
 

 

TANDRIDGE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

STRATEGY & RESOURCES COMMITTEE 
 
Minutes and report to Council of the virtual meeting of the Committee held on the 25th March 
2021 at 7.30pm. 
 
PRESENT: Councillors Elias (Chair), M.Cooper (Vice-Chair), Botten (Vice-Chair), 

Bloore, Bourne, Caulcott, Davies, Duck, Langton, Lee, Pursehouse and 
Sayer 

ALSO PRESENT: Councillors Allen, Farr, Gray, Lockwood, Ridge, Steeds and 
N.White  
 
Phil Hall (PJH Management Consulting Ltd) 

 
 

306. MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON THE 2ND FEBRUARY 2021  
 
These were approved as a correct record.  
 
 

307. QUESTIONS SUBMITTED UNDER STANDING ORDER 30  
 
Four questions had been submitted by Councillor Cooper.  
 
Councillor Cooper read the questions out and responses were given by relevant officers. In 
each case, Councillor Cooper asked a supplementary question to which the same officer 
responded. Details of these exchanges are attached at Appendix A to these minutes.    
 
 

308. STRATEGY & RESOURCES FINANCE REPORT - MONTH 10  
 
A report was presented which informed Members about the progress of the finance 
improvement programme which had contributed to an estimated revenue surplus of £200,000 
against the baseline budget of £10.6 million. Slippage of £3.4 million against the £15.7 million 
capital programme was being projected, together with a £200,000 surplus for the Housing 
Revenue Account. A £1.3 million Council Tax collection shortfall was forecast, although 
borrowing was not expected to be necessary to meet cashflow needs.  
 
A summary of each Policy Committee’s budgetary position was also provided. As far as 
Strategy & Resources was concerned, an overspend of £550,450 was projected against a 
baseline revenue budget of £2,411,531. This comprised an overspend of £675,150 attributed to 
Covid-19, offset by a £124,700 underspend on business as usual activities.  
 
The Chief Finance Officer acknowledged the challenges associated with the £2.7million savings 
target for 2021/22, progress against which would be conveyed to Members in monthly finance 
reports. More effective management of the capital programme would also be a priority.  
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Discussion focused on the £197,000 per annum shortfall in net budgeted rental income 
following the decision not to proceed with the property purchase supported by the Investment 
Sub-Committee on the 24th January and 21st May 2020. Opposing views were expressed 
regarding the merits of the Sub-Committee’s 21st May 2020 decision in the context of prevailing 
Government guidance to local authorities, both on that date and at the time when the Council’s 
interest in the purchase was withdrawn. Rental yields from Quadrant House, Caterham and 44 
Week Street, Maidstone were also discussed.  
 
 R E S O L V E D – that the Committee and the Council’s forecast revenue and capital 
 budgets position for the year be noted.  
 
 

309. QUARTER 3 CORPORATE PERFORMANCE & RISKS - 
STRATEGY & RESOURCES  
 
Members were presented with an analysis of the Committee’s key performance indicators and 
risks for the third quarter of 2020/2, together with updates on progress against Strategic Plan 
actions. An amendment to the target for performance indicator SR7 (percentage of calls 
answered within 60 seconds by Customer Services) for 2021/22 was also proposed, i.e. from 
80% down to 60%.  
 
Following comments from Members, Officers agreed to review the risk ratings for: 
 

 Corporate Risk 2 - commercial tenants and businesses unable to make payments to the 
Council due to Covid-19 – rating of 20 [likelihood 4 x impact 5] (it was suggested that 
the likelihood score should be lower); and  

 

 Corporate Risk 4 - Local Plan is found unsound by the Inspector – rating of 12 
[likelihood 3 x impact 4] (it was suggested that the likelihood score should be higher). 

 
Regarding Corporate Risk 1 (inability of the Council to make savings as identified in the 
Medium Term Financial Strategy and to balance the budget in 21/22 and 22/23) it was 
acknowledged that progress against the various savings targets should form the basis of future 
status updates.  
 
The proposed reduction in the target for SR7 (percentage of calls answered within 60 seconds 
by Customer Services - from 80% to 60%) was debated.  The Acting Chief Executive advised 
that the proposal reflected the high volume of calls having to be dealt with by Customer 
Services and was not a capability issue. Members requested additional data to help inform a 
decision on the matter, e.g. the actual quantity of calls and comparative performance measures 
used by other Authorities. The Committee concluded that it was premature to amend the target 
for SR7 at this stage and chose just to note the Quarter 3 performance and risk data.  
 
 R E S O L V E D – that the Quarter 3 2020/21 performance and risks for the 
 Strategy & Resources Committee be noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

310. ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS GRANTS SCHEME - ACTION 
TAKEN UNDER THE URGENCY PROVISIONS OF STANDING 
ORDER 35  
 
Since December 2020, the Council had been operating an Additional Restrictions Grant 
Scheme (approved by the Committee on 16th December 2020) facilitated by an Officer/ Member 
advisory panel. That scheme closed on the 14th February 2021, having dealt with 283 
applications and approved grants totalling £278,400 to be allocated to businesses up until the 
end of the 2021/22 financial year.    
 
A new scheme had been launched on 8th March 2021, based on government guidance; 
experience from the first scheme; and best practice from elsewhere. A report was submitted 
explaining that the decision to implement the new scheme had been undertaken by the Acting 
Chief Executive, in consultation with Group Leaders, under the urgency provisions of Standing 
Order 35, and subject to ratification by this Committee. The report advised that the new scheme 
was aimed at businesses: 
 

 with relatively high ongoing fixed property-related costs 
 

 demonstrating significant falls in income due to the Covid-19 crisis 
 

 which occupy property with a rateable value or annual rent or annual mortgage 
payments 

 

 trading on or before 4th November 2020. 

 
The qualifying criteria and levels of grant available were defined in five categories, ranging from 
micro-businesses to large enterprises with an annual rateable value over £51,000. The level of 
grant available had increased by 50%, i.e. £750 for micro-businesses to £4,500 for large 
businesses.  
 
The criteria enabled discretion to award grants to non-Tandridge residents if they ran a 
business within the District and employed local residents. Micro-businesses, where an owner 
resides out of the District but is licenced by the Council (e.g. taxi drivers) may also be eligible if 
all criteria are met. Businesses were limited to one grant per premises in the District. 
 
Members thanked the officers involved in the Covid grants process for their efforts in 
administering the schemes while maintaining critical, routine business and income functions.   
 
 R E S O L V E D – that the Additional Restrictions Grant Scheme, detailed at Appendix A 

to the report, be ratified. 
 
 

311. KPMG - UNITARY WORK COSTS  
 
A report was presented which explained the circumstances of KPMG’s request for £15,000 for 
its work in identifying Local Government reorganisation options for Surrey.  The eleven Surrey 
Districts / Boroughs had originally commissioned KPMG to prepare alternative proposals to the 
single Surrey unitary model being pursued by Surrey County Council in the summer of 2020. A 
fee of £10,000 per District / Borough had been agreed, with TDC’s contribution being ratified by 
this Committee on the 17th August 2020. 
 



 

 
 

Subsequently, following the delay to the anticipated Devolution White Paper, the scope of 
KPMG’s engagement was extended to identify areas for large scale collaborative / shared 
services and for public relations work in promoting the case for alternative Surrey 
reorganisation solutions to a single unitary. These extended terms of engagement, with a 
request for a further £20,000, were considered by the Committee on 22nd September 2020. 
However, the Committee rejected this additional funding request given that the immediate 
prospect of a single Surrey Unitary initiative appeared to be receding.  
 
The report advised that an agreement, on behalf of all Surrey Districts and Boroughs, had since 
been entered into which committed all eleven authorities to pay an additional £5,000 to KPMG 
for the development of the collaborative /shared service options, but not the PR work in light of 
the delay to the Devolution White Paper. The report explained that, unfortunately, there was no 
audit trail regarding the Council being party to the agreement and that an invoice from KPMG 
for the total £15,000 due from Tandridge had since been received.   

 
During the debate, the Chief Finance Officer confirmed that the invoice had not yet been paid. 
While most Members acknowledged that the Council was obliged to pay the invoice and that 
the work done by KPMG was beneficial, concern was expressed at the apparent lack of internal 
governance regarding the sequence of events since the 22nd September 2020. 
 
 R E S O L V E D – that the payment of an additional £5,000 to KPMG for consultancy 

support work on a joint District and Borough Council outline proposal for the development 
of alternatives to a single unitary structure for Local Government in Surrey be agreed. 

 
 

312. FINANCE - FUTURE LEADERSHIP ARRANGEMENTS  
 
In accordance with the Committee’s decision on 2nd February 2021, an independent options 
appraisal had been undertaken to identify a future model for providing the Council’s financial 
leadership.  This work had been conducted by PJH Management Consulting Limited and 
assessed the relative merits of: 
 
 Option 1: recruit a permanent employee to the post of s151 Officer;  
 
 Option 2: enter into an agreement with Surrey County Council (SCC) whereby SCC 
 will provide TDC with a comprehensive finance function comprising the s151 role and 
 leadership and management of a full range of financial functions; and 
 
 Option 3: share a finance function with a local district or borough council.  
   
Option 3 was not considered viable in the short term as no other council in Surrey or Kent had 
expressed an interest in developing a sharing proposal.   
  
Phil Hall, of PJH Management Consulting Limited, attended the meeting to present his report 
which identified Option 2 as the favoured solution, supported by a business case. The report 
was accompanied by SCC’s proposition document.  
 
The report concluded that the provision by SCC of a comprehensive finance function is 
deliverable and will enable TDC to benefit from the scale, relevant experience and range of 
skills of the SCC finance team, offering continuity for TDC’s financial improvement plan and an 
acceleration of the transformation of its finance function. It was further recommended that: 
 



 

 
 

 external specialist financial advice be procured to conduct an annual review of SCC’s 
service and for exceptional occasions when the s151 Officer has a conflict of interests; 
and 

 

 a review group be established to monitor progress against the transformation plan.  
 
Phil Hall summarised the case for option 2 and advised that, subject to giving due notice, the 
Council could withdraw from the agreement with SCC and revert to an in-house service model.  
 
Regarding the procurement of external advice referred to above, Councillor Sayer proposed 
that this be subject to consultation with Group Leaders, as per the recommendation for entering 
into the agreement with SCC.  
 
 R E S O L V E D – that: 
 

A. the Committee’s preferred option is for the Council to enter into an agreement with 
Surrey County Council in which it provides TDC with a comprehensive finance 
function comprising the s151 role and leadership and management of a full range of 
financial functions, and supports TDC through the Tandridge Finance 
Transformation Plan; 
 

B. the Acting Chief Executive, following consultation with the Group Leaders and Chair 
the Committee, be authorised to approve the agreement with Surrey County 
Council; 

 
C. the Acting Chief Executive, following consultation with the Group Leaders and Chair 

the Committee, be authorised to procure an arrangement whereby the Council can 
draw upon external specialist financial advice (for an annual review of the SCC 
service and for the exceptional occasions when the s151 Officer has a conflict of 
interests); and  

 
D. a small Member / officer working group be established to monitor progress with the 

Tandridge Finance Transformation Plan. 
 
Note: In accordance with Standing Order 25(3), Councillor Pursehouse wished it recorded that 
he voted against A to D above. 
 

 
Rising 9.25 pm 
 
  



 

 
 

APPENDIX A         APPENDIX A  
 

Strategy & Resources Committee – 25th March 2021 
Questions under Standing Order 30 submitted by Councillor Cooper  

 
1. Many people are concerned that the costs of an electric or hybrid vehicle is 

significantly more than the cost of an equivalent petrol or diesel vehicle. What 
proposals have the Climate Change Working Group agreed to deal with this issue? 

 
 Response from Will Mace (Performance Specialist): 
  
 Our strategic plan and climate change action plan seek to support residents with this by 

exploring the options to install electric vehicle charge points in the District, thus easing this 
aspect of ownership by increasing provision. In addition, we are working on a 
communications plan, which can be used to signpost residents to resources that can help 
them explore various electric vehicle options. For example, I participated in a residents’ 
engagement event with the County Council and the Energy Saving Trust recently, which 
included useful information for residents regarding ownership and funding. Hence we will 
continue to support residents in this way, as we all prepare and adapt to new national 
policy on zero emission vehicles. 

 
 Supplementary question from Councillor Cooper 
 
 Will it be the Council’s policy to expose residents to higher car ownership costs in 

connection with the need to replace batteries for electric cars?  If not, how will the Council 
deal with this prospect?    

 
 Response from Will Mace (Performance Specialist) 

 
 It is not the Council’s policy to put residents to additional expense, and transport policy, in 

this regard, is not the responsibility of a District Council. However, the Council will have to 
respond to the Government’s ban on petrol (2030) and hybrid powered cars (2035) and will 
plan to support residents in accessing relevant information and ensuring they are aware of 
alternative funding options. The Council will also respond to the need for additional vehicle 
charging points for public use.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

continued …. 

 
 
 
 



 

 
 

2. It is common knowledge that charging an electric or hybrid vehicle takes many 
hours. If people wish to make a long journey and need to charge up the car battery 
en-route, this will inevitably add a lot of hours to the journey time. Also, of course, 
everyone appreciates that weather will play a part. Bad weather will require 
headlights and the heater to be on, also windscreen wipers to deal with rain. The age 
of the battery will also see a diminution of the range. This means that the theoretical 
distances advertised by manufacturers will not be achieved and journey times will 
be hugely extended. What proposals have the Climate Change Working Group 
agreed to deal with this issue? 

 
 Response from Will Mace (Performance Specialist) 
 
 The Council is supporting the national electric vehicle infrastructure project by scoping the 

possibilities for installing charge points on Council land, and looking at how we can work 
with partner agencies on this. Otherwise, I would note that technology is developing 
rapidly, with some electric vehicles having a range of 300+ miles, and in addition, with 
nearly 2 billion pounds of government investment and private businesses also investing, it 
is likely that more Rapid and Ultra Rapid chargers will be installed along the strategic roads 
network and other frequently visited locations. These chargers are said to realise 80% 
charge in 10-40 minutes. 

 
 Supplementary question from Councillor Cooper 

 
 Has the Working Group addressed: 
 

 the possibility that electric cars could be designed to enable swift battery 
replacements?  

 the need to consider a standard speed of charge and an associated pricing regime for 
public charging points? 

 the need to consider a preferred payment method for using public charging points? 

 
 Response from Will Mace (Performance Specialist) 
 
 The Working Group’s deliberations haven’t extended to these levels of detail. It is intended 
 to produce an options appraisal regarding the installation of local charging points. As part 
 of a recent public engagement exercise [via Facebook and led by the County Council] 
 residents were encouraged to visit the Surrey Futures website and leave comments. The 
 outcome of the options appraisal will identify the charging rates and fee structures offered 
 by potential suppliers.    

 
3. There is now much research which shows that hybrid cars are worse for the 

environment than equivalent diesel cars. What proposals have the Climate Change 
Working Group agreed to deal with this issue? 

 
 Response from Will Mace (Performance Specialist) 
 
 We are planning to provide Members with an options appraisal for installing charge points 

in the District later in the year, which will include references to research on this subject. 
There is much research on this topic, so we would advise those interested to look for 
articles that are from quality sources, evidenced-based, account for all variables in a 
vehicle’s lifecycle, and ideally peer reviewed. In addition, we welcome receiving any 
research on this topic that we can feed into this process.   

 
continued …. 



 

 
 

 
 Supplementary question from Councillor Cooper 
 
 It is concerning that, one year on from declaring a climate change emergency, we are still 

looking at options. Shouldn’t we be explaining the technological and economic implications 
of that decision to residents?  

 
 Response from Will Mace (Performance Specialist) 
 
 Economic implications will form part of the options appraisal for installing charge points in 

the District. The time that has elapsed [since the declaration] has enabled us to reflect on 
new technological advances, increased supplier options, and more developed proposals 
from suppliers, which could offer additional benefits to residents. We have also used this 
time to ensure our plans have been shared with the County Council, and vice versa. 
Furthermore, we have been able to participate in a residents’ engagement event, which 
has provided an opportunity for residents to engage in the subject via an on-line 
consultation platform, hosted by the County Council, and for their feedback to inform our 
options appraisal.      

 
 
4. At the S&R meeting on 22nd September 2020, the Liberal Democrat Group and the 

Independents and OLRG Alliance Group pushed through a motion to give over half a 
million pounds to a privately-owned surgery in Whyteleafe. If the surgery owners 
decide to sell their significantly improved property, how much of the half a million 
pounds given by Tandridge District Council will they have to return to TDC? Or have 
we, perhaps, merely made the owners richer by half a million pounds? 

 
 Response from Alison Boote (Executive Head of Communities) 
 
 Whyteleafe Surgery building is part owned by Dr Tun and part owned by a GP 

Practice.  The owners have confirmed that when Dr Tun retires the intention is that his 
share of the building will be purchased by the same GP practice to be retained and used 
as a going concern.  The proposed expansion of the surgery is supported by evidence 
in the East Surrey CCG Estates Plan 2016/19, which outlines that the current facility, 
purpose built in 1989, was operating at capacity and under space targets for general 
medical services.  The CIL funding has provided a much needed capital grant that will 
help the surgery respond to the increased patient demand resulting from increased 
development in the area and will make the provision of health services in Whyteleafe 
sustainable.  In addition, there is a Grant contract in place which secures the Grant for 
the sole purposes of delivering the project as specified at the S&R meeting on 22nd 
September 2020.  Officers are therefore satisfied in this instance that the CIL funds 
awarded to Whyteleafe Surgery will provide benefits to health provision to residents in 
the long-term.  However, we are happy to discuss any further measures that could be 
put in place to lower the risk of the described scenario occurring in the future and 
suggest this could be a matter considered as part of the Council’s ongoing CIL spending 
review. 

 
 Supplementary question from Councillor Cooper 
 
 A surgery elsewhere, owned by doctors, is now up for sale. This could happen in 
 Whyteleafe. Has this risk been taken into account in connection with the CIL 
 allocation? Shouldn’t Members have thought about this when voting in favour of the 
 allocation? 

          continued …. 



 

 
 

 
 Response from Alison Boote (Executive Head of Communities) 
 
  Payment of the grant is subject to conditions, one of which protects against this 
 scenario.   

 
 


