E03/58

MINUTES of the EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE held in the Committee Room, St Helen Court, County Hall, Ipswich on Thursday, 24 April 2003 at 10.30 am.

Present:

Jane Hore – Chair

Joan Girling, Terry Green, Tony Lewis, Peter Monk, Ray Nowak, Kathy Pollard and David Rowe.

Apologies for absence were received from Bryony Rudkin.

1.
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST AND DISPENSATIONS

The following declarations were noted:

(i) Terry Green declared a personal interest in item 3 relating to Recycling and Composting Initiatives and item 7 relating to Abbot’s Hall and the Museum of East Anglian Life as a member of Mid Suffolk District Council;

(ii) Ray Nowak declared a personal interest in item 3 relating to Recycling and Composting Initiatives as a member of St Edmundsbury Borough Council;

(iii) David Rowe declared a personal interest in item 3 relating to Recycling and Composting Initiatives as an employee of Ipswich Borough Council.

2.
CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

The minutes of the meeting held on 1 April 2003 were confirmed by the committee as an accurate record and signed by the Chair. 

3. FUTURE RECYCLING AND COMPOSTING INITIATIVES TO MEET STATUTORY TARGETS

Paper E03/53 by the Director of Environment & Transport and Assistant Director (Finance) summarised the implementation of recycling and composting programmes following the previous phase of collaborative funding.  It also included details of a proposed second phase of funding to help meet the challenging Best Value and Local Public Service Agreement household waste targets (a copy of the report appears in the Minute Book).  

Decision

(i) the revisions described in paragraphs 22-25 to the recycling and composting proposals from Mid Suffolk and Waveney District Councils for which collaborative funding of £1,079,000 was allocated be approved;

(ii) the new collaborative funding proposals from Ipswich Borough Council, St Edmundsbury Borough Council, Waveney District Council, Suffolk Coastal District Council and Forest Heath District Council be approved to support the source separated kerbside recycling and composting schemes and that £1,551,000 be committed over the period 2003 to 2007 (that would bring the final total for both phases to £3,830,000). 

Reasons for Decision

The Committee recognised that collaborative funding would contribute to the County Council meeting its statutory recycling target and the Local Public Service Agreement consortium meeting the waste recycling/composting target of 35% in 2004/05.  It was pleasing to note that in the view of the consortium this additional funding, and other funding already approved, meant there was a high confidence in meeting the targets.  

The Committee recognised that District and Borough Councils were at different stages in terms of the progress being made and the importance of spreading best practice was highlighted.  It was noted that further government funding was likely to be available in the future to support recycling and composting initiatives. 

Alternative Options

The Committee could have approved only part of the funding proposed or indeed none at all.  It was recognised however that if kerbside collections were not introduced by all the District and Borough Councils, the 35% recycling/composting target would not be met. 

Declarations of Interest

As noted in item 1, Terry Green, Ray Nowak and David Rowe had declared an interest in this report.  

Dispensations

Not applicable.

4. RIGHTS OF WAY DEFINITIVE MAP PROJECT
Paper E03/54 by the Director of Environment & Transport and Assistant Director (Scrutiny & Monitoring) reviewed the progress made by the specialist team set up to tackle the large number of outstanding rights of way claims that the County Council had to determine and considered how the Project might be continued from January 2004 onwards (a copy of the report appears in the Minute Book).  

Decision

i) the progress made to date by the Rights of Way Definitive Map Project in addressing the backlog of claims be noted; 

ii) the effectiveness of the specialist team be reviewed in time for the beginning of the budget setting process for 2004/05;

iii) future reports on the monitoring of this Project be referred to the Sustainable Suffolk Overview and Scrutiny Committee.

Reasons for Decision

The County Council had a continuous duty to review the Rights of Way Definitive Map and Statement.  If it did not, or made insignificant progress, then the Council was open to complaint to the Local Government Ombudsman, actions for judicial review or direction from the Secretary of State to determine individual cases.  

The Committee noted that the pilot project was being supported by one-off funds which were likely to run out in January 2004.  The specialist team had proved successful over the previous 15 months in processing around 133 claims but there were still over 800 rights of way claims and 1,000 anomalies to deal with as well as other Definitive Map work.  The Committee noted that the time limit for the submission of new claims under the Countryside & Rights of Way Act 2000 had been extended to 2026.  This in turn would bring additional formal claims currently being made at around 15 a year and there were concerns expressed by the Committee over a lack of government funding for this area of work.  

The Committee had been asked to support the principle of maintaining the specialist team as a base service from January 2004, subject to the 2004/05 budget making process.  However, an amendment was supported in that the effectiveness of the specialist team should be reviewed before the budget setting process so that a more informed decision could be taken on the way forward.  

The Committee supported the proposal that future reports on the monitoring of the project should be referred to the Sustainable Suffolk Overview and Scrutiny Committee but the words “on a yearly basis” were deleted.  This would avoid any suggestion that monitoring could wait until April 2004.  

Alternative Options

The Committee could have supported a return to the service level prior to establishing the project which barely kept pace with new applications and did not address the backlog of work or the potential for new claims.  It was recognised that such a decision would mean the Council being seriously vulnerable to complaint and legal action.  

Some amendments to the recommendations in the report were agreed as referred to above.  

Declarations of Interest

There were none declared.

Dispensations

Not applicable.

5.
PRIMARY EDUCATION PROVISION IN SUFFOLK - MEETING NEW CHALLENGES
Paper E03/55 by the Director of Education referred to a number of important challenges that primary schools currently faced and sought authority to begin a debate with governing bodies, headteachers and other stakeholders about those challenges and the future pattern of primary provision across the county (a copy of the report appears in the Minute Book). 

Decision

The distribution of a consultative paper to schools and others about primary provision in Suffolk be approved.  

Reasons for Decision

The Committee recognised that the County Council had a strong tradition of working successfully with its schools to meet challenges and find creative shared solutions.  A consultative approach was most likely to achieve the right outcomes and the way forward in the report was supported.  

The challenges in terms of the number of surplus places in Suffolk, provision of a full range of appropriate primary facilities and the difficulty in recruiting headteachers, particularly to small primary schools, were noted, along with the opportunities to establish federations and the concept of extended schools.  The Committee supported the view that the time was right to begin a consultative process and it was hoped that the initial results could be reported back in the Autumn.  The view that a specific timetable should not be laid down at this stage was supported.  

The Committee recognised that unless the issues were faced and solutions found, there was a danger that the Council would be forced to make changes to its primary provision which could include, as a last resort, school closures.  Some members of the Committee remembered the difficulties faced by the Council in the early 1980s when the closure of some small schools took place and it was hoped that such action would not be required.  

An amendment to the recommendation was supported in that the words “and others” should be added after the word “schools”.  This would reflect the fact that there were other stakeholders who would need to be consulted on the way forward.   

Alternative Options

Alternative options in terms of the way the consultation was undertaken were noted.

Declarations of Interest

There were none declared.

Dispensations


Not applicable.

6. JOINT POLICY AND ELIGITABILITY CRITERIA FOR NHS FUNDED CONTINUING HEALTH CARE
Paper E03/56 by the Director of Social Care and Health referred to the development of a `Joint Policy and Eligibility Criteria for NHS Funded Continuing Health Care’ by the Norfolk, Suffolk and Cambridgeshire Strategic Health Authority (a copy of the report appears in the Minute Book).  

Decision

(i) the Joint Policy and Eligibility Criteria for NHS Funded Continuing Care be endorsed, subject to the criteria being compliant with the advice given in the latest Ombudsman’s report on continuing care; 

(ii) the nomination of three councillors to be part of the Strategic Health Authority’s Continuing Care Review Panel be agreed, as referred to in paragraph 14 of the report. 

Reasons for Decision

The Committee noted that there were requirements laid down in national guidance from the Department of Health on jointly adopted policies and eligibility criteria for NHS continuing care and there were also relevant legal judgments.  

A number of detailed issues within the Joint Policy and Eligibility Criteria were discussed including the complicated situation around funding where the percentage contribution by the Council varied across the health systems in the county.  As more appeals came forward it was likely that some of those issues around funding would be exposed.  The procedures for resolving disputes were also discussed and the Director responded to concerns over whether the procedures were open enough and sufficiently independent.  He stressed the need to manage the procedures quickly and at the right level.  A detailed point concerning the management of records of patients was also responded to.

Alternative Options

The Committee could have decided to await the advice which was expected in the latest Ombudsman’s report on continuing care.  There were some detailed questions on the Joint Policy and Eligibility Criteria but no formal proposals to change the document were made. 

Declarations of Interest

There were none declared.

Dispensations

Not applicable.

7. ABBOT’S HALL AND THE MUSEUM OF EAST ANGLIAN LIFE
Paper E03/57 by the Assistant Director (Libraries & Heritage) proposed that the County Council should act as a guarantor, within certain conditions, in the performance of the obligations of the Museum of East Anglian Life under a lease of Abbot’s Hall that the Museum proposed to take from the Abbot’s Hall Trust (a copy of the report appears in the Minute Book). 

Decision

(i) approval be given to County Council acting as guarantor to the Museum of East Anglian Life’s performance of its obligations under a 125 year lease of Abbot’s Hall and gardens;

(ii) the lease contain provisions enabling the Museum to terminate the lease and a separate contract between the Museum and the County Council be completed by which the Museum would be required to end the lease in the event of either insolvency or failure to reimburse the County Council’s expenditure under the guarantee.  

Reasons for Decision

It was noted that the Committee had agreed to the Council leasing Abbot’s Hall from the Abbot’s Hall Trust in March 2001 and then granting a sub-lease to the Museum.  Because of difficulties arising from the Charity Commission’s requirements, that had not been possible and the way forward proposed in the report had been suggested following the receipt of legal advice.  

Some members expressed concern over the time taken to bring this matter to a conclusion, recognising the potential of the Museum as a heritage attraction.   There were also a number of concerns expressed over the County Council’s obligations and whether a risk assessment had been carried out.  It was explained that the risks were no different to those when the Committee had supported the taking of a lease in March 2001 and reference was made to the information in the appendix to the report.  The Assistant Director was of the view that it could be categorised as a low risk, particularly in terms of the initial five year period of the lease.  The Chief Executive commented that information around risk assessment was fundamental in terms of a large number of the reports coming forward and he would be taking that issue up corporately to ensure that the arguments were properly covered.  

There was also a view that the report did not contain enough information on the working of the Museum, including what it was trying to achieve, and the need for monitoring was highlighted.  This raised the issue of reports back from councillors who sat on outside bodies, particularly those bodies who received financial support.  This would be given further consideration both in terms of timing and the relevant Overview and Scrutiny Committee.  As far as the Museum of East Anglian Life was concerned, the Assistant Director confirmed that there was close officer involvement with regular checking of targets.  

There was a suggestion that the report be deferred for further information but on balance the majority of members were in favour of the way forward described in the report.  It was recognised that any further delay would not show the County Council in a good light.  

Alternative Options

The options described in the report of withdrawing from the negotiations or providing funding to help with the Charity Commission’s requirements for an independent survey and valuation were not supported.  

Declarations of Interest

As noted in item 1, Terry Green had declared an interest in this report. 

Dispensations

Not applicable.

8. ISSUES ARISING FROM OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY
There were no matters to report under this item.  

The meeting ended at 11.59am

Chair
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