
Minutes of the Meeting of the Policy and Finance Committee

held at Exeter Hall, Oxford Road, Kidlington on Thursday 28th May 2009.

Present:

Cllr D Rae   (Chair)



Cllr D Betts




Cllr A Graham




Cllr A Hornsby-Smith




Cllr D Thompson  (Substituting for Cllr Chris Pack)

Cllr C Robins
Apologies:
Apologies for absence were received from Cllr Chris Pack.

Declaration of Interest:   None
1.
Section 106 Payments
The Chair welcomed Mr Howard Cox (Developer Funding Team Leader) and Karen Howe (Developer Planning Obligations Manager) both of Oxfordshire County Council to talk to the committee regarding section 106 developer agreements and the outstanding obligations relevant to Kidlington.

Mr Cox circulated documentation including an overview of the planning obligation (commonly also known as section 106 agreements or developer contributions) process, the current county council cabinet report (July 2008 – 2009) on the contributions secured and allocated during the previous year, and a diagram of the existing local planning permissions for which developer contributions had been secured.

He explained that contributions may be financial or may be works in kind deemed necessary for the development.

Planning permission was normally granted by the District Council which would consult with Oxfordshire County Council as well as other public authorities. The County Council would assess the local infrastructure and would make suggestions about what would be required if planning permission was granted.

Guidance (Government circular 505) required that 5 key tests be met.

These were that a planning obligation must be:

· Relevant to planning;

· Necessary to make the proposed development acceptable in planning terms;

· Directly related to the proposed development;

· Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed development;

· Reasonable in all other aspects.

In respect of the obligations negotiated by Oxfordshire County Council these would refer to the county functions.

Annex 1 of the cabinet report showed the contributions secured for the whole county in relation to county functions, and amounted to a total of £19.87m covering 91 schemes - with the largest proportion (being £12,388m) awarded to the Cherwell District for 29 schemes. Annex 2 of the report showed the amounts relevant to the Kidlington cluster (identified as the Kidlington and Yarnton electoral division) for which – during 2007/08 - there had been a spend of £1,699,828.

The plan showed the sites within the division to which the planning obligations referred.

There was also a countywide illustration of how developer contributions had been spent on county functions during 07/08 and showed that these had mainly concentrated on schools – new build and improvements -and highway issues to include infrastructure and public transport provision. 

Mr Cox outlined that the 2007 Planning Bill included proposals for a new Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) to be used instead of the planning obligation process, though this would be optional. Where it was introduced it was likely that future infrastructure needs would be identified through the LDF process, and the purpose of the CIL would be to contribute to the costs of the identified infrastructure as needed to support development of the area.

It was likely that the levy would be a certain amount per dwelling or square metre of the development.

The government proposed guidelines had not yet been determined but it was thought unlikely that the county council would be the charging authority in this regard. It was most likely that the role would fall to the District Council.

Mr Cox suggested that it was important that all levels of local government had an input. However when a council was asked for consultation on a specific application the council was still able to request a contribution for a specific project even if the council was minded to object to the application.

The officer responded to questions from the committee:
Cllr Andrew Hornsby-Smith was surprised that there was £228,000 in the balances for the Kidlington cluster considering the low turnover of building in the area and he wondered where the contributions had come from. He also asked what happened to monies unspent.

It was explained that in many cases there was a longstop arrangement and money had to be returned if unspent by a designated time.  However, a number of contributions could be retained.

There had been 25 agreements relating to the Kidlington cluster that also included Gosford & Water Eaton and Yarnton – the largest being a contribution of £78,000 from development on the Langford Lane site that had mainly been for transport purposes.

Mr Cox promised to send a summary of the detail of the agreements as they affected Kidlington and how money had been spent within the cluster.

Cllr Hornsby-Smith added that the Parish Council had submitted information for the LDF. The Council had carried out a recent healthcheck that had identified the needs of the village and showed that it was important to regenerate the village centre. 
Because of the constraints of the Green Belt the opportunities for development in Kidlington were limited and so there was a need for all the contributions that could be obtained.

He was unsure that the county council was aware of these documented needs.

Mr Cox confirmed that where the county council released sites it was treated the same as any other developer. He could advise on the position regarding transport but his section did not deal with it directly.

It was stressed that as a consultee the County Council could advise on the contributions needed but there were other consultees - such as the PCT - that could also advise.

Cllr Graham commented that it would be useful to have a similar breakdown from the District Council. He would hope that other public authorities could receive contribution provided that it didn’t deter development. He wanted to optimise the gains for the parish.

It was however hoped that if a standard list was produced it would not prevent a request being made at planning permission time for specific issues to be addressed.

Mr Cox reported that during negotiations there were a number of hurdles to overcome including convincing a developer of the needs of the community. It was also important to understand that the community was not beholden to developers to address existing deficiencies unless the development was likely to worsen an existing deficiency.

District and county officers could help to quantify the scale of mitigation appropriate to those deficiencies.

Comment was also made that there is often a long time between the negotiation of a contribution and the project, coming to fruition so it was possible that a project may not be able to wait until the contribution was available.

Mr Cox was asked at what stage the money was paid and replied that he preferred the contribution to be given at the start of the project though sometimes – particularly with large developments scheduled to take 10 / 15 years plus - it was necessary to phase the payments.

It was noted that as building progressed the infrastructure needed increasing. This increase had to be phased in accord with the increasing needs.

Cllr Hornsby-Smith added that there had been a specific agreement with Sainsbury’s and that the Parish Council had attempted to apply for money for double yellow lines for the area opposite.

He reported that at the public enquiry he had put forward a need for a bus stop on the C43 which had not been supported at the enquiry. The bus stop had now been erected. It was confirmed that it had been achieved through some of the money provided by Sainsbury’s.

Cllr Hornsby-Smith was therefore curious as to how it was proving so difficult to justify the yellow lines.

He was advised that there had been £50,000 to deal with off site parking problems and understood that a parish survey was to be undertaken to support the application. This could be used as justification, and Cllr Hornsby-Smith confirmed that he was working on such evidence.
It was noted that a lot of the money that had been allocated (and remained in balances) was specific for a railway station. It was also noted that there would shortly be a railway station in Kidlington – at the Grain Silo – and it was hoped that the funds could be used towards peripheral works to be undertaken there.

Councillors were anxious to obtain similar information from Cherwell District Council and Mr Cox reported that the District Council had a guidance booklet relating to planning obligations that could be downloaded off the CDC website.

Mr Cox and Ms Howe were thanked for attending and providing such interesting information.

They left the meeting at 8.20pm. 


2.
Minutes

The minutes of the meeting of the Policy & Finance Committee held on 30th April 2009 were agreed and signed as a true record with the addition to minute 63(a), to amend the opening paragraph to read “ the committee considered recent internal audit reports as detailed below with comments made thereon shown in bold italics.”
3. Matters arising from the minutes of the meeting 30th April 2009

i) One Stop Shop (Minute 62(ii))
The Committee had been circulated with notes of a meeting that had taken place with representatives of the Parish Council and District Council officers on 7th May.

It was noted that the Annual Council meeting had agreed not to continue with the building sub-committee of the Community Committee and had instead appointed a group consisting of Chair of the Council together with Councillors Chris Pack, Devena Rae, and David Thompson to work with the District Council on the proposals.
Cllr Betts advised the meeting that the District Council were agreeing to build a reconfigured one-stop shop at their own cost together with reconfigured offices for the Parish Council use in return for a lease at peppercorn rent as existing.

ii) Fireworks (Minute 62(iii))

As had been reported at the Annual Council meeting the Rugby Club were not concerned about the firework display provided the club was involved at the planning stage to ensure that vulnerable areas of the pitches were kept clear of pedestrian traffic.

The Rugby Club was happy to wait until the further meeting of the fireworks committee in September.
iii) Royal Mail (Minute 69)

The Clerk had circulated a copy of a letter sent to Dr Evan Harris but for which she had not yet had a reply, concerning delays in post delivery.
iv)
Eco Towns (Minute 70)

Cllr Hornsby-Smith reported that there were some concerns amongst the Weston Front group as to what was going on behind the scenes in regard to negotiations over eco-towns and that the group was keeping a watching brief.

v)
Football Club Fence (Minute 71(ii))
The Committee were advised that following discussions at the meeting with the Football Club Secretary, the club had contacted the Planning Officer who had said that the planning permission for the fence would not be required on the football pitch side of the trees providing the fence was no more than 2 metres high.  

The Club had asked whether the Parish Council was amenable to the club going ahead with the purchase. There was no dissention.

4.
Co-Option

The Committee had been circulated with a discussion paper regarding the formula for co-option of candidates to the parish council.   This was the result of a meeting held between the Cllrs Betts, Hornsby-Smith and Thompson on 19th May 2009.

Cllr Thompson had been invited to attend the Policy and Finance Committee meeting as he had held a minority opinion that candidates should not state their political allegiances - to ensure that there was no influence.

Cllr Thompson thought that there could be a possibility of members voting on party grounds rather than on the candidate’s potential for the community.  He did not believe that there was a need for politics at this level of government. However, he had been persuaded  that there was an argument in favour of recording political allegiances in some cases.
Cllr Hornsby-Smith did not believe it right to tell a candidate what they could and couldn’t put. Political party allegiances could demonstrate a community interest. The Committee agreed that there should be no restriction on candidates stating any matters that they wish to. 
Comment was made as to whether there should also be a protocol for the eventuality of no applicants. It was felt that there was no reason why a group of members could not approach individuals to come forward.

Cllr Robins asked whether if vacancies occurred in quick succession that applications should be kept on file but this was not considered appropriate.

It was agreed that the suggested timescale of 14 days from the date of advertisement was too short and that it should be changed to 21 days.

There was a suggestion that an advertisement for councillors should be put on noticeboards including the Co-Op, Sainsbury’s, and Tesco’s but noted that the Co-Op and Tesco no longer had community notice-boards.  

Taking into account the amendments as agreed the committee was happy for the draft protocol to go forward as a recommendation for Council.

5.
Youth Council

The Committee had been presented with information in regard to the setting up of a youth council for Kidlington.
The Chair explained that this was an initiative that had been promoted from the NAG Committee and also the Youth Working Committee.

The Committee were also circulated with advice for local councils provided by the National Association of Local Councils on the creation of a youth council.
Cllr Betts thought there was a need for some funding for such groups and he felt that if the Parish Council was to put in grant it needed to be sure that the youth council was operating correctly.

Cllr Robins supported the idea of forming a youth council in principal but felt that the proposal required more detail.

Cllr Hornsby-Smith’s stated that the youth service was massively under-funded.  He felt that if the Parish Council was to supply a grant to a youth council for up to £2,000 this was insufficient to increase the youth services and could be raising an expectation that could not be met.  The Chair was of the opinion that the youth of Kidlington needed a voice.
It was also noted that if projects were to be achieved that there had to be tight timescale on their completion otherwise the youngsters would lose interest.

Both Councillors Betts and Graham found difficulty in understanding the actual concept of the youth council in the context of the Parish Council.  The suggestion was made that the group could join with the Parish Council possibly at Community Committee on an occasional basis, but the consensus was that more information about what the youth council would achieve and how it should be formatted was required.

RECOMMENDED that Cllrs Neil Prestidge and Sara Hepworth be invited to speak to the June Council meeting.
6. 
Overview and Scrutiny Programme
The Committee had been circulated with an invitation from the Chairman of the Overview & Scrutiny Committee to contribute to the process at Cherwell District Council.

The invitation explained that the Scrutiny Work Programme wanted to reflect the priorities and concerns of the local community and was interested to hear the views of the Council on what it would like considered.

The Committee RESOLVED to request consideration of the following:
· The lack of speed in taking enforcement action on planning issues and the adequacy of mechanisms for reporting back on that action.  
· The approach to parking at the renovated Leisure Centre in Kidlington has been completed in isolation not as a comprehensive scheme that deals with the existing parking arrangements. Parking has been located in front of the new entrance with no consideration to the needs of the site as a whole - which includes the school.
· The LDF process of going forward with the Core Strategy and the associated engagement with the Parish Council. There has been little information from the District Council about progress or delays in that process.
7.      Internal Audit Brief
The Committee had been circulated with a draft internal audit brief compiled by Cllrs Robins and Rae with the new Finance Officer.

There was some discussion on whether there should be provision for early termination of the contract if there was a serious breakdown of communication between the Council and the appointed auditor. The wording was fine for an initial tender but needed more detailed discussion with the preferred contractor.   It was requested that the tenderers should be asked for the resources available when setting their costs.
RESOLVED “in view of the confidential nature of the business about to be transacted
 it is  advisable in the public interest that the press and public be temporarily excluded and they are instructed to withdraw”
8.        Gravel Pits

It was agreed that a principal needed to be established before looking into the detail of the matter, and RECOMMENDED that the Council be requested to commission a feasibility study before any further action was taken.
Chair.
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