (DSO5) to Supporting People for Planning Performance
agreements;

— £750,000 from New Deal for Communities (DSO3) to Zero Carbon Buildings to fund the
Carbon Hub;

— £206,000 from Planning Inspectorate to Other Growth Areas (West Northamptonshire
Development Corporation) for non-cash cover; and

— £1,464,000 from DSO1 in respect to Capacity Building and EYciency Improvement in Housing
programme which has been moved to DSO2.

DSO 3—Building Prosperous Communities, Promoting Regeneration and Tackling Deprivation

Transfers to/from Departmental Unallocated Provision

A decrease of £4,959,000 comprising:

— £2,359,000 from Local Enterprise Growth Initiative to DUP (Not assigned to a DSO);

— £2,000,000 from Regeneration Monitoring and Digital Inclusion; and

— £600,000 from Regeneration Strategy.
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Transfers between DSOs

There is a net increase of £50,757,000 comprising decreases of:

— £3,000,000 to Homeowners Mortgage Support (DSO2) from New Deal for Communities
(£2,862,000) and the Housing and Planning budget (£138,000) to fund Homeowner Mortgage
Support Scheme;

— £2,719,000 from New Deal for Communities to Private Housing Renewal (DSO2) to fund Invest
to Save housing initiatives at LB Newham;

— £1,750,000 from New Deal for Communities to Homelessness and Housing Reform (DSO2) to
fund extra debt advice work arising as a result of increasing numbers of Mortgage defaulters;

— £750,000 from New Deal for Communities to Zero Carbon Buildings (DSO2) to fund the
Carbon Hub;

— £500,000 from New Deal for Communities to Planning Inspectorate (DSO5) to cover a shortfall
in Development Plan Documents (DPD) income;

— £500,000 from New Deal for Communities to Adults Facing Chronic Inclusion (DSO4), to enable
funding to be targeted at key areas in a more transparent way; and

— £300,000 from New Deal for Communities to Other Growth Areas (DSO5) to fund legal costs in
respect incurred by the West Northamptonshire Development Corporation relating to legal
challenges on planning.

oVset against increases of:

— £50,000,000 from Area Based Grants (Not assigned to a DSO) to Working Neighbourhood Fund
to correct an administrative error;

— £9,720,000 from Planning Inspectorate (DSO5) and Growth Areas & Eco Towns (DSO2) to cover
capital requirements of the New Deal for Communities;

— £209,000 from Sustainable Buildings (DSO2) to Research for New Strategic Research Budget;

— £100,000 from Valuation OYce Agency (DSO2) to Research for research on housing projections;

— £113,000 from Cohesion and Race Equality (DSO4) to Research for New Strategic Research
Budget;

— £73,000 from Local Government Research (DSO1; RfR2) to Research for New Strategic Research
Budget; and

— £61,000 from Fire Services (DSO6) to Research for the New Strategic Research Budget.

DSO 4—Developing Communities that are Cohesive, Active and Resilient to Extremism

Transfers from Other Government Departments

— A transfer of £1,396,000 from the Home OYce in respect of their contribution to the Migration
Impact Fund.

Transfers between DSOs

There is a net decrease of £5,698,000 comprising a decrease of:

— £5,410,000 from Community empowerment to Support for Voluntary and Community Sector
(DSO 2) to disaggregate part of the Community Empowerment budget to the Voluntary
Community Sector budget, which will allow greater transparency on how funding is being spent;

— £700,000 from Tenant Empowerment to Housing Management (DSO2) to fund new initiative/
pressure for social housing fraud;

— £475,000 from Cohesion and Race Equality to Gypsy Site Grant (DSO2) to enable the budget to
properly reflect where expenditure is taking place, enhancing CLG’s existing monitoring and
responsibility arrangements; and

— £113,000 from Cohesion and Race Equality to Research (DSO3) for New Strategic Research
Budget.

oVset against increases of:

— £500,000 from New Deal for Communities (DSO3) to Adults Facing Chronic Inclusion, to enable
funding to be targeted at key areas in a more transparent way; and

— £500,000 from Local Government Research (DSO1; RfR2) to Cohesion and Race Equality to
provide a more streamlined and eVective research team within Communities.
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DSO 5—Providing a More Efficient and Transparent Planning System

Transfer to/from the Departmental Unallocated provision

— £2,472,000 to DUP (not assigned to DSO) from Planning Inspectorate.

Transfer to/from Other Government Departments

— A transfer of £233,000 from Implementing Planning Reforms to the Department for Environment,
Food and Rural AVairs for new burdens for the Environment Agency implementing of the Mine
waste Directive.

Transfers between DSOs

There is a net decrease of £17,741,000 comprising decreases of:

— £7,335,000 from Implementing planning reforms to Area Based Grant (Not assigned to DSO) for
costs estimated in an Impact Assessment associated with local planning authorities implementing
new national planning policy on climate change;

— £4,720,000 from Planning Inspectorate to New Deal for Communities (DSO3) to meet demands
of projects approved in 2009–10;

— £3,050,000 to the Homes and Communities Agency (DSO2) from Implementing planning reform
for ATLAS (£2,500,000), Rural master-planning (£250,000), and renewable and low-carbon
energy planning applications (£300,000);

— £1,800,000 from Planning Inspectorate to HCA (DSO2) to fund additional resource requirements
for HCA arising from the Housing Pledge;

— £750,000 from Implementing planning reforms to Community Empowerment (DSO 2) for
community involvement;

— £206,000 from Planning Inspectorate to Other Growth Areas (DSO2) to cover capital budgets held
by the West Northamptonshire Development Corporation;

— £180,000 from Planning Inspectorate to Supporting People (DSO2) for Planning Performance
agreements;

— £200,000 from Implementing planning reforms to GLA General Grant (RfR2, DSO1) for New
burdens funding for the Mayor’s new planning powers in the GLA Act 2007;

oVset against an increase of:

— £500,000 from New Deal for Communities (DSO3) to Planning Inspectorate for a shortfall in
Development Plan Documents income.

DSO 6—Ensuring Safer Communities by Providing the Framework to Prevent and Respond to
Emergencies

Transfers between DSOs

There is a net decrease of £4,593,000 comprising decreases of:

— £1,900,000 to Housing Management (DSO2) from emergency resettlement costs to fund new
initiative/pressure for social housing fraud;

— £1,432,000 to Audit Commission Best Value Inspection (DSO1; RfR2) from Fire Improvement
Programme to pay the Audit Commission’s invoices in respect of work on ‘Fire’;

— £1,200,000 to Housing Mobility Service (DSO2) from Emergency resettlement costs to transfer
responsibility for the administration of finance for the Zimbabwe Programme from European
Policy & Programme Directorate to Housing Management & Support Directorate; and

— £61,000 to Research (DSO3) from Fire Services for the New Strategic Research Budget.

Not Assigned to a DSO

Transfers to Departmental Unallocated Provision

There was a net transfer of £ 11,130,000 to DUP comprising:

— £3,280,000 from Supporting People (DSO2;

— £2,472,000 from Planning Inspectorate (DSO5);

— £2,000,000 from Regeneration Monitoring and Digital Inclusion (DSO3);
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— £419,000 from National Register of Housing Statistics (DSO 2);

— £2,359,000 from Local Enterprise Growth Initiative (DSO 3); and

— £600,000 from Regeneration Strategy (DSO3).

Transfers to/from Other Government Departments

There is a net increase of £161,000 from Other Government Departments comprising increases of:

— £340,000 from Cabinet OYce to Government OYces for work on Community Cohesion; and

— £440,000 from the Department for work and Pensions to Government OYces for work on Older
Persons agenda;

oVset by decreases of:

— £619,000 for Government OYces to reflect technical accounting changes as a consequence of
implementing International Financial Reporting Standards.

Transfers between DSOs

There is a net decrease of £41,658,000 comprising decreases of:

— £50,000,000 from Area Based Grants to Safer and Stronger Communities Fund (DSO3) to correct
an administrative error;

— £1,667,000 from EYcient Geographic and Statistics to Tenant Services Authority (DSO2) to
support the maintenance and running of the National Register of Social Housing (NROSH)
database which is to be transferred to the Tenant Services Authority; and

— £76,000 from EYcient Geographic to Audit Commission Best Value Inspections (DSO1; RfR2)
for the cost of a secondee;

oVset against an increase of:

— £7,335,000 from Implementing planning reforms (DSO5) to Area Based Grant for costs estimated
in an Impact Assessment associated with local planning authorities implementing new national
planning policy on climate change;

— £500,000 from Support for Voluntary & Community Sector Sustainability (DSO2) to Interreg to
ensure there is budget cover for the continued development of MCIS which will satisfy the
contractual commitments made with the Real Time (the new developers);

— £1,500,000 from Support for Voluntary & Community Sector Sustainability (DSO2) to Area Based
Grants to boost funding to help focus local authorities to tackle extremism inspired by Al
Qaeda; and

— £750,000 from Support for Voluntary & Community Sector Sustainability (DSO2) to INTERREG
to provide cover for unexpected residual Meta-skills contract costs.

Section D: Departmental Expenditure Limits (DEL) and Annually Managed Expenditure (AME)

20. Departmental Expenditure Limits—which are set in Spending Reviews—represent a share of total
public expenditure which Departments are expected to manage. They cover a wider boundary than the
RFRs, as they include NDPB expenditure and supported capital expenditure of local authorities. Increases
can only be sought in RFRs if extra DEL is available—transferred from elsewhere (non-voted or another
Department) or drawn down as EYF—or if a particular budget is outside the DEL.

21. Annually Managed Expenditure covers a few specific programme areas where spend is more diYcult
to control and forecast. For AME programmes, increases may be made in year and between Spending
Reviews, with Treasury agreement. AME is within overall public expenditure.

22. The following is a summary of DEL and AME changes consistent with the RFR changes sought. The
Department has two DELs—Main and Local Government—which broadly mirror the programme areas of
RFR1 and RFR2 respectively.
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Main DEL

23. The changes to the key budgetary figures for Main DEL are:

Table 4
£ million

Main Departmental Expenditure Limit

Resource DEL increases by 0.189

Of which
Near cash t0.189
Administration Near Cash 0.161

The net increase in Resource DEL is the eVect of:

— Voted increase of £0.189m for near cash comprise a transfer of £1.943m
from Other Government Departments oVset against

— Voted decreases of £1.135m from Main DEL to Local Government DEL
and a reduction of £0.619m in Government OYces to reflect the
accounting changes for implementing the International Financial
reporting Standards

Capital DEL increases by 555.000

The increase is a result of a transfer of £420.0m from Other Government Departments and £135.0m of
funds brought forward from 2010–11 in respect of the Housing Pledge.

Table 5
£ million

Changes to the Departmental Expenditure Limit in 2009–10 Voted Non voted Total DEL

Resource
1 April 3,946 598 4,545
Change announced with winter supplementary estimate "55 55 0

Total resource Departmental Expenditure Limit 3,891 654 4,545

Capital
1 April 2,213 6,409 8,623
Change announced with winter supplementary estimate "70 625 555

Total capital Departmental Expenditure Limit 2,143 7,034 9,178

Less depreciation at the start of the year "36 "13 "49
Less change in depreciation at winter supplementary

estimate 0 "1 "1

Total depreciation "36 "14 "50

Total Departmental Expenditure Limit 5,999 7,675 13,673

A reconciliation from CSR07 to the 1 April DEL position is set out in table 5 of the Explanatory Memorandum
to the Main Estimate 2009–10.

Amounts may not sum exactly due to rounding.

24. The expenditure against Main DEL for this Department and its predecessors for the financial years
since 2006–07 is set out in the table below:

Table 6

£ million

Previous years’ expenditure against Departmental Expenditure Limits
Year Voted Non voted Total DEL Outturn Variance %

Resource
2006–07 3,545 121 3,666 3504 "162 "4.4
2007–08 4,118 218 4,336 4,198 "138 "3.2
2008–09 4,005 371 4,376 4,183 "193 "4.4
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£ million

Capital
2006–07 2,208 3,588 5,796 5,635 "161 "2.8
2007–08 2,445 3,624 6,069 6,069 0 0.0
2008–09 2,103 5,225 7,328 7,091 "237 "3.2

Total
2006–07 5,753 3,709 9,462 9,139 "323 "3.4
2007–08 6,563 3,842 10,405 10,267 "138 "1.3
2008–09 6,108 5,596 11,704 11,274 "430 3.7

Annually Managed Expenditure (Main DEL)

25. There are no changes to the AME forecast for Main DEL programmes

Local Government DEL

26. The changes to the key budgetary figures for Local Government DEL are:

Table 7
£ million

Local Government Departmental Expenditure Limit

Resource DEL increases by 1.135
Of which

Near cash 1.150

The increase in Resource DEL is funded by
— a net transfer of £1.135m from the Main DEL to Local Government DEL

and
— a transfer of £15k non cash to near cash for Valuation Tribunal Service

Capital DEL increases by 59.000

The increase in Capital DEL is the draw down of £59.000m EYF for Local Government PSAs. Details
are given in section B.

Table 8
£ million

Changes to the Departmental Expenditure Limit in 2009–10 Voted Non voted Total DEL

Resource
1 April 25,478 118 25,596
Change announced with winter supplementary estimate 1 0 1
Total resource Departmental Expenditure Limit 25,479 118 25,597

Capital
1 April 105 1 106
Change announced with winter supplementary estimate 59 0 59
Total capital Departmental Expenditure Limit 164 1 165

Less depreciation at the start of the year 0 1 0
Less change in depreciation at winter supplementary

estimate 0 0 0
Total depreciation 0 1 0

Total Departmental Expenditure Limit 25,643 118 25,761

A reconciliation from CSR07 to the 1 April DEL position is set out in table 8 of the Explanatory Memorandum
to the Main Estimate 2009–10.

Amounts may not sum exactly due to rounding.
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27. The expenditure for the Local Government DEL for this Department and its predecessors for the
financial years since 2006–07 is set out in the table below:

Table 9
£ million

Previous years’ expenditure against Departmental Expenditure Limits
Year Voted Non-voted Total DEL Outturn Variance %

Resource
2006–07 22,460 106 22,566 22,551 "15 "0.1
2007–08 22,711 104 22,815 22,755 "60 "0.3
2008–09 24,615 103 24,718 24,651 "67 "0.3

Capital
2006–07 260 6 265 223 "42 "15.9
2007–08 126 4 130 34 "96 "74
2008–09 175 1 176 122 "54 "30.1

Total
2006–07 22,720 112 22,831 22,774 "58 "0.3
2007–08 22,838 107 22,945 22,789 156 0.7
2008–09 24,789 104 24,893 24,773 "121 "0.5

Note:
From 2006–07, there was a large change in funding mechanisms for education, reducing grant paid by

this Department and increasing that paid by the Department for Children, Schools and Families.

Annually Managed Expenditure (Local Government Programmes)

28. There are no changes to the AME forecast for local government programmes.

Section E: End Year Flexibility (EYF)

Main DEL (RFR1 and non voted)

29. The Department’s EYF has been accumulated by underspends in previous years. The department
uses its EYF to fund ongoing programmes where slippage has occurred and for the management of
unbudgeted pressures which arise.

Table 10

£ million

Resource Capital Total
Other Total

Administration Resource Resource of which:
Near cash Non cash

Entitlement set out in Public
Expenditure: Provisional
Outturn, July 2008 (table 6—
Cm 7419) 69 115 184 144 40 397 581
Amount drawn down in
2008–09 "9 0 "9 "9 0 0 "9

Balance of accumulated EYF
at 31 March 2009 60 115 175 135 40 397 572

EYF entitlement from
unused resources in 2008–09 39 153 192 153 39 236 428

Adjustments to 2007–08
outturn 0 "22 "22 "6 "16 "2 "24

Entitlement set out in Public
Expenditure: Provisional
Outturn, July 2009 (table 6—
Cm 7606) 99 246 345 282 63 631 976

EYF drawn down in winter
supplementary estimates 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Balance of accumulated end
year flexibility 99 246 345 282 63 631 976
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Table 11

£ million

Allocation of accumulated end year flexibility
Resource Capital Total

Central department (Programme & Administration) 345 631 976
of which Ring-fenced*

Regional Development Agencies 3 9 12
Olympics (Contingency) 0 214 214

Local Government DEL (RFR2 and non voted)

30. The Department’s EYF has been accumulated by underspends. The Department uses its EYF to fund
ongoing programmes where slippage has occurred and for the management of unbudgeted pressures
which arise.

Table 12

£ million

Resource Capital Total
Other Total

Administration Resource Resource of which:
Near cash Non cash

Entitlement set out in Public
Expenditure: Provisional
Outturn, July 2008 (table 6—
CM 7419) 0 107 107 107 0 418 525

EYF drawn down in winter
supplementary estimates 0 0 0 0 0 "82 "82

EYF drawn down in Spring
supplementary estimates (see
section B) 0 "10 "10 "10 0 "10 "20

Balance of accumulated end
year flexibility 0 97 97 97 0 326 423

EYF entitlement from
unused resources in 2008–09 0 80 80 80 0 55 135

EYF entitlement set out in
Public Expenditure:
Provisional Outturn, July
2009 (CM 7606) 0 177 177 177 0 381 558

EYF drawn down in winter
supplementary estimates 0 0 0 0 0 "59 59

Balance of accumulated end
year flexibility 0 177 177 177 0 322 499

* EYF entitlement from unused resources in 2008–09 has been adjusted to account for changes to 2007–08 final
outturn which was understated by £10m due to error in the published version of PEOWP.

Table 13
£ million

Allocation of accumulated end year flexibility
Resource Capital Total

RfR2 (Local Government Programmes) 177 322 499
of which Ring-fenced* 127 322 449

* The majority of this ring-fencing (£127m resource; £322m capital) is for PSA Reward Grant.
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Section F: Administration Budget

Table 14
£ million

Changes to the Administration budget in 2009–10 Limit

1 April 272.9
Change announcement with winter supplementary estimate 0.2

Administration Budget 273.1

31. The changes to the overall Administration Budget in the Winter Supplementary Estimate are the
result of a net transfer of £0.2m from other Government Departments which is explained in section B above.

32. The Administration Budget and outturn for the financial years since 2006–07 are set out in the
table below:

Administration Budget (previous years)

Table 15
£ million

Year Budget Outturn Variance %

2006–07 324 298 "26 "8.1
2007–08 304 278 "26 "8.6
2008–09 291 252 "39 "13.4

Section G: Provisions and Contingent Liabilities

Provisions

33. The Department provides for legal or constructive obligations, which are of uncertain timing, or
amount, at the balance sheet date on the basis of the best estimate of the expenditure required in settling the
obligation. Where the eVect of the time value of money is significant, the estimated risk-adjusted cash flows
are discounted using the real rate set by HM Treasury (currently 2.2% for general provisions and 2.5% for
pension schemes). The following table sets out the provisions made at the start of 2009–10 and the use that
has been made of them. Below the table is an explanation of the provisions which have been made.

Table 17
£ million

Position from 1 April 2009 Early Departure Other Total

Opening Balance at 1 April 2009 "31.601 "123.037 "154.638
Provided in year "0.710 "0.0 "0.710
Provisions not required written back 0.188 0.050 0.238
Provisions used in year 9.409 1.314 10.723
Unwinding of discount "0.162 0 "0.162

Closing Balance at 30 September 2009 "22.875 "121.673 "144.548

Early Departure Costs

The department meets the additional costs of benefits beyond the normal Principal Civil Service Pension
Scheme (PCSPS) benefits in respect of employees who retire early. An amount is paid annually to the PCSPS
for the period between early departure and the normal retirement date. The Department provides for this in
full when the early retirement becomes a binding liability. Each liability is based on the estimated payments
discounted at the Treasury discount rate for general provisions of 2.2% in real terms.

Other Costs

European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) Correction (£74.4m)

ERDF is a major grant programme with significant assets and liabilities on the balance sheet. The
Department reviews outstanding issues monthly and, where it appears possible that grant related
expenditure is likely to be disallowed and irrecoverable from grant recipients, accruals and provisions are
raised as necessary. Following consideration of disallowed and irrecoverable expenditure the Department
has raised provisions totalling £74.4m. None of this provision has been drawn down so far in 2009–10.
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Firefighters’ Pension Commutation (£35.0m)

The Firefighters’ Pension Scheme 1992 includes payment of a lump sum based on factors to be assessed
by the Government Actuary. Following advice from the Government Actuary’s Department new factors
have been assessed which are likely to be backdated to August 2006. The estimated cost of this backdating
is £35m and the Department has provided for this in full. None of this provision has been drawn down so
far in 2009–10.

Dilapidations (£6.4m)

The provision relates to complying with lease clauses for buildings which are occupied by the Government
OYces. The Government OYces’ dilapidations provisions are calculated based on the estimated cost of
meeting future expenditure, in order to settle obligations in respect of lease clauses. The cost is apportioned
over the term of the lease so as to give a constant periodic charge, and so reflect the best estimate of the
obligation at the balance sheet date. None of this provision has been drawn down so far in 2009–10.

Compensation Payments (£3.9m)

These relate to claims made by staV and third parties against the Department. The provision is calculated
based on general experience of what the maximum for each type of claim is worth. £1.2m of provision has
been drawn down so far in 2009–10.

Firefighters’ Pensions (£1.9m)

The Department has obligations under the Firefighters’ Pension Scheme 1992 for 17 ex-firefighters or
widows. The scheme was inherited from the Home OYce and has similar conditions to the Principal Civil
Service Pension Scheme. The liability is calculated by the Government Actuary’s Department on an
actuarial basis, ie based on life expectancy. The Treasury real rate for this pension scheme is 3.2% at 31
March 2009. £0.1m of this provision has been drawn down so far in 2009–10.

CONTINGENT LIABILITIES—SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATE

Note:

The Main Estimate contingent liabilities included a £656.255 millions item for Gap Funding. This
contingent liability transferred during 2008–09 from the Department’s Resource Accounts to the Homes
and Communities Agency’s Resource Accounts. However, the Main Estimate’s inclusion of this material
contingent liability, although consistent with preparations to consolidate Non Departmental Public Bodies’
accounts into Department’s resource accounts, was inconsistent with the approach taken in prior years. This
supplementary estimate has therefore reverted, for consistency with prior years, to disclosure of the
Department’s Resource Accounts’ contingent liabilities, pending full alignment of estimates and accounts
in Treasury’s Clear Line Of Sight Project.

£000’s

STATUTORY
Liability to litigation by Fire Authorities results from delays in processing of appeals
to the Secretary of State under legislation. 220

Statutory Contingent Liability in respect of Homeowners Support Scheme. 500,000

Payments to Local Authorities under the Housing Defects Scheme. 250–750

The Department has entered into the following quantifiable contingent liability by
oVering an indemnity. This is not a contingent liability within the meaning of IAS 13
since the likelihood of a transfer of economic benefit in settlement is too remote.
Indemnity given by DCLG for the Land Stabilisation Project to proceed in
Northwich under Section 1 of the Derelict Land Act 1982. 150,000

NON STATUTORY
Ex-gratia payments which may possibly be made to appellants or other appeal parties
who have incurred abortive appeal costs following an error made by the Planning
Inspectorate. The timing and value of these payments are very diYcult to predict. Unquantifiable

Litigation costs which may possibly be incurred following unsuccessful attempts to
resist a High Court challenge into an Inspector’s decision. The timing and value of
such awards are extremely diYcult to predict. 400

Possible administrative irregularities in respect of the 2000–06 European Regional
Development Fund programme which are subject to audits by the European Court of
Auditors or DG Regio. Where audits are incomplete at the balance sheet date
potential liabilities have been addressed for each programme. Of a total potential
exposure of £69.1m, £44.9m has been provided for and the remainder is disclosed as a
contingent liability. 24,200
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£000’s

Possible financial corrections in relation to the INTERREG programme and for
ERDF projects undertaken by Business Links and for those involving Venture
Capital Loan Funds. The maximum liability is seen as about £91.1m and a provision
of £27.2m has been made. The remainder is disclosed as a contingent liability. 63,900

Potential individual write oV cases in relation to grant recoveries under the 2000–06
Programme where a decision may be taken that the total value of the recovery cannot
be settled because of insolvency or other reason. 2,200

Possible financial corrections or other disallowances arising from Internal Audit
closure reviews (Article 15) of ERDF grant expenditure administered by Government
OYces. At present there is no expectation that financial corrections will be made, and
so this remains a possibility to be recorded as a contingent liability. Total amount of
the potential liability is £124.8m. 124,800

The Department has entered into the following unquantifiable contingent liabilities by
oVering indemnities. Neither of these are contingent liabilities within the meaning of IAS
13 since the likelihood of a transfer of economic benefit in settlement is too remote.
Indemnity given to the Nationwide Building Society as lender for claims relating to
the treatment or removal of asbestos in connection with housing stock transfers. Unquantifiable

Indemnity given to the Fire and Rescue Services in respect of possible incidents as a
result of mass decontamination. Unquantifiable

Section H: Approval of Memorandum

33. This Memorandum has been prepared with reference to guidance in the Estimates Manual provided
by the Treasury and that found on the House of Commons Scrutiny Unit website. The information in this
Memorandum has been approved by the Departmental Accounting OYcer.

Annex A

HOMES AND COMMUNITIES AGENCY

HOUSING PLEDGE

In Building Britain’s Future (June 2009), the Government committed to invest a further £1.5 billion in
building an extra 20,000 new aVordable homes for rent and low cost sale over 2009–10 and 2010–11.

Changes to the Department’s 2009–10 capital baseline in respect of the Housing Pledge are as follows:

1. Contributions from other Government Departments £420m

— Department for Transport: £350m

— Home OYce: £45m

— Department for Business, Innovation and Skills: £25m

2. Funding brought forward from 2010–11 to 2009–10 £135m

In addition to this capital DEL increase of £555m, the Homes and Communities Agency has been tasked
with reprioritising £108m in 2009–10 through eYcient and flexible management of its housing and
regeneration programmes.

The overall allocation for the Housing Pledge in 2009–10 is therefore £663m.

Annex B

EXPLANATION OF KEY TERMS AND GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS

DEL—Departmental Expenditure Limit

This is spending within the department’s direct control, which can be planned over a Spending Review
period and includes programme and administration expenditure. The Department for Communities and
Local Government has two DELs—Main DEL, which covers main programme spending, and Local
Government DEL, which covers local government programmes.

RfR—Request for Resources

These are the resource element of the Departmental Estimates. The department has two RfRs:

RfR 1: Improving the quality of life by creating thriving, inclusive and sustainable communities in all
regions.

RfR 2: Providing for eVective devolved decision making within a national framework.

The RFR covers the central Department and the Government OYces, and unlike the DEL does not
consolidate NDPB spend, showing instead payments of grant in aid to the NDPBs.



Processed: 02-03-2010 02:00:33 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 441145 Unit: PAG1

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 143

DUP—Departmental Unallocated Provision

The department’s (non voted) contingency reserve, which can be accessed to meet pressures or to deal
with in year management of resources by means of Main and Supplementary Estimates

EYF—End Year Flexibility

This enables the department to plan the use of resources over a Spending Review period as it allows the
carry forward of unspent DEL resources into future years. The department allows the carry forward of EYF
for specific ring-fenced programmes. The remainder is used as a central resource to meet pressures arising
in year.

Voted and Non-Voted Expenditure.

Voted expenditure is that expenditure which has been approved in Main or Supplementary Estimates.
Non-voted expenditure has not been through this Parliamentary process. Examples of non-voted are the
resource and capital expenditure by NDPBs. NDPBs’ grant-in-aid is voted.

CSR07—Comprehensive Spending Review 2007

A fundamental look at resources by the Treasury which (usually) takes place every two years and normally
covers a three year period. The current budgets are a result of CSR07, which covered the years 2008–09,
2009–10 and 2010–11.

Other Abbreviations

A in A—Receipts Appropriated in Aid of Departmental expenditure

ACE—Adults facing Chronic Exclusion

AME—Annually Managed Expenditure (outside DEL)

ATLAS—Advisory Team on Large ApplicationS

BIS—Department for Business Innovation and Skills

CDF—Community Development Foundation

DCLG or CLG—Department for Communities and Local Government

DCSF—Department for Children, Schools and Families

DEFRA—Department for Environment, Food and Rural AVairs

DfT—Department for Transport

DG Regio—Directorate General for [European Union] Regional Policy

DPDs—Development Plan Documents

DSOs—Departmental Strategic Objectives

DWP—Department for Work and Pensions

ERDF—European Regional Development Fund

FRS—Fire and Rescue Service

GLA—Greater London Authority

GOs—Government OYces

HCA—Homes and Communities Agency

HPG—Housing and Planning Group, formerly Sustainable Communities Development Unit

IAS—International Accounting Standard

IFRS—International Financial Reporting Standards

INTERREG—European Interregional Development Funding Programmes

IPC—Infrastructure Planning Commission

LB—London Borough

LPAs—Local Planning Authorities

NDPB —Non Departmental Public Body

NROSH—National Register of Social Housing

PSA—Public Service Agreement
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RPTS—Residential Property Tribunal Service

TSA—Tenant Services Authority

UKTI—United Kingdom Trade & Investment

UDC—Urban Development Corporation

VAT—Value Added Tax
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