1

Agenda Item 7

LEICESTER, LEICESTERSHIRE AND RUTLAND POLICE AND CRIME
PANEL - 31 JANUARY 2018
PROPOSED PRECEPT 2018/19 AND MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL
STRATEGY
At its meeting on Wednesday 31 January 2018 the Police and Crime Panel
considered the Police and Crime Commissioner’s proposed Precept 2018/19 and his
Medium Term Financial Strategy. The minute of the meeting on this item serves as
the Panel’s report and recommendation on the proposed Precept.
The Minute of the discussion on this item is set out below:
The Police and Crime Panel considered a report of the Police and Crime
Commissioner (PCC) concerning the Proposed Precept for 2018/19 and the Medium
Term Financial Plan (MTFP). A copy of the report, marked ‘Agenda Item 7’, is filed
with these minutes.
Prior to presenting the report the PCC gave clarification on the arrangements in
place for the role of Chief Finance Officer at the Office of the Police and Crime
Commissioner. Since the former Chief Finance Officer Mrs Helen King had left, the
role had been carried out in an interim capacity by Mr Paul Dawkins who was also
the Assistant Chief Officer (Finance & Resources) at the Office of the Chief
Constable. Members raised concerns that there could have been a conflict of interest
in Mr Dawkins carrying out the two roles at the same time. The PCC stated that in
his opinion there had been no conflict of interest and Mr Dawkins had played an
invaluable role in producing the budget which was before the Panel.
With regard to a permanent successor to Mrs King, a role had been advertised with
the title Director of Finance. Interviews had been conducted and a candidate had
been selected. It was intended that the Panel would be formally notified of the
candidate once a final security check was completed enabling a Confirmation
Hearing to be arranged as per the legislation. As of 29 January 2018 the candidate
had been spending time at the OPCC in order to familiarise himself with the office
and he was being paid a salary for the days he spent working there. The Panel
raised concerns as to whether this was compliant with the legislation given that a
Confirmation Hearing had not been held yet and the Panel’s Monitoring Officer
advised that provided the employment status of the Director of Finance was as
described and he was being paid on a daily rate as an agency worker on a selfemployed basis (rather than being a permanent fulltime member of staff) then the
legislation would not apply.
The PCC in introducing the item made the following points:

(i)

The Police Funding Settlement had been decided by the Government on the
basis that Police and Crime Commissioners had the option of increasing the
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Precept by up to £12 a year for a band D property therefore in the view of the
PCC there was an expectation from Government that he would do so. The PCC
felt he had no choice.
(ii)

Were the PCC not to increase the Precept by the maximum allowed amount
then Leicestershire Police would be required to lose 52 Police Officer posts.
Were the proposed Precept of £12 a year for a band D property to be approved
this would enable an additional 24 Police Officers to be recruited from current
levels and a total of 72 more officers than if the precept was only increased by
1.99%.

Arising from discussions the following points were noted:
(i)

In response to a question from a Member, the PCC re-iterated that he and the
Chief Constable had made representations to Government regarding fairer
funding for Leicestershire Police in comparison with other Forces. Local MPs
had supported this campaign as well as the Police and Crime Panel itself.
However, the PCC was not confident that the campaign would result in a
significant improvement in funding for Leicestershire Police which is why this
budget had been a cautious one.

(ii)

There were guidelines on the minimum and maximum level of general reserves.
Whilst it was extremely risky to empty the reserves or reduce them to
dangerous levels, consideration had been given to how the reserves could be
used and this budget used £5million of the reserves.

(iii)

The funds which had been generated by the Change Team were included in
the budget which was before the Panel. The Change Team had previously
been funded by reserves in 2017/18. For 2018/19, the team’s costs had been
included within the base revenue budget and would no longer be funded from
reserves. It was intended to develop a further savings plan which would be
shared with the Panel at a future meeting.

(iv) A Member queried whether the budget took into account the possibility that the
Council Tax collection rate could be lower as a result of the implementation of
Universal Credit. In response it was clarified that the OPCC were aware of this
possibility however the Council Tax collection figures provided to them by
District Councils did not contain the detail to enable them to make any firm
judgements on this.
(v)

The OPCC paid the following membership fees:
 £19,750 per annum for the Association of Police and Crime
Commissioners (APCC);
 £2622 per annum for the Police and Crime Commissioners’
Treasurers’ Society;
 £900 per annum for the Association of Policing and Crime Chief
Executives (APACE);
 £700 for the Independent Custody Visitors Association.
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Being a Member of the APCC had value in that it enabled advice and best
practice to be shared amongst its members and it was also able to give a view
when reforms to policing were being considered nationally.
(vi) Leicestershire Police had its own procurement team which looked for the best
value and would only enter procurement on a national basis where that was the
most cost effective option. Where better value could be obtained by procuring
on a regional basis these opportunities would be pursued.
(vii) It was noted that the proposed budget supported more use of technology
enabling officers to complete more tasks away from a police station. Some of
this technology relied on an internet connection and there had been problems
with internet coverage in some areas of Leicestershire and Rutland but this
problem had largely been overcome.
(viii) The PCC confirmed that it was still intended to use Police Community Support
Officers (PCSOs) in Leicestershire Police however a balance needed to be
struck with the ratio of PCSO’s to warranted officers and it had been decided to
reduce the number of PCSOs to 180 by 2021 by a process of natural wastage.
(ix) It was noted by a Member that many local authorities had reviewed their
Treasury Management Policies and moved away from a strategy of zero risk in
order to gain a greater return on investments, and it was therefore questioned
whether Leicestershire Police should do the same. In response the Panel was
informed that the OPCC and Leicestershire Police intended to conduct a review
of this issue.
(x)

For 2017/18 the OPCC had an underspend of £84,000 which was being
transferred to the Chief Constable to spend on policing issues such as tackling
rural crime and violent crime.

(xi) In response to concerns raised about the closures of some police stations it
was noted that due to financial constraints a choice had to be made between
officers on the streets and officers manning the front desk at police stations and
given that the footfall at many police stations was low the decision had been
made to prioritise the former.
It was moved by the Chairman and seconded by Cllr. Rickman that:(a)

The information presented in the report, including the total 2018/19 net budget
requirement of £176.255m, including a council tax requirement for 2018/19 of
£63.093m be noted;

(b) The proposal to increase the 2018/19 Precept by £12.00 per annum (6.41%) for
police purposes to £199.2302 for a Band D property be supported;
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(c)

The future risks, challenges, uncertainties and opportunities included in the
precept proposal, together with the financial and operational considerations
identified be noted;

(d)

It be noted that any changes required, either by Government grant alterations
notified through the final settlement or through amended council tax base and
surplus/deficit notifications received from the collecting authorities, will be
balanced through a transfer to or from the Budget Equalisation Reserve (BER);

(e)

The current MTFP, the anticipated savings required and plans to identify further
solutions alongside the requirements of the Police and Crime Plan be noted.

The motion was carried unanimously.

