Agenda Item 6
Scrutiny Committee, 30 November 2016
Information Bulletin
The Information Bulletin is a document that is made available to the public with the
published agenda papers. It can include update information requested by the
Committee as well as information that a service considers should be made known to
the Committee.
This Information Bulletin covers the following items:
Norfolk and Suffolk Devolution Proposals
Suffolk Flood Risk Management Scrutiny Sub-Committee
Site selection for new schools
Libraries Information Update

1.

Norfolk and Suffolk Devolution Proposals

1.1 On 30 September 2016 the Committee asked for a response to a number of
questions following discussion of Agenda Item 5, Norfolk and Suffolk Devolution.
A response was prepared for a meeting of the Committee scheduled for 3
November 2016. However, that meeting was cancelled due to unforeseen
circumstances. The response is therefore set out below, for formal receipt by
the Scrutiny Committee on 30 November 2016. The Committee’s questions are
taken in turn below:
1c To recommend to the Leader and Assistant Chief Executive that the following
issues should be clarified in an information bulletin to Scrutiny for the next
meeting on 3 November 2016:
i. an estimate of paid officer time put into devolution work;
1.2

As engaging in devolution is a strategic priority for the County Council, it is
estimated that a small core of 4 corporate officers (focussed on strategy and
communications) have spent approximately 60% of their time on average, on
devolution related work since the announcement of the East Anglia devolution
deal in March 2016. Additionally, service leads for those policy areas included
in the Deal (e.g., in legal, finance, skills, transport, planning and economic
development) have also been involved in devolution related work in the same
period of around 15% on average. Much of this work involves responding to
national policy that would need to be actioned regardless of any devolution
arrangements for example, application to the Local Growth Fund and local
implementation of the Apprenticeship Grant for Employers – a benefit has been
greater access to and influence over decision making including local leadership
of the Area Based Review of skills provision for young people aged 16 or more.
In addition, officers have been involved for specific issues, for example, in
analysing the online consultation.
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1.3

These figures are estimates as there has been no specific time recording.
Officers’ time has been allocated to devolution as a core part of their work in
supporting the Council’s priorities.

ii. the cost of the devolution consultation work in Suffolk;
1.4

During the consultation period (July-August 2016) the County Council
undertook activity to promote engagement by the public and partners in the
online consultation and raise awareness of the Devolution Deal on offer to
Norfolk and Suffolk. Materials such as flyers for public engagement events (for
example: Ipswich railway station and town centres across the county) and
advertising in the local press and public spaces (e.g., on bus stops) were
invested in. In total, this engagement activity cost Suffolk County Council
£33,897. Costs in relation to engagement and promotion undertaken by other
Suffolk local authorities has not been logged by the County Council.

1.5

In addition, the County Council has contributed £6,500 towards the Mori
telephone survey that formed a substantial part of the consultation for the
Secretary of State.

iii. clarification of the meaning of the statement in paragraph 42 of the report at
http://committeeminutes.suffolk.gov.uk/LoadDocument.aspx?rID=0900271181d
a3976
“In relation to Mayoral costs the agreed intention of the Constituent Authorities
is that the £25 million per annum funding allocation will be invested so as to
leverage additional financial benefit for the Combined Authority which will, after
an initial investment period, exceed the Mayoral costs arising from the creation
of a Combined Authority”.
1.6

The Combined Authority would need to set a Mayoral Budget for 2017-18 as it
would exist prior to the first Mayoral election. In the years after that, the Mayor
will propose a draft Mayoral budget prior to each financial year. This draft
budget will be scrutinised by the Combined Authority’s Overview and Scrutiny
Committee (similar to current local authority processes). It may be rejected if
two thirds of the Combined Authority membership vote to do so. The Mayor will
then need to present a revised budget for consideration and the process for
doing this will be set out in the Constitution

1.7

Legally, the costs of the mayor are met by the Constituent Authorities. From
2018/19 these costs can be met from precepts issued by the Combined
Authority. However, to minimise any call on the constituent authorities, the
Combined Authority’s Governance scheme states (p13 paragraph 21.4 of the
draft Governance Scheme appended to the 30 June County Council report on
devolution) that in the first three years, the Mayoral costs may be met by a loan
from each of the Constituent Authorities (pro rata to population) to the
Combined Authority, that is repayable on the 3rd anniversary of the Mayoral
election. It also establishes the expectation that the benefit derived from
investment of the single investment pot will outweigh the Mayoral costs. It is
clear that we are not permitted to dip into the single pot money directly to cover
the mayoral budget (although some authorities, for example, Greater
Lincolnshire, proposed using a share of the fund to help resource the Combined
64

Authority). However, the financial benefits that will be generated by the Deal
(such as the additional single investment pot) will be substantially greater than
the mayoral costs.

iv. a high level business plan which provides:
•

an outline estimate of the costs of setting up and running the Mayoral
Combined Authority, including election costs;

•

greater clarity as to how the funding associated with the deal will be used
and which funding elements are money not previously allocated to
Suffolk or Norfolk;

•

the anticipated financial leverage achievable from the deal;

1.8

Once all participating local authorities across Norfolk and Suffolk have agreed
to proceed in implementing the Deal and creating the Norfolk and Suffolk
Combined Authority and directly elected Mayor, they will need to turn attention
to the specific costs and model for establishing a Mayoral Combined Authority.
This work will need to be done collectively across all participating councils;
therefore, it is not possible to provide a business case in isolation and prior to
full discussion across all of the councils in November.

1.9

However, Leaders have been clear that costs should be kept to a minimum.
There will be upfront costs; although this will be superseded by the level of
funding that the Devolution Deal will generate. The costs would be minimised
by maximising existing resources, for example, use of existing buildings and
‘back office’ systems, with opportunity to minimise duplication across the
authorities. Existing Combined Authorities have tended to evolve with staffing
secured by a combination of:
•

Recruitment to posts employed directly by the Combined Authority

•

Transfer to posts employed directly by the Combined Authority

•

Secondment (e.g. to directly-employed posts or to a team hosted by a
lead authority)

•

Job share (e.g. to directly-employed posts or to a team hosted by a lead
authority)

•

Service Level Agreement

•

Commissioning support from member authorities

1.10 For most Combined Authorities costs have been minimised by existing senior
staff taking on the statutory posts required for a Combined Authority (Head of
Paid Service, Monitoring Officer and Chief Finance Officer). Similarly, the
Mayoral elections will be run on the same day as existing local elections in order
to reduce the associated running costs.
1.11 Publicly available information on the cost of existing Combined Authorities
(currently without directly elected Mayors) is limited; however, two examples
are provided below for additional reference:
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West Yorkshire Combined Authority http://www.westyorks-ca.gov.uk/whatwe-do/
Membership: Bradford Council, Calderdale Council, Kirklees Council, Leeds
Council, Wakefield Council, York Council, Leeds City Region LEP (also
incorporates former Passenger Transport Executive)
Staff: 454
Description

Cost

Net Corporate and Democratic Core
Costs

£9.294 million

Officers’ Remuneration Costs (salaries,
pensions)

£15.165million

Tees Valley Combined Authority https://teesvalley-ca.gov.uk/tees-valleycombined-authority/about-us/
Membership: Darlington Borough Council, Hartlepool Borough Council,
Stockton on Tees Borough Council, Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council
and Tees Valley Unlimited (the Local Enterprise Partnership)
Description
salaries, pensions and other running
costs)
1.12

Cost
£2.135 million

It is not possible to pre-empt how the Mayoral Combined Authority will decide
to use its funding; however, there are indications in the Devolution Deal
document (Norfolk and Suffolk Devolution Deal, Appendix A, County Council
papers 30 June 2016) given its focus on economic growth, transport, housing
and planning and education, employment and skills. For example:
•

“The Combined Authority will create and manage a single pot which will be
used by the Combined Authority to invest in economic growth, helping to
accelerate housing delivery and job creation” (paragraph 9)

•

“The Combined Authority, with its partner authorities, will use the powers
and infrastructure resources devolved from central government, alongside
local public and private investment, to substantially increase housing
delivery” (paragraph 16)

•

“In addition to gain share funding, local authorities will bring forward within
six months a non-statutory infrastructure delivery plan which identifies
infrastructure needed to support the increased funding of new homes and
proposals to fund this through devolved infrastructure funds, through
national programmes and through local funding” (paragraph 19)

•

“The Combined Authority and Government agree to establish a Joint
Investment and Assets Board to review all land and property held by the
public sector …to invest in strategic infrastructure priorities” (paragraph
25a)
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•

“From 2018-19 there will be full devolution of funding [for the Adult
Education Budget]. The Norfolk and Suffolk Combined Authority will be
responsible for allocations to providers and the outcomes to be achieved,
consistent with statutory entitlements.” (paragraph 42b)

1.13 Of the funding available in the Deal, the £25 million a year for 30 years single
investment pot is entirely new and additional funding that would not otherwise
be allocated to Norfolk and Suffolk.
1.14 The £30 million housing for Norwich and Ipswich is also entirely new and
additional as is most of the £100 million housing funding.
1.15 Control over the Adult Education Budget is new; therefore, whilst some of that
money would have been spent in the area all of that budget (approximately, £20
million) will be spent in Norfolk and Suffolk as considered most locally
appropriate from 2018-19. The same rationale also applies to the
Apprenticeship Grant for Employers (approximately, £2 million).
1.16 The strategic transport budget (approximately £225 million across Norfolk and
Suffolk over four years) would normally be allocated on an annual basis to
highways authorities. Therefore, although it is funding that is currently received
by the area, the Deal provides longer term surety over four years, enabling
better planning for its use.
1.17 In terms of additional leverage, it will, for example, be possible for the Combined
Authority to use £12 million of the £25 million to support borrowing of up to £150
million to invest in growth, housing and jobs.
v. an indication of what impact the deal will have on how tax is currently raised
and spent in Suffolk and Norfolk;
1.18 The Combined Authority will be a levying body under section 7.4 of the Local
Government Act 1988 and therefore, will be able to issue a levy (in equal
shares) to its constituent authorities for expenses that are reasonably
attributable to the exercise of its functions (excluding Mayoral functions).
1.19 The Combined Authority will also be able to precept under section 39 of the
Local Government Finance Act 1992 but only in relation to expenditure incurred
by the Mayor or in connection with the exercise of the Mayoral Functions. This
means that the Combined Authority can issue a precept to its Constituent
Authorities for the costs of the Mayor. As highlighted in the response to iii) for
the first three years of the Combined Authority, the costs of the Mayor will be
met by a loan from Constituent Authorities in equal shares, relative to
population. The loan is repayable on the third anniversary of the mayoral
election.
1.20 Subject to the making of enabling legislation, the Mayor has the power to place
a supplement of 2p in the pound of rateable value on business rates, if
agreement of the local business community is secured through the Local
Enterprise Partnership Board. The Mayoral levy would be used to fund
infrastructure.
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1.21 Beyond these powers, the way that tax is raised and spent in Suffolk and
Norfolk will be unchanged following the creation of a Mayoral Combined
Authority. However, local authorities and the Combined Authority will all be
affected by the move to 100% local retention of Business Rates and cessation
of Revenue Support Grant to local authorities from 2020. How this might impact
locally cannot be assessed at present, as Government issued its first
consultation on Business Rates Retention over the Summer (closed
26 September 2016) and its response to the consultation replies is currently
awaited. Three devolved areas (London, Greater Manchester and Liverpool
City Region) have been confirmed as pilots for the new arrangements (once
Government clarify their preferred approach), with speculation that other
devolved areas, such as Cornwall and Sheffield City Region will also become
pilots.
vi. an outline of the direction of “the journey” following the agreement of the
first deal;
1.22

In the spirit of devolution, each area that has secured a devolution deal has
negotiated a bespoke set of devolved arrangements and, depending on how
long the deal has been in place, pursued further negotiation and dialogue with
Government according to local circumstances. As the first area to agree a
devolution deal, Greater Manchester is often referred to. It has secured four
devolution deals including a wide range of issues from economic growth and
skills, health and care and criminal justice and continues to use its devolved
status as a way of maintaining a dialogue with Government to secure further
powers, funding and flexibilities.

1.23

Although there is no pre-determined process or journey, it is expected that a
Norfolk and Suffolk Combined Authority and directly elected Mayor would want
to expand on the first deal to secure more devolved powers, funding and
flexibilities including potentially other policy areas, such as health and care as
well as capitalise on its relationship with Government to champion the interests
of Norfolk and Suffolk.

1.24

Announcements relating to devolution agreements, tend to be made around
‘fiscal events’ such as the Budget Statement; therefore, it is possible that further
devolution announcements will be included in the Autumn Statement on
23 November 2016.

vii. clarity as to the circumstances in which an elected mayor would have power
to over-rule majority decisions of the Combined Authority;
1.25

The Mayor will be a voting Member of the Combined Authority. The general
principle (subject to the following paragraph) will be that all decisions of the
Combined Authority shall be decided by a majority of those voting Members
present and voting, subject to the majority including the vote of the Mayor. The
Mayor, as Chairman, does not have a casting vote.

1.26

The following will require unanimous agreement of the Members of the
Combined Authority:
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•

Borrowing limits, treasury management, investment strategy

•

Constitution, standing orders and changes thereto

•

Establishment of committees/boards, Overview and Scrutiny Committee
and Audit Committee, terms of reference and composition

•

Spatial plan

•

Proposals to Secretary of State for additional powers

•

Appointment and dismissal of statutory officers

1.27 The Constitution of the Combined Authority will contain more detail regarding
decision making.
viii. honesty about the potential impact of the devolution deal on existing local
government structures;
1.28

The devolution deal and associated governance (creating a Combined
Authority and directly elected Mayor) would not supersede existing statutory
powers of local authorities. For example, districts and boroughs would remain
the local planning authorities and county councils would remain the highways
authorities.

1.29

Norfolk and Suffolk would be one of the first areas to secure a devolution deal
where the local government structures do not include any unitary authorities.
Consequently, there is little precedent to learn from in terms of impact.
Moreover, in the spirit of greater local autonomy, any impact on existing local
government structures would need to be locally led and appropriate.

ix. the measures being taken to mitigate risk.
1.30

Once finalised, the provisions in the Devolution Deal will be subject to
monitoring and evaluation schemes. Although locally developed, these will be
agreed with Government who remain accountable to the Public Accounts
Committee for the powers and funding that are devolved. In addition, the single
investment pot (£25 million per year over 30 years) will be subject to a gateway
review every five years. This will be conducted by an independent panel
commissioned by the Department of Communities and Local Government.

1.31

As part of the process for establishing the Mayoral Combined Authority, the
participating local authorities would need to draft a constitution for adoption by
the Mayoral Combined Authority. This will include: procedural rules (e.g.:
financial, procurement, employment), codes of conduct and scheme of
delegation. Once established, the Mayoral Combined Authority will be subject
to its own Overview and Scrutiny and Audit Committees.

1.32 In addition to developing the constitution, the shadow arrangements prior to the
creation of the Mayoral Combined Authority will need to ensure that there is
clarity on the accountabilities for the powers and funding contained in the
Devolution Deal.
For further information please contact: Caroline Davison, Head of Policy; Email:
caroline.davison@suffolk.gov.uk, Telephone: 01473 264400.
Back to top
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2.

Suffolk Flood Risk Management Scrutiny Sub-Committee

2.1 The Suffolk Flood Risk Management Scrutiny Sub-Committee is a SubCommittee of the Suffolk County Council (SCC) Scrutiny Committee. It is chaired
by Councillor Mary Evans, who represents the County Council, and each of the
Borough and District Councils are also represented. The Sub-Committee met on
10 November 2016 at the offices of Mid Suffolk District Council in Needham
Market, when it considered the management of surface water drainage in the
current planning process.
2.2 The Sub-Committee was joined for this item by Matt Hullis, Head of Environment
Strategy SCC, Steve Merry, Assistant Area Manager, Highways, SCC and
Gemma Walker, Senior Officer, Growth and Sustainable Planning, Mid-Suffolk
District Council.
2.3 The Sub-Committee commended the progress that has been made on this issue
since it was last considered in 2015, and the way in which District and Borough
Councils and the County Council are working together to develop and implement
new procedures in an area of emerging policy, including the part time deployment
of County Council Flood Team staff to Local Planning Authority offices. It
recommended to the Cabinet Member for Environment and Public Protection:
1.

That all councillors, particularly planning committee members, should be
made aware of Appendix C of the Suffolk Flood Risk Management Strategy,
and should be offered sustainable drainage training similar to that recently
provided to planning authority officers.

2.

That planning authorities should be offered assistance by SCC to assess
the potential effects on flood risk of applications for minor developments
e.g. use of standard conditions, access to flood risk maps and ability to
informally consult with SCC staff.

3.

That the County Council should publish the standard planning conditions
relating to flood risk management, to enable developers and planning
committee members to better understand the likely expectations prior to
proposing development. This should be caveated with a statement
confirming each development is considered on its own merits and the
conditions are therefore subject to change.

4.

That the video about rural sustainable drainage and natural flood
management produced by Stroud District Council should be promoted more
widely in Suffolk, particularly to parish councils.

5.

That parish councils should be provided with an information pack to
increase awareness of:
a.

obligations on landowners to obtain Land Drainage Consent before
working on ditches, streams, or rivers, and should be encouraged to
report to the County Council any unauthorised alterations to
watercourses which come to their attention;

b.

opportunities to participate in partnership funding agreements to
address flooding issues in their parishes;

c.

the role of risk management authorities in the planning and
development control process.
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6.

That a review should be conducted into the options for long term
maintenance of SUDs (Sustainable Drainage Systems), and the outcomes
reported to the Sub-Committee at its next meeting. This should include:
a.

funding long term SUDs maintenance through land charges on
property; and

b.

inviting Internal Drainage Boards to set up pilot SUDs management
projects.

2.4 The papers for the meeting, including the Information Bulletin, which contains
information about the Suffolk Holistic Water Management Project, the National
Flood Resilience Review, an update on the Kirkley Stream Lowestoft, Flood Re
(a scheme for affordable flood insurance in high risk areas), updated government
advice on climate change risk, the Lowestoft Flood Risk Management Project
and the National Flood Forum September Bulletin can be accessed via the
following link:
http://committeeminutes.suffolkcc.gov.uk/meeting.aspx?d=10/Nov/2016&c=Suff
olk Flood Risk Joint Scrutiny Sub Committee
2.5 The minutes of the meeting will be confirmed at the next meeting of the SubCommittee, which will be held on 10 July 2017. It is anticipated that at this
meeting the Committee will consider a review of the options for long term
maintenance of sustainable drainage systems, and will also receive information
about the Ipswich Tidal Barrier.
2.6 Copies of Flood Investigation Reports, newsletters and information on flood
management strategies can be found on the Suffolk Flood Risk Management
Partnership pages of the Green Suffolk website at:
http://www.greensuffolk.org/about/SFRMP
For further information please contact: Katherine Bailey, Democratic Services Officer;
Email: Katherine.Bailey@suffolk.gov.uk, Telephone: 01473 260132.
Back to top

3.

Site selection for new schools

3.1

At its meeting on 28 July 2016, the Scrutiny Committee agreed, at the request
of its Chairman, to ask for an information bulletin on the County Council’s
general principles and processes for the site selection process for new schools.
This information was presented to the Committee at its meeting on 30
September 2016. However, the Committee considered that greater clarity
about the process was required, and requested a further briefing providing case
study examples of recent sites which have been selected.

3.2

Following this, the Chairman and Vice-Chairman met with Frank Stockley,
Senior Infrastructure Officer, Children and Young People’s Services on 25
October 2016, to clarify the additional information required. It was agreed the
information should focus on the steps which take place between the point at
which the need for additional school places is agreed (which has previously
been scrutinised by the Education and Children’s Services Scrutiny Committee)
and the application for planning permission being submitted for the chosen site.
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Additional Information
3.3

As reported previously to the Committee, when a new school is required to
support a major housing development, the developer will often offer a school
site free of charge as part of their planning obligations. In these circumstances
selecting a school site is relatively straight forward as the site will be within the
new community with access and services provided as part of the new
development.

3.4

When the need for a new school has been established, senior colleagues in the
Schools Infrastructure Team analyse population and forecast data to determine
the appropriate location. A search for suitable sites in that location is then
commissioned from Concertus.

3.5

Concertus will assess potential sites in the area, taking into account of a number
of factors which could have a significant influence on the cost or delivery of the
new school, including:


Location in relation to other schools.



Accessibility of the site – in consultation with Suffolk Highways colleagues.



Environmental issues – in consultation with local planning and ecology
officers.



Cost of acquiring the site - is it affordable? Particularly if it has residential
planning consent.



Availability of the site to deliver a new building within our timescales.

3.6

Concertus then meets with officers from Children and Young People’s Services
(CYP), to provide an initial assessment of site availability and potential issues
associated with them.

3.7

Using the information provided from Concertus about the sites, and additional
information held by CYP, for example pupil forecast data, a senior officer in the
Schools Infrastructure Team produces an options appraisal document.

3.8

The options appraisal is discussed with the CYP Management Team, and pros
and cons considered which will help to inform the selection of a preferred site.
It is unlikely that any of the options will present the perfect location and a variety
of factors can come into play which need to be considered carefully. Some
examples of affecting recent options for sites have included:











Cost to purchase the site;
Size and shape of the site – a broadly rectangular site with sufficient area
is preferred.
Land contamination issues;
Past and present military activity;
Lack of suitable access to site;
Location in relation to other schools;
Safety of walking and cycle routes;
Highways concerns;
Availability of public transport;
Environmental issues e.g. bats, great crested newts and stone curlews;
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3.9

Initial information about the potential sites is also discussed more widely with
colleagues and stakeholders including the portfolio holder and local county
council members.

3.10 Once a preferred site has been identified, CYP will commission Concertus to
undertake more detailed plans, which form the basis of wider discussions with
the local community. This exercise can be useful in helping to inform the final
application for planning. For instance, in a recent example, feedback from the
local community resulted in the proposed car park being moved from one side
of the site to the other.
For further information, please contact Frank Stockley,Senior Infrastructure Officer;
Email: frank.stockley@suffolk.gov.uk, Telephone: 01473 264644.
Back to top

4.
4.1

Libraries Information Update
This bulletin is in response to the Scrutiny Committee’s request for further
information on good practice in libraries that attracts people to libraries, and on
progress with acquiring more accurate people counters.

High visitor numbers.
4.2

The Committee requested additional information on specific activities that
attract more visitors. Of the libraries identified in the report, some activity is not
necessarily exportable to other libraries. Although there may be a wide range
of reasons why some libraries have increased visits, there are some good
examples of projects which have helped.

4.3

Stradbroke Library opened a post office in 2014 which has seen a big increase
in visits to the library. We know that these visits are not just people using the
post office, as library issues increased by over 1,100 in 2015 and there was
also an increase in people registering as library customers. The post office has
also helped to provide additional income and means that Suffolk Libraries is
now able to sell postage stamps from all the county’s libraries. Suffolk Libraries
won an award for this project at this year’s EDGE library conference.
Felixstowe, Woodbridge and Beccles libraries have all developed shared
customer service facilities with the district council which has predictably
resulted in an increase in visits.

4.4

Kessingland is another library which shows increased visits – this is a small
library but with a wide range of community activities including a bake club and
art group as well as activities for older people and children which are offered in
almost all libraries.

4.5

Kesgrave Library has also seen a big increase in visits and in children taking
part in the summer reading challenge.

People Counters
4.6

Suffolk Libraries IT team is working with the current supplier and another
supplier to develop a plan and costings for replacing or upgrading the people
counters in Suffolk’s libraries. New models of counter are available that are
ceiling mounted, and could potentially be connected to Suffolk Libraries’
computer network, allowing more robust data to be collected more efficiently.
It is expected that pilot sites will be selected and fitted out this calendar year.
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For further information please contact: Stephen Taylor, Development Manager,
Libraries, Information and Culture; Email: Stephen.taylor@suffolk.gov.uk, Telephone:
01473 265309.
Back to top
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