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Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee
9am on Friday 29 August 2025

Room 77, The Guildhall, Alfred Gelder Street, Hull, and MS Teams

Present: Councillors Burton, Gardiner, Hofman, Kemp, Nicola (substitute for Pantelakis), Randall, Robinson (C), Singh (substitute for
Hale).

In attendance

Councillor H. Hererra Richmond (Presenting the call-in)
Councillor L. Fudge (Presenting the call-in)

Councillor M. Ross (Leader of the Council)

I. Anderson (Director of Legal Services and Partnerships)

D. Bell (Director of Finance)

M. Nearney (Assistant Director Neighbourhoods and Housing)
A. Holgate (Head of Governance)

Apologies:
Apologies were received from Councillors Hale and Pantelakis.
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17

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Councillor Randall declared a personal interest insofar as she is a council tenant.

Recommendations: Reasons for Recommendations: Officer Assigned

a) N/A a) N/A. a) N/A

18

Call in request

The Chair advised that the meeting had been called following a call-in request of the decision to increase all ward revenue
Community Initiative Budgets by £3750.00 for the remainder of 2025/26, funded from the Corporate Contingency budget. The
call-in was on the basis that the decision did not meet the principles of decision making as set out in the constitution, the call in
request stated that the following principles were not met by the decision:

s. 7.2.1 — the principle of proportionality which dictates that the action proposed or contemplated by the decision is proportionate
to the desired outcome to be achieved;

S. 7.2.2 — the need for consultation with interested parties;

S. 7.2.6 — the need for clarity of aims and desired outcomes, and

S. 7.2.7 — the need to identify the range of options considered.

Further, the request noted that the Labour Group Leader was not informed of the decision prior to it being made and there had
been no consultation undertaken, that the Group is led to believe that as a result of the decision funding usually accessed from

the Housing Revenue Account (HRA) to support delivery of Bring Out Your Rubbish Days (BOYRDs) would be curtailed
meaning the objective for additional funding was to a large degree nullified. In addition less affluent wards will (in the requestors
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opinion) suffer greater disadvantage as a result.

The consideration of the call-in would follow the process as set out in the call in protocol. The Chair invited Councillor Herrera-
Richmond to present the reasons and evidence as to why the decision had been called in.

Councillor Herrera-Richmond stated that whilst at face value the decision appears to be helpful insofar as it provides wards with
additional funding he was concerned that consideration had not been given to the funding being applied via the existing formula for
Community Initiatives Budget (CIB) allocation to ensure a more equitable distribution of the overall budget, and that in not doing so this
placed deprived wards at a greater disadvantage and provided smaller wards with a larger share of funding than they would ordinarily
get should the existing formula have been applied. Councillor Herrera-Richmond argued that not applying the established formula led
to a lack of transparency and fairness in the decision-making process. Councillor Herrera-Richmond noted the implications of
Nottingham City Council issuing a legal notice into the spend of HRA funds on non-HRA activity and that it was important that
members were briefed on the issues.

The Chair invited Councillor Ross, as the decision maker, to respond.

Councillor Ross stated that as this was a Leader’s decision using Corporate Contingency funding there was no requirement to consult.
There was no reason that the additional funding provided could not be used to support BOYRD’s. The formula was not applied to the
funding as the additional monies were applied as a fixed increase to the base budget to ensure that all wards were able to access
sufficient funding to support the activity, and that if the formula had been applied this may have resulted in smaller wards not being
able to support the activity.

The Director of Finance and Transformation advised that the issue in relation to Nottingham whilst different, highlighted the importance
of maintaining the HRA ring-fence.

The Chair invited the members of the Committee to ask questions of those present.

The Committee discussed:

)] The lack of transparency through not applying the existing formula, the need to make a quick decision in year, but that
further discussion was needed ahead of setting the budget for the next year..
i) The application of HRA funds for waste or environmental services and the inability to apply HRA funding to waste related

core services.
i) That the inability to use HRA funds for BOYRD’s was raised within the decision record.
iv) The issues with not allocating funding based on the existing funding formula.
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V) That whilst the Council also offers a bulky items collection service it doesn’t accept all items i.e. DIY materials, so the
provision of this service cannot replace BOYRD’s.

Vi) The cost of BOYRD'’s and the need to consider how CIB funding can be utilised most effectively.

vii)  Being unable to use HRA funds to support activity and the need to allocate additional funding to ensure the service could
be delivered.

The Chair asked the requestors to sum up.

Councillor Hererra Richmond requested that the impact of the Nottingham City Council matter is considered further by Scrutiny, and
summarised:

i) That it was unfair, disproportionate and not equitable that all wards were to be treated in the same way.
i) That it was unclear as to why the existing funding formula had not been applied.

The Chair asked the decision maker to sum up.
Councillor Ross stated:
i) That the funding allowed BOYRD’s to continue to be supported.
i) Providing a fixed amount of funding across all wards ensured equality.
iii) That the decision was taken in year from a separate budget and that if this was included in the overall budget setting process

the formula would be applied.

Councillor Randall moved that the call-in request be rejected. Seconded by Councillor Robinson. The motion was carried.

| Reasons for Recommendations: | Officer Assigned
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a) That the provision of BOYRD'’s and the application of a) To review the process a) Antony
CIB funding is referred to the Economy and Environment Spouse/Philip
or Communities Scrutiny Commission. Todd
b) That a workshop be held on the requirements of HRA b) To ensure that members are informed. b) Alex Holgate
funding.
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