BRECKLAND COUNCIL
At a Meeting of the
OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMISSION
Held on Thursday, 28 January 2016 at 2.00 pm in the
Anglia Room, The Conference Suite, Elizabeth House, Walpole Loke, Dereham
PRESENT
Mr J.P. Cowen (Chairman)
Mr S H Chapman-Allen
Mr P.D. Claussen (Vice-Chairman)
Mr D M Crawford
Mr T. J. Jermy
Mr A.P. Joel

Mrs S.M. Matthews
Mr T F C Monument
Mr D R R Oliver
Mr R. R. Richmond
Mr A.C. Stasiak
Mrs A M Webb

Also Present
Mr S.G. Bambridge
Mrs E J Bishop
Mr T R Carter
Councillor M. Chapman-Allen

Mr P M M Dimoglou
Mrs J Hollis
Mr J Newton
Mrs L.S. Turner

In Attendance
Richard Boole
Alison Chubbock
Pete Fuller
Julie Kennealy
Helen McAleer

-

Environmental Protection Manager (shared)
Chief Accountant (Deputy Section 151 Officer) (BDC)
Assistant Democratic Services Officer
Executive Director (Commercialisation)(S151 Officer)
Senior Democratic Services Officer
Action By

1/16

MINUTES (AGENDA ITEM 1)
The Minutes of the meeting held on 17 December 2015 were confirmed as a
correct record and signed by the Chairman.

2/16

APOLOGIES AND SUBSTITUTES (AGENDA ITEM 2)
None.

3/16

URGENT BUSINESS (AGENDA ITEM 3)
None.

4/16

DECLARATION OF INTERESTS (AGENDA ITEM 4)
No declarations were made.

5/16

NON-MEMBERS WISHING TO ADDRESS THE MEETING (AGENDA ITEM 5)
Councillors Bambridge, Bishop, T Carter, M Chapman-Allen, Dimoglou, Hollis,
Newton and Turner were in attendance.

6/16

EXECUTIVE MEMBER PORTFOLIO UPDATE (AGENDA ITEM 6)
The Chairman noted that it was the first task of the Council year to set the
budget and so he had invited the Executive Member for Finance to address the
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Commission.
Councillor Dimoglou said that his Finance Portfolio had been able to build on
the astute management of previous generations to present a balanced budget
for the first year of the Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP) with a predicted
shortfall of £806,000 at the end of year four. Since those predictions were
made there had been some changes and an opportunity had arisen to accept a
four year funding deal from Central Government. The final budget proposals
would be presented to Cabinet on 9 February 2016.
He invited the Executive Director Commercialisation to give Members a short
presentation on the impact of the Comprehensive Spending Review, its effect
on the Budget and the project to meet the key issues for Breckland.
New Homes Bonus (NHB) – Change had been expected. It had been thought
that the NHB would only be available for the next three years. In fact it should
continue for the next four year, but there were retrospective changes to the way
it was paid. Consultation was also underway on other changes. It was now
directly linked to the Local Plan submission. If that was not made in a timely
fashion the NHB would not be paid. The Plan also had to be robust otherwise
the Government would withhold payment. The Council’s Local Plan was ontrack for submission in Autumn 2016. However, if it was rejected the
Government could withhold payment of about £500,000.
Another issue was that if the Council refused planning permission for housing
which was then granted on Appeal, the Council would not receive any NHB for
that development. The potential reduction in NHB would impact on the
Council’s Growth Fund.
The good news was that the Necton Sub-Station had received an estimated
Business Rates valuation of £500,000 so it could be used to top up the Growth
Fund to mitigate the NHB risk if required.
Revenue Support Grant (RSG) – The Government had introduced a four year
settlement for those Councils that had structured plans. Breckland qualified
and would seek agreement from Cabinet to accept the four year settlement.
There were no details about the proposal yet but they should be available in
time for the Cabinet meeting.
War Pensioners – The changes would mean a small cost to the Authority of
about £2,000 which would be recommended to Cabinet for approval.
The effects of those changes on the MTFP would increase the shortfall by the
end of the term to £2million. However, the Transformation Programme had
identified sources of funding for 100% of that. A summary of savings and
income opportunities which showed the plans in place to secure the money
was displayed. Delivery of the Transformation Programme was critical. The
total expected return was actually higher than was needed allowing greater
flexibility.
Council Tax Comparative Position – The proposed £5 increase in Council Tax
would not alter the Council’s position of having the lowest Council Tax in the
country and would result in less than a 10p per week increase on Band D
properties.
Councillor Joel asked for clarification on Business Rates (BR) and he was
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advised that the Government wanted to move towards 100% BR retention but
as some of that money went towards the RSG it did not mean that the Council
would receive 100%. The details were not known yet. The Council should
retain 100% of the Necton Sub-Station BR as the money came from renewable
energy. Balanced against that was the fact that the NHS Trusts had applied for
zero rating and if approved that would reduce income from BR. The Council
would also receive 100% BR from Snetterton power station and the estimated
value of this was already included in the proposed budget.
Councillor Oliver asked if the possibility of NHS Trusts receiving zero rating had
been catered for in the budget and the Executive Director Commercialisation
said that the budget adopted a prudent approach to BR, taking a cautious view
of potential BR bases. As the District did not have any hospitals the NHS Trust
situation would have a small impact on Breckland.
She was keeping an eye on the provisions for Appeals as the fact that they
could be back-dated was a significant issue. The Chief Accountant confirmed
that £3.1million had been set aside and was considered to be adequate
provision at the moment.
Councillor Stasiak asked about the Council’s ability to invest and the Executive
Member for Finance advised that the regulations had been relaxed to allow
Council’s to invest in AA rated counter parties to spread their investments
further. The Council also intended to invest in market housing. Breckland
Bridge was already building houses in Mileham and Attleborough. Cash in the
bank was only providing half a percent whereas investment in holdings
provided a greater return.
Councillor S Chapman-Allen asked whether there were figures for the number
of appeals granted when the Planning service was in-house, compared to the
number granted under Capita and Councillor Claussen thought it might affect
the way that the Planning Committee operated if they felt pressure to allow
housing developments in order to receive NHB payments. He asked for
specific figures on the reduction in reliance on NHB and the Executive Director
Commercialisation agreed to find those out for him.
The Chairman wanted to know how much income came from NHB and how the
Council could discount 100% of that, so that planning decisions would not be
compromised. As well as unsuitable housing developments there was the
potential for allowing unsuitable green energy projects in order to receive BR.
Councillor Jermy agreed that the impartiality of the planning process could be
called into question if the Council was reliant on NHB. He went on to ask what
difference the £5 increase in Council Tax would make compared to the 2%
increase previously proposed.
The Executive Director Commercialisation explained that the £5 increase had
not been known about when the draft budget had been presented. It was an
option added by the Government due to the changes in RSG and NHB. With
the 2% increase the budget deficit had been £806,000 after four years. With
the £5 increase that deficit reduced by £165,000. It was up to Members to
decide.
The Deputy Leader and Executive Member for People & Information pointed
out that the £5 increase would have less impact than 10p per week as most
properties in the District were below Band D.
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It was noted that the Council had received NHB on development approved on
appeal previously. The changes were currently under consultation.
Councillor R Richmond asked if there were enough commercial sites in the
Local Plan proposals to provide sufficient Business Rates. The Executive
Director Commercialisation said that the Council was definitely on-track.
Government policy was aimed at growth and it was therefore necessary to be
successful in that field. The Council was in a good position compared to
others.
Councillor Webb asked if the proposed reduction in BR trial had been provided
for in the MTFP and it was confirmed that the pilot scheme was covered. The
costs for Dereham were known. If the scheme was successful it would be
reviewed annually.
Councillor Oliver asked if there had been any modelling in the MTFP of the
impact of Devolution. There had not, and the Chairman advised that he had
attended a briefing on Devolution at County Hall and it had been made clear
that there was no intention to ‘raid the Breckland pot’ if devolution went ahead.
Councillor Bambridge referred to the Appendix to the presentation and to
projects C3, C4 and C5. He had expected much higher income.
The Executive Director Commercialisation explained that the plan was based
on deliverability and figures were not included if they were not certain. The
Business Case for Breckland Training Services was being prepared and the
figures would include the costs of providing a dedicated training centre at
Breckland House, Thetford.
Discussions were underway about C4 and it was hoped that income would
come from that. Project C5 was heavily reliant on the digitalisation agenda and
there was no business case for that yet. When there was, the income line
would be populated.
Councillor Jermy asked about C11 (Thetford Tax Base Growth). The issued
had been discussed by the Town Council because the new housing was
outside the Thetford boundary but would impact on the services in the town.
The Chairman thought that was a valid point and said that Watton had the
same issue with the housing developments in Carbrooke. He noted that the
income generator was not showing start-up costs and asked if they had been
included in the MTFP. It was confirmed that they were either in the MTFP or
the Transformation Budget and that an expenditure table would be included in
the budget pack for Members.
The Chairman thanked the Executive Member and the Executive Director for
their presentation.
7/16

REVISED CONTAMINATED LAND STRATEGY (AGENDA ITEM 7)
The Executive Member for Public Protection presented the report. The
Strategy had been updated due to changes in National Policy. She introduced
Richard Boole, Environmental Protection Manager. The Strategy had been
refreshed and updated to ensure it was fit for purpose. There had been no
major changes and it was similar to every other Contaminated Land strategy
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across the country. The changes brought about by National Policy assisted in
getting previously used land back into use to support the planning process.
Councillor Stasiak asked if there were any recent additions and was advised
that contamination from domestic fuel spillages was not included.
Councillor Claussen asked what amount of Breckland owned land was
contaminated. The Environmental Protection Manager did not have that
information. The maps showed ‘potential contaminated land’. He suggested
that the Property & Asset Team might have more information.
Councillor S Chapman-Allen asked if any land previously excluded from the
Local Plan would be allowed following the changes and how landowners were
advised of the changes.
The Environmental Protection Manager explained that the District did not have
any major contaminated land which would stop all development. When the
Strategy was approved it would be published on the website and the Planners
would be advised of the changes.
Councillor R Richmond asked at what point an Environmental Impact
Assessment was required. He was advised that areas of potential concern
were mapped and the Planners referred to those maps and highlighted any
areas of concern to developers. If contamination was found more details would
be required. The Council had a specialist Contaminated Land Officer who
would give advice to developers to try to ensure that any undue risks to the
public were picked up.
The Executive Member for Public Protection noted that sometimes the cost of
mitigation could affect the provision of affordable housing. Councillor Claussen
agreed and asked if the Planners could be advised on the effect on viability of
clearing contamination.
The Chairman pointed out that that was the role of the District Valuer. He
thanked the Executive Member and Officer for their report.
8/16

TASK AND FINISH GROUPS (AGENDA ITEM 8)
The Chairman noted that it was four months since the process had started. The
Commission should receive formal reports at regular intervals. He therefore
requested a written report for the next meeting. In the meantime, each Task &
Finish Group (T&FG) Chairman was invited to give a verbal progress report
and to flag any issues.
Councillor Stasiak (Chairman – Commercialisation T&FG) said they were
getting on well. At their last meeting they had discussed Breckland Training
Services; looked at how Council contracts could be let to Breckland
organisations - ensuring Best Value whilst increasing opportunities for SMEs to
bid for contracts; income generation from the Brown Bin service; and
identifying land for starter homes.
The Chairman referred to the list of projects provided by the Executive Director
Commercialisation and noted that a lot had no income identified, including
nothing from the 2016-17 Commercial Asset Review.
Councillor Stasiak explained that they had not looked at that yet. Some stock
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was quite old and there could be a huge expense associated with asbestos
problems. That would be looked at in the future along with opportunities to add
to the portfolio.
The Chairman said that Breckland Bridge had the necessary expertise, and
access to the Council’s land, to identify opportunities. He suggested that the
T&FG should engage with them.
The Deputy Leader & Executive Member for People & Information agreed and
said that she would ask the Chairman of the Breckland Bridge Board if
Councillor Stasiak could attend a meeting.
Councillor Jermy (Chairman – Digitalisation T&FG) said they had discussed the
website at their recent meeting and spoken about self-service booths. The new
Digital and Customer Access Manager had been present and he had a good
commercial sector background. At the next meeting they would discuss
Breckland’s approach to Social Media and Customer Contact Centre trends.
The Chairman noted that there was a lot of out-of-date content on the Biz
(Intranet) and the Outlook contact list was also very out of date.
Councillor Jermy advised that there was a website content review underway.
The Deputy Leader & Executive Member for People & Information asked
Members to look at their e-mails as they were being invited to take part in trials
and she hoped they would participate. She agreed about the out-of-date
information list and said it had been discussed by the Executive Management
Team. She would find out what progress was being made.
Councillor Matthews (Chairman – Aligning Public Services T&FG) said they
would be holding their second meeting next week. The building work on the
Reception area was going ahead and at their next meeting they would be
discussing the Dereham Early Intervention Hub with a representative from
NCC.
The Chairman said that amendments had been made to the plans for DWP.
The Reception would be a combined area and it was now a good use of
Council space.
Councillor S Chapman-Allen (Chairman – Organisational Design T&FG) had
postponed the meeting due to be held yesterday as he had not received
sufficient information. He had discussed the issues with the Executive Director
Strategy & Governance. At the next meeting they would be reviewing all the
projects, as they had ‘slipped’ by some months.
The Chairman said there was a lot happening in the Council and Members
relied on Officers to provide sufficient information in good time for meetings.
Councillor R Richmond had raised a question about parking for HGVs but had
not yet received a response. He had some concerns about potentially
increased repair bills for Council car parks due to the lack of suitable safe
parking areas.
9/16

HEALTH SCRUTINY (AGENDA ITEM 9)
Nothing to report.
6

Overview and Scrutiny Commission
28 January 2016
Action By

10/16 SCRUTINY CALL-INS (AGENDA ITEM 10)
None.
11/16 COUNCILLOR CALL FOR ACTION (AGENDA ITEM 11)
Councillor Newton raised concerns that the Safer Thetford Action Group had
been trying to engage with the Licensing Team about a Public Space
Protection Order without success.
The Chairman asked him to consult with the Executive Member for Public
Protection in the first instance.
12/16 WORK PROGRAMME (AGENDA ITEM 12)
The Chairman noted the following items to be added to the work programme:




To invite the Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) to a future meeting to
discuss how the Council could work with them.
To invite the Citizens Advice Bureau to a future meeting to talk about
their workload and to understand the issues being brought to them.
To invite the Mental Health trust to come and talk about the issues of
Breckland residents.

The Executive Member for Public Protection said that she could provide contact
details for CAB.
Councillor Jermy suggested that the Chairman of the NCC Economic
Development Committee and the NCC Director of Planning & Transportation
should be invited to attend with the LEP representatives.
The Chairman said that he would plan the workload for the March and April
meetings with the Scrutiny Officer.
13/16 NEXT MEETING (AGENDA ITEM 13)
The arrangements for the next meeting on 3 March 2016 were noted.

The meeting closed at 4.20 pm

CHAIRMAN

7

