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COUNCIL  
 
25 JANUARY 2016 
 
 
Present:   
Councillor Hocking (Chairman) 
Councillor Prowse (Vice Chairman) 
Councillors Austen, Brodie, Bromell, Bullivant, Christophers, Clarance, Clemens, 
Colclough, Connett, Cook, Cox, Dennis, Dewhirst, Golder, Goodey, Grainger, 
Gribble, Haines, Hellier Laing, Hockin, Hook, Jeffrey, Johnson-King, Jones, Kerswell, 
Klinkenberg, Lake, Mayne, Nutley, Orme, Parker, Pilkington, Price, Rollason, 
Russell, Smith, Thorne and Winsor. 
 
Apologies:   
Councillors: Barker, Bladon, Ford, Fusco, Matthews and Walters. 
 
Also Present: 
Ms Bulbeck – Chief Executive 
Mr Shears – Deputy Chief Executive 
Mr Aggett – Monitoring Officer  
Mr McKenzie – Democratic & Electoral Services Officer 
 
 
286.  MINUTES 
   

  The minutes of the Council meeting held on 8 December 2015 were approved 
as a correct and accurate record of the meeting, and signed by the Chairman. 

 
287. CHAIRMAN’S ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
 There were no Chairman’s announcements. 
 
288. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
 There were no declarations of interest. 
 
289. PUBLIC QUESTIONS UNDER COUNCIL PROCEDURE RULE 4.5(J) 
 
 There were no public questions. 
 
290. COUNCILLOR QUESTIONS UNDER COUNCIL PROCEDURE RULE 4.5(K) 
 
  There were no Councillor questions. 

  
291. NOTICES OF MOTION UNDER COUNCIL PROCEDURE RULE 4.5(L) 
  
 There were no Notices of Motion. 



COUNCIL (25.1.16) 
 

218 
 

  
 
292.    PEER CHALLENGE 

 
The Chief Executive advised that a Peer Challenge team would visit the 
Council for a period of four days in March 2016 looking at a number of areas 
of Council work agreed with the Local Government Association (LGA).  The 
team would be speaking with political representatives, Committee Chairmen 
and other key officers as well as external partners and stakeholders.  At the 
end of the review a report would be submitted in draft with the final version 
being for the Council to do as it wished.  She expected a glowing report would 
be received given that there was cross party support for the process.  The 
service to the Council was free. 
 
The Monitoring Officer advised that it would be a Council decision as to 
whether the report would be released publically which he hoped Council would 
be minded to do so that other partners could learn from it. 
 
The Leader thanked officers for the update and commended the cross party 
support for the review.  He urged all Members to be involved in the process. 
 
Resolved 
 
That the update be noted. 

 
293. DEVOLUTION 
 

The Leader advised that the idea of Devolution had been in the public domain 
for quite some time with areas such as Manchester pursing further reform.  
The South West had been considering the topic for the last six to eight months 
and was now beginning emerge on the horizon for the Council as a whole, 
how it would affect Teignbridge and the services it would be responsible for 
governing.  He submitted there may not be too much change however he 
sensed that Council’s in the region needed to be thinking how they could take 
on additional responsibilities that were normally operated at the nation level.  
This could only be achieved with well evidenced models of delivery and the 19 
organisations within Devon and Somerset were attempting to put these ideas 
into a prospectus that could be presented to Government by the negotiating 
team. 
 
The bid to Government currently focused on six ‘golden opportunities’: 
 

 Marine; 

 Nuclear; 

 Aerospace & Advanced Engineering; 

 Data Analytics; 

 Rural Productivity; and 

 Health & Social Care. 
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Together with these, there were six key challenges the region was facing: 
 

 Productivity was too low and growing too slowly; 

 The labour market was limited in size and skill levels; 

 Enterprise and innovation performance was inconsistent and needed to 
be improved; 

 Due to the region’s demographics the South West was a leader in 
facing the challenges of an aging population; 

 Due to the regions demographics the South West was a leader in 
facing the challenges of health and care integration; and 

 The region’s infrastructure and connectivity needed to be modernised 
and more resilient. 

 
It was anticipated that if successful in its bid to government, by 2030 the Heart 
of the South West could deliver 163,000 new jobs, 179,000 new homes and 
an economy of over £53bn GVA – an increase of £4bn. 
 
The Leader advised that he had been selected to represent the eight district 
Councils as part of the 5-7 person negotiating team to Government. 
 
Councillor Hook thanked the Leader for his presentation and believed there to 
be a lot to encourage, and welcomed the potential for working with other 
authorities across Devon and Somerset.  He also congratulated him on being 
selected to represent the Districts.  He submitted that Members of the Liberal 
Democrat Group did not feel they had had sufficient time to consider the full 
implications of the proposals and believed this to be a fair position to adopt at 
this stage.  Concerns were raised that another layer of bureaucracy could be 
added and details of how it would be paid for and staffed had not been 
explained.  

 
 Councillor Haines thanked the Leader and others in the region for the detail 

that had been provided thus far and noted that during Cornwall’s devolution 
bid, Members of Cornwall Council had been given two hours before a Council 
decision was approved.  He felt that presently there were aspects of the 
proposals that were not detailed enough but believed the work to date was 
good and would be happy to support it moving forward.  He asked that 
information continued to be disseminated to Members as soon as it was 
available. 

 
 Councillor Connett noted that the information before Members had been a first 

draft and therefore was not the end of discussions.  Any decision made by the 
Council would not be sign off and that further negotiations would continue.  He 
hoped that the debate would assist Members and officers in taking forward the 
views of the Chamber.  In relation to the creation of a Combined Authority, 
Programme Management Office and Joint Infrastructure Commission there 
was no information on cost and other resource pressures that might come as 
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a result and felt surprised that the Council may be signing up to three new 
bureaucracies sitting above Teignbridge District and Devon County Councils. 

 
 The Leader submitted that there was apprehension but there should not be 

fear – this was an initial conversation that was evolving all the time.  A lot of 
focus had been placed on a Combined Authority potentially with an elected 
Mayor to make the major decisions.  Anyone wishing to contribute to the 
discussion should do so.  He proposed that the Council endorse the 
prospectus and move forward.  Councillor Gribble seconded the proposal. 

 
 The Chief Executive advised that rural productivity was specifically around 

small and medium sized enterprises which negotiators had achieved to be in 
the document.  The document had been critically challenged externally by 
David Marlow, an Environmental Economist.  The document would be 
submitted by the end of February with the negotiation team making the pitch to 
Whitehall.  An elected mayor was neither ruled in or out; it was important to 
know of the impact of it either way.  The costs had been well aired on Friday 
afternoon – given the timescales for negotiation there would not be any more 
financial details as this was an initial ask of consideration.  At the moment it 
was unknown what the Government might be interested in.  Once all was 
known, detailed costings would be drawn up. 

 
 The Chairman proceeded to the vote: 
 
 In favour:  28 
 Against: 0 
 Abstentions:  12 
 
 Therefore it was 
 
 Resolved 
 
 That the Council endorse the draft Devolution prospectus. 
 
294.    INDEPENDENT REMUNERATION PANEL  
  
 Prior to the consideration of this item, the three Group Leaders advised they 

would leave the Chamber and not take part in the debate and vote. 
 
 Members considered a report of the Independent Remuneration Panel (IRP) 

prior to setting its Members’ Allowances Scheme.   
 
 The Democratic Services Manager advised that the Panel’s recommended 

changes included: 
 

 The basic allowance should remain at £5,235 for the 2016/17 municipal 
year and any future increases should be in line with the Consumer 
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Price Index (CPI).  A decrease in any future CPI would not be taken 
into account in setting the Basic Allowance; 

 The Group Leaders’ Allowance should be reinstated and that each 
Group Leader’s Allowance be calculated as follows:  £5,235 (Basic 
Allowances) divided by 46 councillors multiplied by the number of 
councillors in the relevant group; and 

 The Panel had also revisited the carer’s payment and had 
recommended a relocation of the requirement ‘for a qualified person’ to 
be employed; this was because no claims had been received in the last 
two years and evidence gained during the review process. 

 
Councillor Connett thanked the IRP and moved the recommendations as set 
out in the agenda report.  Councillor Gribble seconded the proposals. 
 
During debate, the following points were made: 
 

 Councillor Colclough submitted that whilst she agreed with the report 
she did not agree with the apportionment of the Group leader’s 
Allowance and felt that a flat rate should be applied across the board.  
She also believed that only one Special Responsibility Allowance (SRA) 
should be claimed; 
 

 Councillor Clarance stated that whilst he was eligible for two SRA 
payments he was only able to claim one.  These were determined 
because of the additional responsibility Members had in differing roles 
and therefore questioned why the Group Leaders may be able to claim 
an additional allowance together with an SRA and not others 

 
The Democratic Services Manager advised that it had been the custom and 
practice that where two SRA payments were possible only one was claimed 
and this standpoint had been accepted by the IRP.  It was for Council to 
change this view point if it so wished. 
 

 Councillor Connett agreed that it would be sensible to have parity as 
the law stipulated that a group could be formed by two Members 
however the rationale the panel had used was clear for all to see, 
balanced and reflected the electoral success of the differing groups.  He 
suggested it be for the individual Group Leader to decide whether or not 
to accept the payment. 

 
Resolved 
 
a)  That the Councillors’ Allowances Scheme for 2016/17 as set out in the 

agenda report be approved to be paid with effect from 1 April each 
year; 
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b)  That future increases in the basic allowance be linked to the Consumer 
Price Index be approved; 
 

c)  That the reinstatement of the Group Leader’s Allowance be approved 
and be paid in addition to any other SRA currently being received;  
 

d)  That the Independent Remuneration Panel be thanked for their report. 
 
 
295. COUNCIL TAX REDUCTION SCHEME (CTRS) 
 
 Members received a recommendation from the Executive that the current 

CTRS be continued unchanged for the 2016/17 municipal year. 
 
 The Revenue, Benefits and Fraud Manager advised that the agenda report 

and appended business impact assessment detailed that the cost of the CTR 
scheme had reduced, from £9.7M at the outset, to £8.7M currently (10% 
reduction).  None of the other Devon authorities were making any changes to 
their own CTRS; a parliamentary review was currently taking place which was 
due to report at the end of March.  She suggested it would seem sensible not 
to make any changes until the outcome of the review was known. 

 
 The business impact assessment had been reviewed and supported that the 

scheme continued to protect the most vulnerable people in Teignbridge. 
 
 Councillor Connett, in light of the parliamentary review, suggested that the 

Overview & Scrutiny Committee may wish to look at this topic in detail with 
regard to Teignbridge’s scheme.  Councillors Hook and Brodie stated their 
support for this. 

 
 The Revenue, Benefits and Fraud Manager reminded Members that Band D 

and savings  restrictions had been considered by the Overview & Scrutiny 
Committee previously and that if any changes were to be recommended to the 
scheme for 2017-18 then it would be her intention to bring the subject before 
Scrutiny prior to seeking Executive and Council approval.   

 
 The Chairman of Overview & Scrutiny advised of his contentment to add the 

matter to the Committee’s work programme as and when amendments were 
anticipated. 

 
 Resolved 
 

(a) That the continuation of the current Council Tax Reduction (CTR) Scheme 
for 2016/17 be approved; and 
 

(b) That the retention of the Revenue, Benefits and Fraud Manager’s authority 
to administer the Scheme be approved. 
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296. COUNCIL TAX BASE 
 
 Members considered a recommendation from the Executive that the council 

tax for 2016/17 should be approved at a level of 46,797. 
 
 The Chief Finance Officer advised that setting the council tax base was a 

technical calculation which enabled levels of council tax to be established and 
also helped the County Council, Town and Parish Councils and the Police and 
Fire authorities in setting their own precepts.   

 
 Members were advised that information would be circulated in the Members 

Newsletter regards how the Council identified newly built or occupied 
properties, work which was conducted as a priority which was reflected in 
collection rates for the authority. 

 
 Resolved 
 
 That the council tax base of 46,797 for 2016/17 be approved. 
 
297. LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION FOR ENGLAND 

(LGBCE)  
 
 Members received a presentation from the Local Government Boundary 

Commission for England (LGCE) in regard to the review of current electoral 
arrangements within the district of Teignbridge. 

 
 The Lead Commissioner, Sir Tony Redmond introduced himself and his team, 

Jo Porter – Review Manager and Review Officer, Mark Cooper.  He advised 
that the Commission was not linked to government and was answerable to a 
cross party Speaker’s Commission.  It had no preconceived ideas about the 
review; they were in attendance because Teignbridge had an electoral 
imbalance in 8 of its 25 wards, either plus or minus 10% of the average. 

 
 The Review Manager submitted it was important that Members and local 

communities were involved in the process as early as possible. The first phase 
would entail determining the Council’s size – i.e. the total number of 
councillors to be elected in the future.  The submission from the Council would 
be what it considered was the optimum number of councillors for the Council 
to run effectively.  There were three areas that needed to be borne in mind 
when considering this number: 

 

 Governance and decision making; 

 Scrutiny and outside bodies; and 

 The representational role of district councillors. 
 
If the Council was minded to reference Council size to similar authorities there 
would need to be a strong evidence base to support this.  The Commission 
asked that Councils considered the future when making submissions; reviews 
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did not take place often and therefore current and future issues should be 
taken into consideration.  It then worked with the local authority to create 
forecasts that would help inform any decision.   
 
The timetable for the review would be as follows: 
 

 Now – April 2016 – Preliminary Period; 

 April – July 2016 – Consultation on ward patterns; 

 September – October 2016 – Consultation on draft recommendations; 
and 

 January 2017 – Publish final recommendations and Order coming into 
force at the 2019 District elections. 
 

The Commission would engage with Town and Parish Councils during the 
consultation period outlined above. 
 
In terms of ward patterns the Commission was clear that it did not have a view 
as to the make-up of them – it recognised that every authority was different 
and if the Council wished to change that configuration it could do so.  It did 
however take the issue of community identity seriously and this characteristic 
would be an important factor when deciding on ward boundaries.  Any 
changes would again need to be reinforced with concrete evidence. 
 
Work would be ongoing and the Group Leaders had already met to discuss 
the way forward.  Members would be kept informed of developments as and 
when they occurred either at Council meetings or via the Members Newsletter. 
 
The Chairman thanked Sir Tony Redmond and his team for their presentation 
to Members. 

 
298. SEALING OF DOCUMENTS 
 
 Resolved 
 

The Common Seal of the Council be affixed any document or documents 
necessary to give effect to the resolutions passed by the Council at this 
meeting. 
 
 
 

MIKE HOCKING 
Chairman 


