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BOURNEMOUTH, CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL 
 

OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY BOARD 

 

Minutes of the Meeting held on 04 April 2022 at 2.00 pm 
 

Present:- 

Cllr S Bartlett – Chairman 

Cllr V Slade – Vice-Chairman 

 
Present: Cllr L Allison, Cllr L Dedman, Cllr B Dion, Cllr M Earl, Cllr J Edwards, 

Cllr D Farr, Cllr S Gabriel, Cllr M Howell, Cllr D Kelsey and 
Cllr C Rigby 

 

Also in 
attendance: 

Councillor Tony Trent 

 
 

180. Apologies  
 

Apologies were received from Cllr T O’Neil. 

 
181. Substitute Members  

 

There were no substitute members. 
 

182. Declarations of Interests  
 

Cllr V Slade confirmed for transparency that she was an LGA Member Peer 

in relation to agenda item 8 Scrutiny of the Corporate Peer Challenge 
Feedback report and Action Plan Cabinet report. 

 
183. Confirmation of Minutes  

 

The minutes of the meeting held on 28 February were approved as a 
correct record 

 
183.1 Action Sheet  

 

The Chairman advised that there was an action currently outstanding on 
the action sheet for the Portfolio Holder for Environment and Place 

regarding the sewage outflows. The Chairman confirmed that a response 
on this had been received and would be circulated to all members of the 
Board. 

 
The Chairman also outlined the response received regarding the 

outstanding actions in relation to the LTP Capital programme item. All 
responses in relation to this had been circulated to the Board members. 
 

The Chairman advised that in relation to the action on the Forward Plan 
item regarding the report on leisure centres the Portfolio Holder had 

advised that a Cabinet report would be coming forward in December. 
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184. Public Speaking  

 

There were no public issues for this meeting. 
 

185. Council's Response to the Emergency in Ukraine  
 

The Portfolio Holder for People and Homes placed on record her thanks for 
the whole team who had been dealing with this as they had been doing an 
outstanding job. 

 
The Director of Housing, who was leading on the response to the situation 

locally advised the Board of the current situation in relation to the role of the 
Council in the Homes for Ukraine programme. The Communities Manager 
explained to the Board in greater detail the actions which the Council had 

been taking on the ground which included developing a welcome pack for 
BCP, with Ukrainian, Polish and Russian versions as well as English. It was 

noted that this was because there had been strong support from the local 
Polish community. Checks on accommodation for those who had 
volunteered were underway and none had been found which could not be 

suitable.  
 
The Board thanked the Portfolio Holder and Officers for the information 

provided and the work which was being done. A number of points were 
raised and responded to including: 

 

 What the situation was regarding children in attendance at local schools 

and the information being provided to their sponsors. It was noted that 
this would have to be looked at as and when people were here, including 
what the main issues were which required ongoing support. It was 

confirmed that, if living in the area, they would have the same rights as 
other residents, including claiming universal credit and attending 

schools. Arriving families were being visited with interpreters to check if 
they had any support needs and ensure access to emergency support if 
required. 

 Whether there was any obligation for banks to provide Ukrainians with 
accounts or whether this was a known issue. It was noted that the 

normal procedures for opening a bank account may present difficulties 
for Ukrainian refugees and the banks had been advised that they should 
not be required to provide them with a proof of address. 

 There were local residents on the Polish Boarder ready to collect 
refugees to bring them back to BCP.  

 It was acknowledged that this was a fast-moving situation, and it was 
good to hear that the Council would be receiving payments through this. 

However, there was concern that there would be a number of increased 
costs for the Council which were unexpected and whether officer time 
would be correctly allocated to these cost codes. It was noted that these 

had already been set up and that there was likely to be additional costs 
for things like education and welcoming people at ports of entry. The 

Council were already familiar with tariffs for the situation due to previous 
work with Afghan refugees. 
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 There were concerns raised about the potential responses of local 

residents particularly in relation to issues such as the availability of 
school places. 

 In response to a question, it was noted that those arriving were mainly 

women coming with children, the Council would be able to potentially 
support them in finding work. Offers of employment had been made by 

local companies. 

 A Councillor commented that a number of people also wanted to help in 

addition to those able to offer accommodation but were not sure how 
they could. It was noted that in terms of additional help the Council were 
waiting to see what the particular needs were of those arriving in the 

area, the Council would be in touch with sponsors and local community 
groups to address these issues early on. 

 Officers provided the following contact details for any individual residents 
who wanted to offer support: 
Tel.: 01202 123987  

resettlement@bcpcouncil.gov.uk 

 In response to a query, it was noted that the Council was not quite so 

involved in the Family Scheme. There were no tariffs for the family 
scheme and there was no way for the Council to know how many in the 
area would be supported through this scheme. It was noted that there 

may be a need for some revised communications to highlight this issue 
and encourage families to come forward so that their needs could be 

addressed.  

 A Councillor raised a concern with regards to the pressures this would 

raise for a number of teams providing support for this. It was noted that 
people had been seconded into the team which was mainly a mixture of 
Housing and Communities staff. The resourcing for this would need to 

be monitored closely as there was a need to move quickly. 

 A Board member asked whether there was additional support being 

provided to the NHS to support refugees with accessing GP and dental 
services and the mental health issues of those arriving. The Director 
advised that there had been discussions with health partners, and they 

were committed to ensuring Ukrainians had good access to healthcare, 
but they were not able to comment on the financial arrangements 

involved. 

 The Chairman of the Children’s O&S Committee asked about 
unaccompanied children, including how they would arrive and what 

support was available to them and whether anything could be done to 
increase the number of social workers to support this. It was noted that 

support was focussed on families and there shouldn’t be any 
unaccompanied children as part of the Homes for Ukraine scheme. The 
government have asked BCP Council to advise if any unaccompanied 

children arrived through any of the schemes. 

 There had been some guidance offered from central government to 

schools requesting that they were flexible in terms of class sizes. It was 
appreciated that there may be some community tensions surrounding 

this issue. School colleagues were looking into this and would be dealing 
with this scenario as sensitively as possible. 

mailto:resettlement@bcpcouncil.gov.uk
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 It was noted that over 500 households had come forward to say they 

could accommodate people for 6 months. This was an opportunity which 
shouldn’t be missed to see if any of those people were able to provide 
support in future, e.g., with fostering. It was agreed that there were 

definitely opportunities but there was also a possibility that some of the 
placements may breakdown and therefor they would be offered 

significant support. 

 In response to a question, it was confirmed that Adult Social Care was 
part of the partner working and anyone requiring support services would 

be assessed and prioritised as they came forward. 
 

The Chief Executive and Chairman of the Board both placed on record their 
appreciation and support for the work which was being undertaken by the 
team supporting this. 

 
186. Scrutiny of the Housing Management Model Cabinet Report  

 

The Portfolio Holder for People and Homes presented a report, a copy of 
which had been circulated to each member of the Board and a copy of 

which appears as Appendix 'A' to these minutes in the Minute Book. The 
Portfolio Holder and Chief Executive of Poole Housing Partnership (PHP) 

addressed the points raised by the Board, including: 
 

 A Board member sought clarification on the numbers of residents 

supporting the proposal. It was confirmed that those numbers outlined in 
the executive summary included tenants and leaseholders of both Poole 

and Bournemouth. Overall 51 percent of residents agreed with the 
proposal but when this was broken down into areas there were 56 

percent in agreement in Bournemouth and 46 percent in Poole. There 
was also a further 27 percent who neither agreed nor disagreed. 

 Communication was raised as an issue in the consultation. A Board 

member asked about the plan to improve this within the new structure. 
There was a need to make sure communication was improved and it 

was important to let people know what was happening even when there 
was nothing to communicate. One of the panels within the resident 
involvement structure would be focused on communications. The Panel 

would have a wide remit to look into the best means of communication. 

 In a related question, the Board asked whether there would continue to 

be in-person hubs or contact points for residents. It was explained that, 
from the date of the service provision change residents would continue 
accessing services in the same way as previously. Most communication 

was by telephone. There was a commitment to residents that they would 
be able to access housing services through many different channels. 

 It was suggested that since local government reorganisation some 
people had wanted to bring PHP back within the Council. There were 

concerns raised about this as PHP provided a good service and this may 
be affected by bringing it back in house. There was a concern that by 
being a small part of a much larger organisation there may be a lack of 

focus and funding. It was noted that the Housing Revenue Account was 
ringfenced and therefore any efficiencies achieved were reinvested. 
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 A Board member asked for assurance that the culture and positive 

behaviours of PHP will be expanded and absorbed within the Council. 
The Portfolio Holder advised that it was not sustainable or equitable to 
have two housing models going forward. PHP was a great model and 

residents were very satisfied with it but Bournemouth residents were 
also very satisfied with their housing service. HRA is ringfenced any 

efficiencies are reinvested. 

 Although some teams would not be in Bournemouth Homes but part of 
the corporate model, the customer service team would be providing the 

same service to residents following the transition from 1 July. It was 
noted that the intention of the new model was to provide the best of both 

existing housing services. The Service also wanted to ensure that there 
were no artificial barriers put in the way of communication and residents 
were provided with all the support they required. 

 A Councillor asked about how anti-social behaviour would be dealt with 
moving forward. It was noted that if the behaviour of tenants absolutely 

disrupted the lives of those around them tenancies would be ended. 
However, this was a last resort as this action would just mean moving a 

problem elsewhere. Most issues experienced by residents were low 
level disruption, which had become worse over the pandemic. This was 
an issue nationally as well as locally. The Chief Executive of PHP felt 

positive about the measures for addressing anti-social behaviour which 
were already in place but there was an issue with addressing how this 

was communicated as it wasn’t always appropriate to share details with 
those who had made complaints. It was suggested that the issue should 
be dealt with in a more holistic way as often the problems were caused 

by certain needs not being met. 

 Finance – It was noted that there was no direct comparison on finances 

within the paper. A Board member queried why these were not know as 
there should be readily available comparators.  There were a number of 
issues from the paper which were unclear. 

 Corporation tax issue – It was noted that this was in the hands of HMRC. 
The maximum risk was just over £5k and was therefore not considered 

to be of a significant impact in terms of the overall level of savings or 
costs going forward.  

 In response to a question, it was noted that the new service would be 

responsible for 10,000 rather than 5000 properties which would allow for 
some economies of scale. However, there were some unknown issues 

on how services would be aligned and streamlined and until the officers 
were working together to deliver these efficiencies, some aspects would 

be unknown. Moving the two HRAs into one would be certain to deliver 
savings but the precise level of savings would need to be fully 
developed.  

 A Councillor commented that the new name, BCP Homes was a positive 
move from the separate PHP and Bournemouth services but questioned 

what would happen if new homes were built within Christchurch. It was 
noted that any new builds of social housing in the area would fit into the 
HRA package and would probably be allocated to the nearest team. The 

Portfolio Holder advised that there was a clear steer from residents that 
the name should be linked closely to the Council and did not want it to 

be linked to a housing association. 
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 In response to an enquiry from the Board it was confirmed that the social 

housing in Christchurch had been previously sold to Sovereign Housing 
Association, which was one amongst many across the conurbation. 
Sovereign had approximately 6000 properties and all affordable housing 

was valuable to the provision in the sector. 

 A Councillor not on the O&S Board commented that it was encouraging 

that current officers would be retained and that there would be staff to 
answer the phones.  

 A Councillor not on the O&S Board commented that four tenant 

representatives on the Homes Advisory Board was not enough and 
representation should include all different types of tenants across a 

geographical spread. It was suggested that independent representation 
was not necessary and that the Council representatives did not provide 

significant input. A request was made to consider having additional 
resident representatives on the panel. The Board was advised that there 
would be the residents board comprised of 15 members. It was also 

noted that one of the resident representatives would be a Co-Chair on 
the Board. This model was supported at resident group meetings. It was 

noted that other councils were also bringing ALMOs (Arms Length 
Management Organisations) back in house and current external advice 
was not to make the Advisory Board too big.  

 
The Vice-Chair requested that the BCP Homes team report back to the 

O&S Board in future to specifically consider issues concerning anti-social 
behaviour. 
 

The meeting adjourned at 3:58 pm and resumed at 4.06pm 

 

187. Scrutiny of the Corporate Peer Challenge Feedback Report and Action Plan 
Cabinet Report  
 

The Chief Executive presented a report, a copy of which had been 
circulated to each member of the Board and a copy of which appears as 

Appendix 'B' to these minutes in the Minute Book. There were a number of 
issues raised by the Board in the subsequent discussion which were 
responded to by the Chief Executive and Head of Policy and Performance, 

including: 
 

 The meaning of culture within the report and how this was explained to 
Council Employees. The Board was advised that this was in reference to 
the way things were done at the Council and the way the Council wanted 

things done. The cultural values of the organisation were set out soon 
after the formation on the Council. However, it was acknowledged that 

there was still some way to go in moving people from preceding 
Councils to the BCP way of doing things.  

 The Corporate Strategy was very general and broad in its scope which 

meant that people would start choosing what relates to them. It was 
noted that there was a great deal of complexity within a council providing 

over 600 services in comparison to a company with a single focus. 
Values could really drive behaviours, but internal communication needed 
to be much stronger and there was a lot of emphasis being placed on 
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this. It was suggested that two values which could be put forward were: 

‘excellent at customer care and communication’ and ‘spend money as if 
it was your own money’.  

 A Councillor asked about retaining and enhancing all non-digital 

channels. It was noted that the plan was to free-up channels by getting 
most people using functional digital. Thus allowing better access for 

those for whom accessing digital channels was challenging. It was 
hoped that as many as possible would self-serve. It was suggested that 
it should be accepted that these changes would impact people but that 

the impact would be ameliorated. 

 A Board member agreed with the comments within the report regarding 

reputational damage and that the parities should be less politically 
critical of each other. 

 A Board member commented that it was good that the report recognised 

the need for less jargon and there was definitely a need to get rid of this. 

 A Board member commented that it was good to see target dates within 

the action plan going forward as Board members had previously 
requested this detail. However there seemed to be a delay in 

implementation of some of the actions. The Board was advised that 
there would be significant steps towards these actions before the 
indicated dates and received assurance that all the targets were 

achievable. 

 A Board member commented that there was a lot of criticism inside the 

document directed at members rather than officers and that it was 
disappointing that there wasn’t a member present to answer questions 
on these issues. The Councillor asked how members could help address 

some of these issues. The Chief Executive responded that politics in a 
no-overall control or very tight margin Council was always difficult and 

BCP Council had undergone other political changes. Councillors should 
respect each other and try to present issues through a community rather 
than a political perspective. It was important for things to be as 

transparent as possible and for members to try to live up to the 
principles within the member code of conduct. 

 The Chairman commented that the report had picked up, in relation to 
transformation, many of the concerns shared by many on the Board. The 

report indicated that the projected savings and level of investment in the 
transformation programme should be reassessed, and the Council would 
look at any problems arising in the normal review process. The Chief 

Financial Officer advised that this report had been written prior to putting 
together the budget for 22/23 and there were a lot of changes with 

regards to transformation included within the budget. The overall size of 
the transformation programme was increased and there were a number 
of new proposals which had associated risks. 

 In response to a question from the Chairman the Chief Executive 
advised that he was confident that the Council had the ability to deliver 

the transformation programme. However, there would be some difficult 
decisions required relaed to to the implementation of transformation. 

 There were concerns raised regarding the timing of this report as the 

original review took place in November and Cabinet was only just 
receiving this report in April. There was concern that the response to this 
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was slipping in the same way as transformation. It was explained that 

with regards to the action plan, the Council didn’t just want to take the 
headline recommendations but wanted to include smart targets within 
the action plan. The proposal was to have the peer team back in place 

for the end of the summer. 

 A Board Member commented that the order of transformation was 

altered a little over a year ago in terms of addressing the people issue 
first ahead of the technical transformation. It was noted that in most 
cases people were set up in the structures through the Smarter 

Structures Process, but other people related issues had not yet been 
implemented including the pay and reward structures.  

 There was a concern raised around the dates for review of the urban 
regeneration company and the Chairman confirmed that the Board 
would like to scrutinise this. 

 
At the conclusion of the item the Chairman placed on record the Board’s 

thanks to the Chief Executive, the Chief Financial Officer and the Head of 
Policy and Performance for the report and responses to the Board’s 
enquiries. 

 
188. Forward Plan  

 

The Chairman introduced this item and asked the Scrutiny Specialist to 
explain the current situation in terms of the Audit and Governance 

Committees recommendations with regards to changes to the Overview 
and Scrutiny structure. The Board was advised that the recommendation 

from the A&G Committee was to have a scrutiny structure with four themed 
based committees without an Overview and Scrutiny Board. This would 
mean that the responsibility for call-in would be spread across the four 

committees as appropriate. The proposal would request that this was 
implemented from the new municipal year. Therefore, a practical solution to 

move things forward ensuring a smooth transition was required. It was 
hoped that the transition would encompass those issues in place from the 
existing Board’s Forward Plan. 

 
A Councillor commented that if the recommendation to go forward with the 

new committees was agreed they did not want to not want to lose items 
which Councillors had already said they wanted scrutinised.  A Councillor 
raised concerns that the new structure would no longer track Cabinet 

meetings. 
 

There were a number of issues which Councillors had requested to be 
added to the Forward Plan.  There was a request to place a item on the 
Councils complaints procedure on the Board’s Forward Plan. 

 
A Councillor requested that the Severe Weather Protocol should be 

considered by the O&S Board. This was not put in place on the preceding 
weekend on a technicality. It was suggested that the current protocol 
should be looked at along with suggestions for any changes which may be 

made.  
It was agreed that these issues should be added to the Forward Plan. 
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Voting: For – 11, Against – 0, 1 Abstention 
 
A Councillor proposed that an item on selective licensing be added to the 

Forward Plan, this was agreed by the Board: 
 

Voting: For – 8, Against – 0, 4 abstentions 
 
It was proposed that an item on levels and types of anti-social behaviour as 

referred to in the previously considered item on housing be added to the 
Forward Plan. It was suggested that Police be invited for this item. It was 

agreed that this item should be added to the Forward Plan. 
 
Voting: For – 10, Against – 0, 2 abstentions 

 
The Chairman suggested that Scrutiny should look again at the town centre 

BIDS and give the BID managers an opportunity to give their views and 
explain what they were doing. It was agreed that this should be added to 
the Board’s Forward Plan. 

 
Voting: For – 10, Against – 0, 2 abstentions 
 

The Scrutiny Specialist advised that it would be useful at this stage for 
authority to decide on issues for the initial meetings of any new scrutiny 

structure agreed by Council to be delegate to the Chair and Vice-Chair to 
discuss arrangements for further. 
 

Voting: Unanimous 
 

As this may be the final meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny Board, the 
Vice-Chair placed on record her appreciation of the work of the Chairman 
over the last year. 

 
 

 
 

The meeting ended at 5.22 pm  

 CHAIRMAN 


