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OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
 
21 November 2016 
 
 
Present: 
Councillor Haines (Chairman) 
Councillor Bullivant (Vice Chairman) 
Councillors: Brodie, Clarance, Colclough, Connett, Cox, Dennis, Dewhirst, Eden, Ford, 
Golder, Grainger, Hocking, Hook, Jeffery, Kerswell, Mayne, Nutley, Parker, Smith, Thorne 
and Winsor.   
 
Apologies: 
Councillors Fusco, Prowse and Walters. 
 
Other Members in Attendance: 
Councillors Austen, Barker, Christophers, Cook, Gribble, Jones and Russell. 
 
In Attendance: 
Neil Aggett – Monitoring Officer 
Sue Aggett – Business Lead for Environment Health & Well-Being  
Martin Flitcroft – Finance Manager 
Liz Gingell – Corporate Performance Officer 
Chris Ormerod – Finance & Insurance Officer 
Amanda Pujol – Business Manager Housing 
Phil Shears – Deputy Chief Executive 
 
 
1.  MINUTES 

 
The minutes of the meetings held on 17 and 19 October 2016 were approved 
and signed as a correct record. 

 
2. AGREEMENT OF THE AGENDA BETWEEN PART I AND II 
 

Consideration was given to the agreement of the agenda between Parts I and II.  
The Chairman advised that the call-in should be considered within Part II as 
defined under Section 100(A)(4) of the Local Government Act 1972 as it contained 
information which related to the amount of expenditure relating to a particular 
contract; and, terms being negotiated for a contract likely to be entered into by the 
Council. 
 
An alternative view voiced by Members, that as the officer report had been 
circulated without the ‘confidential’ tag it was therefore already in the public 
domain.  In response, the Chairman advised that the report had only been 
circulated to Members, who were subsequently advised that it should have been 
marked confidential when originally circulated. 
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It was therefore proposed by Cllr Haines and Seconded by Cllr Golder that: 
 
Item 7  be considered under Part II under Section 100(A)(4) of the Local 
Government Act 1972 that the press and public be excluded from the meeting on 
the grounds that it involved the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined 
in paragraphs 8 and 9 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Act. 
 
Five Members stood and requested a recorded vote, as follows: 
 
For the resolution: 
Councillors: Bullivant, Clarance, Colclough, Dennis, Ford, Golder, Grainger, 
Haines, Jeffery, Kerswell, Mayne, Smith, Thorne and Winsor.   
Against the resolution: Councillors: Brodie, Connett, Dewhirst, Eden, Hocking, 
Hook, Nutley and Parker  

 
Resolved 
 
That the Call-In would be considered in Part II under item 14 of the agenda. 

 
3. COUNCIL TAX REDUCTION SCHEME  
 

The Revenue, Benefits & Fraud Manager presented the report seeking Members’ 
views on the local Council Tax Reduction Support (CTR) Scheme 2017-18 
following a period of public consultation.   
 
Members noted that the Devon Benefit Officer’s Group had considered the 
position for 2017-18 and recommended that changes should be made to bring the 
scheme into line with the changes made by Central Government to Housing 
Benefit and Universal Credit.   
 
The Revenue, Benefits & Fraud Manager advised that no existing claimant would 
find any change to their benefit, with the exception of self-employed claimants.  
Any impact on individuals was likely to be limited and that any resulting hardship 
could be managed through the Exceptional Hardship Fund. 
 
During discussion, particular reference was made to:- 
 
(a) concern that the proposals would affect those who were already deprived;   

 
(b) a suggestion that the proposals should not be implemented for at least 12 

months to enable those who would be affected to be able to plan for the 
changes; 

 
(c) concern that proposal 2, reducing backdating for new claims to 1 month 

would cause difficulties for claimants;   
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(d) Proposal 6 – limiting the number of dependant children within the calculation 

for CTR to a maximum of 2.  Concern that this proposal would penalise 
those who experience multiple births. 

 

In response, Members were advised that this proposal aligned the rules with 
Housing Benefit.  Someone would not receive extra benefit from increasing 
their family size, after 1 April 2017, if they were receiving maximum CTR 
they would not receive any additional benefit from an additional child.  It was 
noted that the Government was continuing to consult regarding multiple 
births. 
 

(e) Proposal 8 – Removing the additional earnings disregard and apply the 
standard disregards irrespective of hours worked to those applicants also 
claiming Universal Credit.  A Member suggested this was profoundly 
unacceptable.  The proposal would affect those who were already working 
and on low wages, that they required the Council’s support, not more cuts.   

 

(f) Concern that 317 out of 396 applicants would lose all their CTR.  40% of 
whom would be single parents.  It was felt that Teignbridge was a generous 
authority, and it was important it should continue to be so.   

 

There was concern that no clear financial pressures had been set out in the 
report and a view that the proposals, 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 and 8 were unjustified and 
would have a financial impact on those who could not afford it. 

 

Members were advised that the scheme mirrored Universal Credit and 

incentivised working. The proposals would only affect new claimants, those 

who already received 100% CTR would continue to do so.   

 

(g) Cost of the scheme £44,000 being offered as a saving.  A Member 
questioned if the saving would be spent elsewhere.   
 

(h) Information.  A Member raised concern that the report did not provide 
sufficient detail on the evidence received from other local authorities, or 
detail on how the self-employed would be affected.  Further, that there was 
no information about help for those with disabilities. 

 

(i) Concern regarding the appeal process and a suggestion this could be 
undertaken by the Regulatory & Appeals Committee.  In response, 
Members were advised that it was a statutory requirement for the appeal to 
be heard by the Valuation Tribunal Service. 

 

(j) The hardship being placed on people was not worth the saving to the 
Council.  The need to help those in need.   
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(k) The amount collected in Council Tax would reduce, there being no 
information within the report on the cost of collecting and chasing those who 
could not afford to pay. 

 
In response to a number of issues raised, the Revenue, Benefits & Fraud 
Manager advised should the Council not accept all changes set out, it would be 
necessary to go back out to full public consultation with any new proposals. 

 
Cllr Ford proposed that: the proposals should be refused and the Council should 
continue with its current scheme, this was seconded by Cllr Dewhirst. 
 
Five Members stood and requested a recorded vote, as follows: 

 
For the resolution: Councillors: Brodie, Bullivant, Clarance, Colclough, Connett, 
Cox, Dennis, Dewhirst, Eden, Ford, Grainger, Haines, Hocking, Hook, Jeffery, 
Kerswell, Mayne, Nutley, Parker, Smith.   
Against: Councillor Golder  
Abstain: Councillors Thorne and Winsor 
 
Recommended 
 
That the Executive be asked to note the comments above and that the Council 
continue with the scheme as it currently stands. 
 

4. COUNCIL PLAN PERFORMANCE REPORT 2016-17 QUARTER 1 
 

Members considered their first report on Teignbridge Ten (T10) programmes.  
The T10 projects will have a high impact on, and bring major benefits to, the 
Council’s seven key objectives. 
   
Members were advised that each T10 had seven or more actions with 
performance indicators or projects which monitored their progress against 
targets and milestones. 
 
During discussion, particular reference was made to:- 
 
(a) future reporting.  It was agreed that a detailed covering report was not 

required as this duplicated information provided in Appendix A.  
 
(b)  Number of households placed in temporary accommodation.  As this 

was a statutory duty the figures detailed in the report provided tracking 
information, it was therefore inappropriate to provide a target. 

 
(c) Number and types of incidents dealt with by the Community 

Environment Wardens.  Whilst noting this tracking performance 
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indicator, Members questioned why the figures collected in previous 
years could not be used improve performance.  Another Member’s view, 
that providing detail on the number of incidents, how they were resolved 
and timescales would be more informative.   
 

(d) Dog mess.  Members questioned whether monitoring on the number of 
incidents was undertaken.  It was noted that there had been a 
realignment of duties and all Enforcement Officers were now able to 
deal with incidents, detail would be provided via the Environmental 
Newsletter. 

 
Further discussion took place on the number of dog bins available, and 
the cost of collection.  Members were advised that properly wrapped 
dog waste could be placed in any general waste bin. 
 

(e) Condition of Playing Fields.  Concern was raised by a number of 
Members on dog fouling within playing fields, play areas and parks.  It 
was suggested that enforcement officers could concentrate their 
activities, to tackle issues on a weekly basis.   
 

(f) Improved street cleanliness.  The Council had been working with 
Highways England to undertake litter picking work, this had resulted in 
an increase in costs as most works were undertaken during night time 
closures.  New Health & Safety procedures had been implemented and 
it was unlikely that joint work would need to continue. 
 

(g) Clinical Waste.  Concern that not enough detailed information had been 
provided to those residents affected by the changes to clinical waste 
collections, particularly around what was hazardous and non-hazardous 
waste.  Officers in response advised that this change in procedure 
allowed for more efficient working, and improved safety.  Those 
residents with hazardous waste would continue to receive a weekly 
collection. 
 

(h) Renewable Energy Policy.  It was agreed that information relating to this 
Policy would be provided to Members via the Members’ Newsletter. 
 

(i) Sickness Absence.  A Member voiced her disappointment at the 
increased number of days lost due to staff sickness absence and 
questioned the figures rising over the summer months.   

 

She believed that Members needed to understand the categories of 
sickness, and proposed that a confidential Review Group be formed to 
understand the reasons for sickness absence and to focus on the 
issues causing sickness.   
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It was agreed that a Review Group would be formed, that their 
deliberations would be confidential and that they would report back to 
the Committee when their work had concluded. 

 

(j) Flu jabs.  It was agreed that information on the number of staff receiving 
flu jabs and the percentage uptake would be provided in the Members’ 
Newsletter. 

 
(k) Child Safeguarding.  A Member suggested there should be a project 

included within the Plan to ensure the Council’s responsibilities for 
safeguarding were met.  It was agreed that the Corporate Performance 
Officer would investigate. 

 

(l) Review Local Plan to include accessibility and minimum space 
standards.  A Member highlighted the importance of minimum space 
and felt it was an important part of making the Local Plan work that it 
should not be left until 2020. 
 

(m) Playing field Strategy.  Concern that this vital issue is not being moved 
forward fast enough.  In response, the Deputy Chief Executive, provided 
detail of discussions being held regarding the provision of pitches in the 
Forches Cross area. 

 
(n) Removing barriers to participation and activities.  This was highlighted 

as an important and increasing issue.  Members were informed that a 
number of staff had been provided with dementia awareness training, 
figures on uptake would be provided to Members. 
 

(o) 10 Zero Heroes.  Members questioned why there were no figures on 
electricity and gas consumption.  It was agreed that this would be 
investigated. 
 
Promoting work, it was suggested that the Council’s attendance at a 
green sustainable business event at Stover School could be included 
within the detail of the project. 
 

(p) Carbon Reduction Plan.  The policy to ensure new developments 
produce a carbon reduction plan had not been implemented and 
whether this should be included in 10 Zero Heroes.   It was agreed that 
the officer would investigate and report back via the Members’ 
Newsletter. 

 
Resolved 

 
To note the actions being taken to rectify performance. 

 



OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY (21.11.16) 

 
7 

 

5. EXECUTIVE FORWARD PLAN 
 

The Committee noted the Executive Forward Plan. 
 
6. FUTURE WORK PROGRAMME 

 
The Committee noted its work programme for the remainder of the municipal 
year. 
 

7. STRATA JOINT SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
 

The link to the minutes and agenda of the Strata Joint Scrutiny Committee was 
noted.   
 

8. SOUTH EAST DEVON HABITAT REGULATIONS 
 

The link to the minutes and agendas of the South East Devon Habitat 
Regulations Executive meetings was noted.   
 

9. EXCLUSION OF THE PRESS AND PUBLIC 
 
 Members approved the following resolution: 
 

“That under Section 100(A)(4) of the Local Government Act 1972 the Press and 
public be excluded from the meeting for the following item(s) of business on the 
grounds that it involves the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in 
paragraphs 8 and 9 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Act”.  

 
10. CALL-IN – EXTENSION OF THE COUNCIL’S INSURANCE CONTRACT 
 

The confidential officer decision circulated on the 31 October 2016 to extend the 
Council's insurance contract for a period of three years, without going to retender: 
had been called-in by councillors: Connett, Brodie, Cox, Dewhirst, Hook, Nutley, 
Pilkington and Rollason. 
 
The call in read: 
  
“The decision notice fails to identify that a saving could be made from the 
tendering process and that Teignbridge District Council could achieve a much 
lower premium/insurance cost than the budget for the 2016/17 financial year. 
  
Going out to competitive tender for the first time since the contract was let in 
2010, would ensure the Council is able to fully test the market and achieve the 
most competitive tender for its insurance.  
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Currently, Teignbridge Council cannot be certain that simply renewing for three 
years with Zurich is either competitive or demonstrates good value for council tax 
payers money. 
  
The officer's decision suggests renewing with Zurich protect against future above 
inflation increases and would give financial stability. 
  
However, if the Council were to re-tender its insurance contract it may well 
achieve a substantially lower price from a competitor as well as other negotiated 
benefits similar to those provided currently.  
  
The decision notice demonstrably fails to consider and evaluate the option of 
retendering the insurance contract and therefore councillors have been denied a 
balanced and equally argued case on which to base an informed 
consent/agreement with the officer recommendation”. 
 
The Chairman reminded the Committee of the process to be followed during 
consideration of this item and, as mover of the call-in, Cllr Connett was invited to 
address the Committee. 
 
Cllr Connett made reference of the need for the Council to confirm that it was 
receiving best value.  There was no detailed financial information within the report, 
it only provided anecdotal evidence.  That going out to tender provided the greatest 
opportunity to secure best value, he recommended that: 
 
“The Executive be asked to retender the insurance contract for April 2018”.  This 
was seconded by Cllr Hook. 

 
Following the vote, it was reported that there were ten votes for the resolution 
and ten against.  The Chairman advised he felt unable to use his casting vote 
and asked that the Executive reconsider the matter, taking into account the 
views of the Overview & Scrutiny Committee. 
 
Resolved 
 
That the Executive be asked to reconsider the matter. 

 
 
MIKE HAINES 
Chairman 
 


