
 

 
 

Environment, Transport and Development 
Overview and Scrutiny Panel 

 

Minutes of the Meeting held on Tuesday 23 July 2013 at 2.30pm in the 
Edwards Room, County Hall.   

 
Present: 

 
Mr T Adams Mr B Long 
Mr M Baker Mr J Perkins 
Mr R Bearman Mr N Shaw 
Mr B Bremner Mr B Spratt 
Mr R Coke Dr M Strong 
Mrs M Dewsbury Mr J Ward 
Mr T Garrod Mr A White 
Mr P Hacon Mr M Wilby 
Ms A Kemp  

 

Part-attendance by Cabinet Members: 

Mr G Nobbs Leader with Cabinet responsibility for Economic Development 
Mr D Harrison Environment, Transport, Development & Waste 
 

1 Election of Chairman 
 

 Mr B Spratt was elected Chairman of the Environment, Transport & 
Development Overview & Scrutiny Panel for the ensuing year.   
 

2 Election of Vice-Chairman 
 

 Mr A Boswell was elected Vice-Chairman of the Environment, Transport & 
Development Overview and Scrutiny Panel for the ensuing year.  Although he 
was unable to attend the meeting Mr Boswell had stated he would be willing to 
accept the position of Vice-Chairman if he was elected.  
 

3 Apologies 
 

 Apologies were received from Mr A Boswell (Mr R Bearman substituted); Mr T 
East (Dr M Strong substituted); Mr J Law (Mr T Garrod substituted).  
 

4 Minutes of the meeting held on 13 March 2013  
 

4.1 
 

The minutes of the meeting held on 13 March 2013 were agreed as an 
accurate record and signed by the Chairman, subject to the following 
amendment to item 9.3, 1st bullet point, paragraph 2.  The word “unopposed” 
replacing the words “unanimously agreed”. 



 
5 Declarations of Interest 

 
 There were no declarations of interest.   
 
6 Items of Urgent Business 

 
 There were no items of urgent business.  

 
 The Chairman agreed to Mr Bearman reading out the following question on 

behalf of Dr Andrew Boswell: 
 

 “Whilst it is understood that the ETD Director is currently working out his 
notice, the issue of reallocating his responsibilities is critical to the department 
and its smooth running in during the notice period and the transition period 
after his leaving. Will Cabinet Member, Cllr David Harrison, as a first step 
undertake an immediate, urgent review of "delegated responsibilities" within 
ETD, and bring to members proposals for alternative line of authorities to 
manage these areas of decisions that may arise at any time from now?  Will 
he also indicate what he is doing to more generally reassign the Director ETD 
responsibilities in the short and medium term?” 
 

 In response, the Cabinet Member for Environment, Transport, Development 
and Waste said that Anne Gibson and Mike Jackson would be working 
together to identify sensible handover arrangements during Mr Jackson’s 
notice period.  Towards the end of the notice period, this would include 
appropriate formal delegations where necessary.  Mr Harrison continued by 
saying that the department was very well run and that any delegations, either 
upwards or downwards, would be seamlessly made at the appropriate time 
before the Director’s notice period expired and he took up his new position 
with North Somerset Council.   
 

 The Panel congratulated Mr Jackson on his appointment as Chief Executive of 
North Somerset Council.   

 
7 Public Question Time 

 
 The list of public questions received and their responses are attached at 

Appendix A to these minutes.   
 

8 Local Member Issues/Member Questions 
 

 Following the ETD O&S Panel meeting on 13 March 2013 (Item 11.5), the 
Leader had written to DEFRA/Natural England to request that RA4 Blakeney 
Marsh should be excluded entirely from any future consideration regarding 
designation as a Marine Conservation Zone.   Dr Strong informed the Panel 
that Defra/Natural England’s response to the letter had been inappropriate and 
totally inadequate.  The Leader would be writing a follow up letter, reiterating 
the points made previously and requesting that a more suitable answer be 
provided.  



 
9 Forward Work Programme: Scrutiny 

 
9.1 The annexed report (9) by the Director of Environment, Transport and 

Development was received by the Panel.  The report set out the forward work 
programme for scrutiny.  
 

9.2 During the presentation of the report, the following points were noted: 
 

 • The Panel was asked to consider adding two new items to the forward 
work programme, namely the Councillor Call for Action submitted by 
Mr J Dobson on restoration of a public bus service at Great 
Massingham; and the scrutiny of the feasibility of supporting local 
businesses through changes to the current business rates regime 
which had been referred to ETD by the Corporate Resources Overview 
and Scrutiny Panel at its meeting on 13 June 2013.  The terms of 
reference for scrutiny of this topic were attached to the report at 
Appendix B.   
 

 • The Panel was also asked to consider whether or not it would like to 
hold regular scrutiny group lead meetings to discuss the scrutiny 
forward work programme and firm up proposals to bring 
recommendations for scrutiny topics to the Panel.   
 

9.3 The following points were noted during the discussion: 
 

 • Dr Strong asked for reassurance that two existing topics on the work 
programme (Broadband and Mobile Phones) would not be delayed if 
the Panel agreed to hold scrutiny group leads meetings.  The Scrutiny 
Support Manager said that work was continuing on the mobile phone 
infrastructure project and it was already planned to bring an update 
report to a future meeting of the Panel. .  
 
The Panel decided to hold one further meeting of the Mobile Phone 
working group and a report would be brought to the Panel for it to 
agree the most efficient way to progress this topic.   
 

 • The Panel AGREED to hold scrutiny group leads meetings to discuss 
the forward work programme and bring recommendations for scrutiny 
topics to future meetings of the ETD O&S Panel.   
 

9.4 Mr J Dobson introduced the Councillor Call for Action he had submitted on 
the Restoration of a Public Bus Service to Great Massingham, during which 
the following points were noted:  
 

 • The CCfA attached at Appendix C of the report was a summary of the 
issues he had raised with the Head of Democratic Services.  Mr 
Dobson confirmed he accepted the summary that had been submitted. 
 

 • A petition from the Village Action Group at Great Massingham was 



handed round for the Panel to view, together with some information on 
the costs and the population of villages within the area concerned.   
 

 • The villagers of Great Massingham had deemed the current service 
supported by the County Council to provide a feeder service linking 
Great Massingham to other routes as unsatisfactory for their 
requirements and the junction where the local community transport 
joined the main road was considered too dangerous.   
 

• The Village Action Group would be taking a petition to the House of 
Commons to try to get the services reinstated. 
 

 • Mr Dobson proposed that a working group be established to progress 
this subject.  He suggested that the Managing Director of Norfolk 
Green be invited to attend to fully explain the services that they could 
offer, as well as representatives from the Village Action Group.   
 

9.5 The Chairman thanked Mr Dobson for his presentation and invited Tracy 
Jessop, Assistant Director Travel and Transport Services to respond to the 
comments made, during which the following points were noted:    
 

 • The initial request to reinstate the bus service at Great Massingham 
had been investigated and a solution had been reached with Great 
Massingham Parish Council to run a six-month trial on a feeder service 
to connect to other services.   Unfortunately the trial had been 
postponed until the Councillor Call for Action had been heard by the 
Panel.   
 

 • The current service to the village of Great Massingham attracted an 
average of six passenger journeys per day which was in proportion 
with other villages of a similar size within the county.   
 

 • Great Massingham Parish Council had been working with the 
Passenger Transport team to try to reach a solution, but there was a 
need for a realistic and consistent approach to be maintained.  
 

9.6 During the general discussion, the following points were noted:  
 

 • The Panel considered that Great Massingham should not be singled 
out for scrutiny as many other villages in Norfolk were in a similarly 
isolated location.   
 

 • The free bus pass service was facing a shortfall of approximately 
£3.5m with further cuts expected and therefore no justification could be 
found for subsidising extra services to this village.   
 

 • If the Panel agreed to organise a working group to look at the issue of 
bus services in Norfolk, the most helpful solution would be to consider 
issues over the whole of Norfolk which would help Members put the 
situation at Great Massingham into context.   



 
9.7 The Panel agreed to ask the Rural Isolation Working Group set up by Cabinet 

Scrutiny Committee to consider rural bus services across the whole of 
Norfolk, and to bring their findings to a future meeting.  
 

9.8 The Panel agreed to hold one further meeting of the working group to 
consider Snettisham Access Signs and to complete its work to try to resolve 
the issue of signage.  This would provide policing of the area with clear 
guidelines to be followed in the event of complaints being received.   
 

9.9 The Panel received the Terms of Reference (attached to the report at 
Appendix B) for the scrutiny of the feasibility of supporting local businesses 
through changes to business rates.  This scrutiny topic had been referred to 
ETD Panel from Corporate Resources Overview and Scrutiny Panel at its 
meeting in June due to the strong economic development theme relating to 
this topic.   
 

9.9.1 Mr Clancy, a member of the Corporate Resources Overview and Scrutiny 
Panel, introduced the item by saying that any work that could be done to 
lessen the impact of business rates on small businesses would be very 
welcome and would also bring new businesses and opportunities to Norfolk 
which in turn would help to grow the economy.   
 

9.9.2 The Panel AGREED to hold a Scrutiny Group Leads meeting to progress this 
issue.  The Scrutiny Support Manager would contact members to arrange a 
suitable time and date.  
 

9.10 The Scrutiny Group Leads would also discuss whether Fracking should 
remain on the forward work programme or whether a report would only be 
brought to a future Panel meeting if there was any additional information to 
report.   

  
9.10 RESOLVED to  

 
 • Arrange a Scrutiny Group Leads meeting to discuss:  

. 
 o When and how to conduct the scrutiny of the feasibility of 

supporting local businesses through changes to business rates.  
o Any additional topics for the forward work programme. 
o Whether fracking should remain on the forward work 

programme or whether it would only be brought to a future 
Panel meeting if there was additional information to report.  
 

 • Hold a final working group meeting on the Snettisham Access Signs 
working group.   
 

 • Ask the Rural Isolation Working Group to include rural bus services 
across the whole of Norfolk, within its Terms of Reference.  

 
 



10 ETD Integrated performance and Finance Monitoring Report 2012/13 
 

10.1 
 

The Panel received the annexed report (10) by the Director of Environment, 
Transport and Development, updating the Panel on the year end position for 
ETD, together with an updated position on key projects where they are 
available.  Members were asked to comment on the progress against ETD’s 
service plan actions, risks and budget and consider whether any aspects 
should be identified for further scrutiny and consider and comment on the 
contents of the Economic Intelligence Report.  
 

10.2 The following points were noted during questions from the Panel: 
 

 • The three unchanged risks referred to within the dashboard - “failure to 
comply with Landfill Allowance for 2012/13”, “Failure to divert waste from 
landfill” and “non-compliance with Landfill Allowance for 2012/13” were 
kept under continuous review and once the risk had been reduced to a 
satisfactory level, it would be removed from the dashboard.   
 

 • The costs of the public enquiry for the Willows related to Norfolk County 
Council costs in relation to its responsibilities as a waste planning authority 
and did not include any costs incurred by Cory Wheelabrator.  
 

 • The target assumption for diverting waste from landfill of 200,000 tonnes 
related to the original projection that waste volumes would fall.  However 
the level of waste in 2012/13 had remained broadly the same as the 
previous year, which had caused an increase in costs due to not achieving 
the forecast decline in waste.   
 

 • 2016/2017 was the best estimate of the earliest date the Willows energy 
from waste plant could be working and processing waste.  Therefore the 
target date for diverting waste from landfill, which was a long-term risk, had 
been amended.   
 

 • Any changes to services and any new services for waste collection, for 
example food waste collections, by the District Councils was closely 
monitored to ascertain their effects on waste collection targets.    

 
 • Norfolk County Council was on target to deliver a 25% reduction in 

operational carbon footprint by 2014/15.   
 

 • Street lighting made up approximately 90% of ETD’s carbon emissions.  
Embedded carbon was not included in the measure of emissions for the 
CRC.  Part-night street lighting was on target to deliver a reduction in 
carbon emissions, with continuous investigation into ways of reducing the 
amount of energy used by street lights.  LED street lights were being 
installed in some areas, and although these were expensive to install, they 
did produce carbon savings. 

  
 • The Government’s Spending Review had announced a significant amount 

of additional funding for infrastructure, most of which was not allocated at 



the moment.  Work was underway with the A47 Alliance Campaign and the 
Highways Agency to identify specific schemes which would help improve 
the A47, after which bids could be prepared to compete for this additional 
funding.   

 
10.3 RESOLVED to 

 
 - note the progress made against ETDs service plan actions, risks and 

budget. 
- Note the contents of the Economic Intelligence Report.   

 
11 Highway Asset Performance 

 
11.1 The Panel received the annexed report (11) by the Director of Environment, 

Transport and Development updating members on the performance of the 
significant highway assets, seeking comments on service levels and priorities 
for allocation for the 2014-15 budget round. 
 

11.2 The points below were noted following questions from the Panel: 
 

 • Fen roads were still receiving significant funding and although they were 
no longer seen as a special case for funding, their condition remained 
susceptible to weather conditions and continued to be risk on the budget.   
 

 • The Panel AGREED to invite all MPs in Norfolk to explain how the funding 
for highways network was allocated and to listen to some of the problems 
experienced by road users in Norfolk.     
 

 • In collaboration with Cambridgeshire, Norfolk and Lincolnshire County 
Councils was continuing, even though their joint bid for funding to improve 
inter-joining roads had been rejected.   
 

 • No decision on the proposed allocation of the Integrated Transport 
Funding had been made to date.  Members would be able to comment and 
agree how the Structural Maintenance funding was allocated when it was 
next reviewed, which was carried out on an annual basis.   
 

 • Priority for road maintenance was given to A and B roads as they held 
greater amounts of traffic.   
 

 • Tar and chippings was used to fill potholes on the more rural roads, with 
patchwork asphalt being used on busier routes.  Contractors were 
reminded of the need to ensure potholes were filled before treating the 
road.  Anyone identifying potholes or the incorrect method of filling them, 
could email ETDHighways@norfolk.gov.uk who would carry out an 
investigation.   
 

11.3 RESOLVED to 
 

 i) note the report;  



ii) note the proposed continued use of integrated transport funding to 
support structural maintenance funding for 2014/15 (para 3.2);  

iii) note the proposed service levels for footways (para 7.2);  
iv) note the budget need and revised priorities for 2014-15 (paras 5.6 

and 7.4);  
v) support the proposed in-year changes to the Transport Asset 

Management Plan for 2013/14 (paras 9.4 and 9.5) for approval by 
Cabinet and the County Council.  

vi) ask all MPs in Norfolk to explain how the funding for highways was 
allocated and listen to the problems experienced by the people in 
Norfolk. 

 
12 Lead Local Flood Authority Flood Investigation Duty 

 
12.1 The Panel received the annexed report (12) by the Director of Environment, 

Transport and Development updating the panel on the role of Norfolk County 
Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority in carrying out its duty to investigate 
flooding in line with Section 19 of the Flood and Water Management Act 2010.  
Submitted with the report were three initial investigations into flooding that had 
occurred in Norfolk in 2012-13 at Dereham, Brooke and Little Melton.  Officers 
would ensure that any lessons learned through the process of flood investigation 
will be fed back to future Panels.    
  

12.2 During the discussion, the following points were noted: 
 

 • The flood investigation reports had been shared with the Local Member.   
 

 • All reported incidents of flooding had been filtered to identify those which 
needed further investigation.  The vast majority of the 3477 flood reports that 
had not been investigated had come under the responsibility of the Highways 
Authority.   
 

 • As part of the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy and in line with the 
Lead Local Flood Authorities Duty under the Flood and Water Management 
Act 2010, Norfolk County Council would maintain a register of structure and 
features that were likely to have a significant effect on flood risk.  This register 
would be made public and would aid local people in identifying where assets 
may need maintenance and/or repairing and who was responsible for these 
structures or features.   
 

 • Residents had a responsibility to pass flow on without affecting the rights of 
others.  Therefore, if a private resident installed drainage pipes to direct water 
off their land and this subsequently led to their neighbours properties flooding 
they could be held responsible.   
 

 • Further information on the responsibilities of the Lead Local Flood Authority 
can be found at:  
http://www.norfolk.gov.uk/Environment/Flood_and_water_management/index.
htm  

 



12.3 RESOLVED to: 
 
i) publish the Flood Investigation Reports (Appendices A-C of the report) 

and the revised Flood Investigation Flow Chart (Appendix D of the 
report); 

ii) Publish flood investigation reports in line with the revised Flood 
Investigation Flow Chart. 

iii) Note that the Flood and Water Management Team may close an 
investigation case file where it was not possible to corroborate the 
impact of a flood event as there is a lack of physical evidence.     

iv) Note the Flood and Water Management Team may undertake and 
publish an investigation where it had been possible to corroborate the 
impact of a flood event and there was evidence. 

v) Endorse the production of a report for the purposes of communicating 
Flood Investigations to the general public.  The report would be sent to 
Risk Management Authorities and affected parties.   

vi) Provide an annual report to ETD OSP, including progress on Flood 
Investigations in relation to service delivery undertaken by the Flood 
and Water Management Team in relation to the duties conferred 
through the Flood and Water Management Act 2010.   

 
13 The County Council’s Economic Growth Strategy End of Year 1 Progress 

Report.  
 

13.1 The Panel received the annexed report (13) by the Director of Environment, 
Transport and Development providing an update on delivery of the Economic 
Growth Strategy.   
 

13.2 During the presentation of the report by the Assistant Director Economic 
Development, it was noted that due to national changes the strategy was due 
to be refreshed.  The Spending Review had identified £2bn fund for Norfolk 
and Suffolk and, although the details were still emerging for each Local 
Enterprise Partnership (LEP), a clear strategic plan for the area was critical.   

 
13.3  The following points were noted in response to questions from the Panel: 
  
 • The New Anglia LEP, serving Norfolk and Suffolk, was a strong 

partnership which was highly engaged with businesses in both counties.   
  

 • The Leader of Norfolk County Council sat on the New Anglia LEP Board 
together with representatives from South Norfolk DC and Norwich City 
Council.   

 
 • The roll-out of Broadband was progressing well and would eventually be 

introduced in all areas across Norfolk although it was noted that places 
that already had a reasonable broadband service would not receive 
additional services.   
 

 • Workshops had been held inviting people who were interested in starting 
up a small business to attend.  These workshops had been well-attended 



and it was hoped that more people would be able to take advantage of 
the assistance provided and start up their businesses in the near future.   
 

 • The aim of the A47 Alliance was to get funding for the dualling of the A47 
from Great Yarmouth Peterborough and the group based strategy gave 
an additional opportunity to progress that issue.   
 

 • Following a suggestion that primary schools be visited to make them 
aware of the apprenticeship scheme, the Assistant Director Economic 
Development agreed that her team would investigate this possibility.  The 
aim would be to ensure all Norfolk schools were engaged with the 
apprenticeship scheme in an attempt to raise aspiration levels.  This work 
would be done in conjunction with Children’s Services. 
 

 • There was no intention to sell off any part of the County Farm estate in 
the foreseeable future.   
 

13.4 RESOLVED to note the progress on delivery of the Strategy and the 
proposal to refresh it by the end of the year.   

 
14 Norfolk Economic Growth Strategy: Future of the ex-RAF Coltishall site 

– Update on Future Plan.   
 

14.1 The Panel received a verbal update report and presentation (copy attached 
at Appendix B), during which the following points were noted:  
  

14.2 • Officers had met with the Community Reference Liaison Group (CRLG) to 
prepare the draft vision for the site. 
 

• The consultation would be launched at Coltishall on 23 July and could be 
found at http://www.norfolk.gov.uk/Business/Raf_coltishall/index.htm 
 

 • Mr G Nobbs, Leader of Norfolk County Council, had written a foreword 
saying that this was one of the most exciting development projects that 
the county council had taken on.  The Leader had also thanked Mr Cliff 
Jordan for his tireless efforts in securing the site.  
 

 • Themes for the development of the site included providing better access 
onto the site, opening up by-ways and cycle routes and also preventing 
HGVs from using the unsuitable routes by imposing access only 
restrictions.   
 

 • The zonal land plan had divided the site into 7 areas.  The runway would 
remain, although it was made clear that Norwich Airport would not be 
relocating to Coltishall.  There were also opportunities for using the 
aggregate from the runway extensions for highways projects, together 
with a proposal for forming a large (approximately 40 acres) solar wind 
farm.   
 

 • The site was divided into 2 blocks - an airfield and a technical area.  The 



technical area already had hangers in situ and it was hoped this area 
would become the focus for job creation.  A number of interested parties 
had indicated an interest in securing a tenancy by relocating to the site 
and any job creation would fundamentally stem from this technical area.   
 

 • The options included in the presentation reflected the views which had 
been expressed by the public and had been deemed possibly feasible 
options.  They included:  
 

 � Recreating the settlement of Batley Green which existed before the 
war and which was lost when the RAF moved onto the site. 

� Opportunities to use the old ammunition stores and bunkers for a 
holiday park including caravanning and camping areas.  

 � Opportunities to link Piggery Lane with community woodland trails.  
 � Create a heritage centre and aviation museum, telling the public 

about the story of the site from Battle of Britain base, to strategic 
Cold War site. 

� Leasing some of the land for farming purposes.  
� Leaving the runway in situ could leave the site open for use by 

private flying clubs.   
 

 • Once the public consultation had concluded, the results would be brought 
back to a future meeting of the Panel.   
 

14.3 The following points were noted in response to questions from the Panel: 
 

 • No commercial advice had been sought in relation to using part of the site 
for a holiday and caravan park.   
 

 • A high level business case had been brought to the Panel meeting in 
January 2013.  The five-year business plan remained on target and 
members were reassured that should the position change it would be 
reported to Members as appropriate.   
 

 • The settlement of Badersfield, although technically part of Scottow Parish 
Council, had asked if it would be possible to create their own parish 
council.   
 

14.4 Speaking as the Local Member, Mr Garrod said he was very pleased to see 
the options proposed for the site and that it showed how the county council 
consulted on important issues affecting residents of Norfolk.  He also 
reiterated how the proposals could help bring revenue into Norfolk.   
 

14.5 A copy of the document, outlining the  which was presented to Panel in 
January 2013 can be found on the Norfolk County Council website: 
http://www.norfolk.gov.uk/view/etd160113item9pdf  
 

14.6 RESOLVED to note the progress to date.   
 

15 Local Major Transport Schemes 



 
15.1 The Panel received the annexed report (15) by the Director of Environment, 

Transport and Development outlining the new process for major transport 
schemes and the devolvement of funding to a local level.   
  

15.2 During the presentation of the report, the Assistant Director for Economic 
Development drew members attention to the devolved funding, although the 
detailed guidance on how the new process would actually work was still 
awaited.   
 

15.3 Members attention was also drawn to the fact that £26m was the total sum 
that the Norfolk and Suffolk Local Transport Bodies (LTB) would receive for 
the four year period from April 2015 for schemes across the two counties.   
 

15.4 The topics identified under the emerging priorities had not been listed in any 
particular order.   
 

15.5 Members were asked to comment on the list of priorities identified.  This list 
would then be taken to the LTP at their next meeting who would agree the list 
of long-term and short-term priorities.   
 

15.6 The train station improvements at Great Yarmouth included the building 
environment, bus access and onward links into the town, the exact details of 
which were not known at the moment.   
 

15.7 The third river crossing was an initiative which had been rigorously supported 
by Great Yarmouth Borough Council and had been included on the priorities 
list.   
 

15.8 The improvements to the Ely North Rail junction had not appeared on the list 
as the Government had indicated it would provide funding for these 
improvements in the next infrastructure rail investment programme.   
 

15.9 The Long-Stratton bypass had previously been listed as a priority, but had 
not appeared in this list.   
 

15.10 The Panel agreed that the list had identified the correct emerging priorities.  
 
15.3 The Panel RESOLVED to note the report and the list of emerging priorities.  

 
 
 
(The meeting closed at 5.15 pm) 

 
 
 
 

Chairman 
 



 

 

If you need this document in large print, audio, Braille, 
alternative format or in a different language please contact the 
Julie Mortimer on 0344 800 8020 or 0344 800 8011 (textphone) 
and we will do our best to help. 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 



Appendix A 
 

 

 
PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

 
7 Public Question Time 
 
7.1 Question 1 from John Martin 
 

Has there to date been an opportunity for NCC to serve notice of termination 
under Schedule 26 (Planning) to the Waste PFI Contract? 
 
Reply by the Cabinet Member for Environment, Transport, Development and 
Waste 
 

Yes. If the contractor experiences an extensive delay in securing planning 
permission then Paragraph 3.2.5 in Schedule 26 of the Contract gives the option to 
terminate and pay the relevant compensation or request a draft revised project plan. 
In the light of the delay caused by the Public Inquiry a draft Revised Project Plan was 
requested on 31 January 2013, however the provisions of Schedule 26 still allow for 
termination to occur for failure to obtain planning permission. 

 
1.2 Question 2 from John Martin  
 

If so, was this reported to the NCC Cabinet at the time? 
 
Reply by the Cabinet Member for Environment, Transport, Development and 
Waste 
 

Yes.  I understand that the previous administration was briefed on the options and 
implications in relation to delays caused by a call in of the planning process in 
advance of the notice being issued.  In addition, the notice was drafted in 
consultation with the Cabinet Member. 
 
1.3 Question 1 from Christine Hall  
 

Does the Panel have any valid reasons for not recommending to the Cabinet 
and the full Council that no further steps should be taken by officers, under 
the Waste PFI Contract, until the independent reports have been received and 
analysed? 

 
Reply by the Chairman 
 

The County Council has resolved to keep open the option of proceeding with the 
contract. We therefore need to fulfil our client role in the contract, while the 
independent reviews are completed. It would be negligent not to do so. Officers are 
working closely with Cabinet in this regard.  This was agreed at a full Council 
meeting at which all Members – including those on the Panel – were able to attend 
and make their views known. 
 
 



1.4 Question 2 from Christine Hall 
 

What is the earliest date now on which NCC could serve notice of termination 
under Schedule 26 to the contract? 

 
Reply by the Cabinet Member for Environment, Transport, Development and 
Waste 

 
Under the terms of the contract, after it has requested a draft Revised Project Plan 
the County Council has a period of six months to negotiate this draft. The contract 
states that within or at the end of that six months, unless it is extended, a notice can 
be issued at any time and therefore could be issued now.  However, this would 
expose the County Council to termination liabilities and the County Council has 
already resolved to keep open the option of proceeding with the contract.  
 
1.5 Question 1 from Alan Hall 
 

Why did the report to the Cabinet Scrutiny Committee meeting on 4th June 
2013 not expressly state that officers had served formal notice in January 
2013 requesting a Revised Project Plan (“RPP”) and that they had been in 
possession of a RPP since April 2013? 

  

Reply by the Cabinet Member for Environment, Transport, Development and 
Waste 

 

Officers took their lead from the Full Council.  The report was provided in response 
to the Full Council motion approved on 13 May 2013 that Cabinet Scrutiny 
Committee ‘at its meeting on 4 June 2013, is asked to consider the specified 
question of the contractual penalties which would arise in the event of the Council 
withdrawing from the contract’ details of the Revised Project Plan process was not a 
major focus of the report.  
 
However, it was stated in the section of the report ‘Termination for Failure to Secure 
Planning Permission’ paragraph 3.1.1 that: 
 
‘We have now reached the position where a Revised Project Plan is required and 
we are in discussion with the contractor with regards to this’.  
 
It was also stated in the section ‘Background’ at paragraph 2.3 that:  
 
‘The service was expected to start in 2015 but due to the protracted nature of the 
planning process this is not going to happen and the contractor has therefore had to 
put in place plans and arrangements to accommodate this delay’. 
 

1.6 Question 2 from Alan Hall 
 

Why were these events seemingly never reported to the Panel? 
 

Reply by the Cabinet Member for Environment, Transport, Development and 
Waste 



 
These actions were all consistent with the Cabinet decision to approve the contract 
in March 2011. There was no need to report them to Panel. 
 
Cabinet were briefed on the options and implications in relation to delays caused by 
a call in of the planning process in advance of the notice being issued.  In addition, 
the notice was drafted in consultation with the Cabinet Member. 
 
1.7 Question 1 from Ron Cornell 
 

In January 2013 a consultation draft Master Plan was promised for last month. 
What has gone wrong? 
 
Reply by the Leader of the Council 
 

Nothing has gone wrong.  Good progress is being made. Various ideas were 
presented in May at a Residents’ Open Day and to the Community Liaison 
Reference Group (CLRG).   Feedback from these events has helped to guide the 
County Council’s work on creating the ‘Development Vision’. This includes more 
defined layouts and options for employment and residential areas along with clearer 
strategies for enterprise & investment, accessibility, heritage and green 
infrastructure.  The Panel has a briefing on the proposals today. 
  
Full consultation on the Development Vision will commence with an event with the 
CLRG tonight and members of the public will be able to take part in the consultation 
on the Development Vision over the summer. In addition, the County Council will be 
supporting any local parish councils who wish to discuss or exhibit our plans over the 
summer, leading to adoption of the plans during the autumn of 2013.  
 
1.8 Question 2 from Ron Cornell 
 

Given the huge cuts that will now have to be made, is there any reason why 
the Panel should not recommend the Cabinet to sell on the site to Hans 
House/Artemis?  

 
 Reply by the Leader of the Council 
 
Yes.  For a start the Ministry of Justice rejected the Hans House proposal.  The 
value of the site far exceeds the sums previously offered by Hans House.  Any 
substantiated offers or expressions of interest in the site will be considered in the 
context of the Council’s objectives for the site. 
 
We have previously published a high-level business case that shows we can expect 
to recover our investment within five years and generate an ongoing income stream 
to support Council services in the future.  This is in addition to the wider benefits to 
the local community and wider Norfolk economy. 
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