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Guidance notes for members and visitors
18 Smith Square, London SW1P 3HZ

Please read these notes for your own safety and that of all visitors, staff and tenants.

Welcome!

18 Smith Square is located in the heart of Westminster, and is nearest to the Westminster, Pimlico,
Vauxhall and St James’s Park Underground stations, and also Victoria, Vauxhall and Charing Cross
railway stations. A map is available on the back page of this agenda.

Security

All visitors (who do not have an LGA ID badge), are requested to report to the Reception desk where
they will be asked to sign in and will be given a visitor’'s badge to be worn at all times whilst in the
building.

18 Smith Square has a swipe card access system meaning that security passes will be required to
access all floors. Most LGA governance structure meetings will take place on the ground floor, 7™
floor and 8™ floor of 18 Smith Square.

Please don’t forget to sign out at reception and return your security pass when you depart.

Fire instructions
In the event of the fire alarm sounding, vacate the building immediately following the green Fire Exit
signs. Go straight to the assembly point in Tufton Street via Dean Trench Street (off Smith Square).

DO NOT USE THE LIFTS.
DO NOT STOP TO COLLECT PERSONAL BELONGINGS. Qpe“
DO NOT RE-ENTER BUILDING UNTIL AUTHORISED TO DO SO. , C{/

Open Council
Open Council, on the 7th floor of 18 Smith Square, provides informal meeting space
and refreshments for local authority members and officers who are in London.

Toilets
Unisex toilet facilities are available on every floor of 18 Smith Square. Accessible toilets are also
available on all floors.

Accessibility
If you have special access needs, please let the meeting contact know in advance and we will do our
best to make suitable arrangements to meet your requirements.

Every effort has been made to make the building as accessible as possible for people with
disabilities. Induction loop systems have been installed in the larger meeting rooms and at the main
reception. There is a parking space for blue badge holders outside the Smith Square entrance and
two more blue badge holders’ spaces in Dean Stanley Street to the side of the building. There is also
a wheelchair lift at the main entrance. For further information please contact the Facilities
Management Helpdesk on 020 7664 3015.
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Guest WiFi in 18 Smith Square

WiFi is available in 18 Smith Square for visitors. It can be accessed by enabling “Wireless Network
Connection” on your computer and connecting to LGA-Free-WiFi. You will then need to register,
either by completing a form or through your Facebook or Twitter account (if you have one). You only
need to register the first time you log on.

The LGA also offers the Govroam network, a Wi-Fi network which gives Members seamless roaming
internet access across multiple public-sector locations if you have also signed up for this service.
This network is enabled throughout our Westminster building and allows Members and staff from
other authorities who are part of the Govroam network to seamlessly connect to our Wi-Fi.

Further help

Please speak either to staff at the main reception on the ground floor, if you require any further help
or information. You can find the LGA website at www.local.gov.uk



http://www.local.gov.uk/
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28 June 2018

There will be a meeting of the Resources Board at 11.00 am on Thursday, 28 June 2018 Smith
Square 1&2, Ground Floor, 18 Smith Square, London, SW1P 3HZ.

A sandwich lunch will be available at 12.45 pm.

Attendance Sheet:
Please ensure that you sign the attendance register, which will be available in the meeting room. It
is the only record of your presence at the meeting.

Political Group meetings:
The group meetings will take place in advance of the meeting. Please contact your political group as
outlined below for further details.

Apologies:
Please notify your political group office (see contact telephone numbers below) if you are unable to
attend this meeting.

Conservative: Group Office: 020 7664 3223 email:  lgaconservatives@local.gov.uk
Labour: Group Office: 020 7664 3334 email: Labour.GroupLGA®@Iocal.gov.uk
Independent: Group Office: 020 7664 3224 email:  independent.grouplga@Ilocal.gov.uk

Liberal Democrat: Group Office: 020 7664 3235 email: libdem@Iocal.gov.uk

Location:
A map showing the location of 18 Smith Square is printed on the back cover.

LGA Contact:
Benn Cain
020 7072 7420 | benn.cain@Iocal.gov.uk

Carers’ Allowance

As part of the LGA Members’ Allowances Scheme a Carer’s Allowance of up to £7.83 per hour is
available to cover the cost of dependants (i.e. children, elderly people or people with disabilities)
incurred as a result of attending this meeting.


mailto:lgaconservatives@local.gov.uk
mailto:Labour.GroupLGA@local.gov.uk
mailto:independent.grouplga@local.gov.uk
mailto:libdem@local.gov.uk
mailto:benn.cain@local.gov.uk
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Resources Board — Membership 2017/2018

Councillor

Authority

Conservative ( 7)

ClIr John Fuller (Vice Chairman)

South Norfolk District Council

ClIr Philip Atkins OBE

Staffordshire County Council

ClIr Hilary Carrick

Cumbria County Council

Clir Roger Phillips

Herefordshire Council

ClIr Byron Rhodes

Leicestershire County Council

Clir David Williams

Hertfordshire County Council

Clir David Finch

Essex County Council

Substitutes

Clir James Gartside

Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council

Clir Andrew Leadbetter

Exeter City Council

ClIr Judith Oliver

North Norfolk District Council

Labour ( 6)
ClIr Richard Watts (Chair) Islington Council
CllIr Rishi Shori Bury Metropolitan Borough Council

ClIr Sharon Taylor OBE

Stevenage Borough Council

Clir Sian Timoney

Luton Borough Council

Clir Tom Beattie

Corby Borough Council

Clir Peter Marland

Milton Keynes Council

Substitutes

Clir Amanda Serjeant

Chesterfield Borough Council

CllIr Christopher Massey

Redcar & Cleveland Borough Council

Liberal Democrat ( 2)

CliIr Claire Hudson (Deputy
Chair)

Mendip District Council

Clir Adam Paynter

Cornwall Council

Substitutes

Clir Simon Shaw

Sefton Metropolitan Borough Council

Independent (1)

CliIr Clive Woodbridge

Substitutes

Clir Gillian Corr

Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council
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LGA Resources Board — Attendance 2017-2018

22/9/17 4/12/17 22/1/18 05/04/18

Councillors

Conservative Group

John Fuller Yes Yes Yes Yes
Philip Atkins OBE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Hilary Carrick Yes Yes Yes Yes
Barry Macleod-Cullinane Yes Yes Yes Yes
Roger Phillips Yes Yes No Yes
Byron Rhodes Yes Yes Yes Yes
David Williams Yes No No Yes
David Finch Yes No Yes Yes

Labour Group

Claire Kober OBE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Rishi Shori Yes Yes No Yes
Sharon Taylor OBE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Sian Timoney No Yes Yes No
Tom Beattie Yes No No Yes
Sarah Hayward Yes No No No
Peter Marland No Yes Yes Yes

Lib Dem Group

Claire Hudson Yes No Yes Yes
Adam Paynter No Yes Yes No
Independent

Graham Whitham No Yes Yes Yes

Substitutes/Observers

Amanda Serjeant Yes Yes

Christopher Massey Yes

Simon Shaw Yes

Clarence Barrett Yes

James Gartside Yes
Andrew Leadbetter Yes Yes

Judy Oliver Yes
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Item Page

a) Submission to MHCLG - Appeals Loss Consultation 1-4

Date of Next Meeting: Friday, 14 September 2018, 1.00 pm, Smith Square
3&4, Ground Floor, 18 Smith Square, London, SW1P 3HZ
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Appendix A — Spreading the Risk of Valuation Losses across the
Local Government Sector to Reduce Volatility

1.

The Local Government Association (LGA) welcomes the opportunity to comment on
Technical paper 3: Spreading the Risk of Valuation Losses across the Local Government
Sector to Reduce Volatility.

. The LGA is here to support, promote and improve local government. We will fight local

government's corner and support councils through challenging times by making the case
for greater devolution, helping councils tackle their challenges and assisting them to
deliver better value for money services.

. This response has been approved by the LGA’s Resources Board and Task and Finish

Group on further Business Rates Retention and the Fair Funding Review.

. The LGA is continuing to work with Government officials on the implementation, from 1

April 2020, of 75 per cent business rates retention. The issue of appeals, which is
covered by this submission, is a major risk issue for local government in the current 50
per cent business rates retention system and has the potential to be a greater risk when
75 per cent retention is implemented.

. In our response to the 2017 consultation on further business rates retention we said that

it is clear that losses from appeals as a result of ‘valuation errors’ could have a
significant impact on the operation of the new scheme.

. We reiterate our support for a centrally managed appeals risk system, on the lines of that

outlined in the MHCLG paper. We think that it would be a way of mitigating risk as it
would reduce the need of authorities to hold provisions to cover appeals and would only
have to cover actual changes to the list. Given the impact of appeals on local authorities
and local authority services, compensating authorities for losses due to appeals
outweighs the risk of further complexity.

. We look forward to working further with officials on the development of the system. We

note that MHCLG is proposing to use as a proxy changes from the compiled list, in other
words those changes which are backdated to the start of a list. We would like to see
more work on this and note that no operational alternative has been suggested. Going
forward, it should be explored whether information on the reason for a valuation can be
provided under Check, Challenge and Appeal.

. A system must be put in place to adjust for those events which cause a significant shock

to the system, such as a legal decision on mandatory reliefs for NHS Trusts, decisions
on rating methods, for example doctors’ surgeries, and the knock on effect of
Government policy decisions, such as the expansion of academy schools. These can be
seen as shuffling income round the public sector.

. The government should ensure that the valuation system is properly funded, to enable

the backlog of appeals to be dealt with as quickly as possible and to ensure that the
2021 and future revaluations are as accurate as possible.
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Detailed comments

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Before the introduction of the current rates retention system, all business rates raised
by local government were paid to central government for redistribution to local
government through formula and other grants. Losses on appeal, therefore, were borne
centrally. When the 50 per cent business rates retention system was introduced in
April 2013, authorities were expected to refund 50 per cent of the cost of appeals
including backdated losses. In line with normal accounting practice, authorities were
required to make provisions for expected appeals losses.

In 2013 the LGA called for the Government to fund all appeal loss before April 2013.
We still consider that this would have been the correct treatment. We believe that
when 75 per cent rates retention is introduced the share of the cost of appeals which
would have fallen on the central share in the 50 per cent scheme should be funded by
central government and not from a top-slice.

Although, as the MHCLG recognise, the Government did reduce the business rates
baseline in 2013/14 by £1.9 billion to take account of outstanding and expected
appeals, this figure was effectively apportioned between authorities proportionately to
their individual business rates baselines and not in accordance with the risk of appeals.
Some authorities experience losses larger than their portion of the top-slice and some
experience losses smaller than the portion allocated to them.

It is estimated that there was a total of £2.6 billion in appeals provision as at 31 March
2017. Over 70 per cent of appeals to the 2010 list which have been resolved have
resulted in no changes to the list. There are still over 130,000 appeals outstanding from
the 2010 list and there is no information on whether the appeals that are still to be
resolved are more or less likely to result in a change to a valuation. However, it is
unlikely that all the provisions will be needed and this is money that could be spent on
local authority services which are already under severe pressure.

It is still too early to say whether Check, Challenge and Appeal has been effective in
reducing the number of appeals to the 2017 list. The time needed to go through the
stages of the process and the fact that all the systems needed are not in place has
contributed to this. The government must ensure that the valuation system is properly
resourced, in order to clear the backlog of appeals on the 2010 list as quickly as
possible and to deal with more frequent revaluations.

We agree with the conclusion in the MHCLG paper that the risk from appeals has been
the principal risk which has emerged in the 50 per cent system. In 2020 local
government potentially faces having to take on 75 per cent of provisions for appeals
loss, including backdating and this needs to be resolved before 75 per cent business
rates retention is introduced.

MHCLG proposals

16.

17.

18.

The LGA is in favour of a centrally managed system to cover losses from appeals and
is pleased that the Government has been considering how to reform the business rates
retention system to deal with appeals.

As the MHCLG paper acknowledges, there is still a lot of work to do on determining
precisely how loss due to ‘valuation error’ is defined and measured, and exactly how
and when these payments should be made, including how the revaluation cycles fit in
with this.

We note the MHCLG preference not to compensate local authorities for all losses as a
result of development and only compensate for appeal losses. Authorities may raise

concerns about this and therefore it is imporztant to consult on this more widely and
Page



19.

20.

Agenda Item 3a
consider the role and level of the safety net for this.

We note that MHCLG is proposing to use those changes which are backdated to the
start of a list as a proxy for revaluation changes. We would like to see more work on
this and note that no operational alternative has been suggested. Going forward, it
should be explored whether information on the reason for a valuation can be provided
under Check, Challenge and Appeal.

The interaction between the system for manging appeals risk and the safety net will
also need to be considered carefully.

Funding

21.

22.

23.

We have previously argued that the cost of appeals should be funded from central list
income. We note that MHCLG consider that this would not be fiscally neutral, as the
paper states that central list income is already used indirectly to fund various grants to
local government. We therefore recommend that this is considered as part of our work
on the Spending Review 2019.

We agree that in the absence of any other source of finance, a top-slice is the best
alternative. We consider that the quantum needs to be kept under review so that there
is no danger of overprovision and the top-slice is kept to the minimum.

There is also the issue of when 75 per cent rates retention is introduced the 25 per cent
share of the cost of appeals which would have fallen on the central share under the 50
per cent scheme. This should be funded by central government and not from a top-
slice. Further work should also consider what would happen if the provision for appeals
in the multiplier set at revaluation is insufficient.

Timing

24.

We note that MHCLG considers the best time to introduce the central funding of
appeals would be in 2021 at the time of the next revaluation, a year later than the
introduction of 75 per cent retention. This creates a significant risk for authorities in the
intervening year and the Government needs to consider how other mechanisms within
the system, such as the safety net, can be used to facilitate the transition.

Complexity

25.

26.

27.

We recognise that reforms to centralise valuation losses will potentially add complexity.
We share the aim for the system to be as straightforward as possible. However, it is
imperative that the risk to local authorities due to appeals is reduced. The current
system of authorities having to make provisions which may not be needed is clearly
inefficient and leads to reductions in spend and services that would not be necessary if
there were a centralised provision for appeals.

We also welcome the involvement of CIPFA and others from the accountancy
profession, noting that the proposals must work from an accounting point of view. We
look forward to further work.

On appeals more generally, we would support a review of the VOA and Valuation
Tribunal Service processes to assess where the current hold ups lie. Any increased
resources and appropriate measures can then be targeted to where they are needed to
deal with the backlog of appeals before greater business rates retention is introduced.
This should be subject to a performance and accountability framework.
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