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BOURNEMOUTH, CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL 
 

OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY BOARD 
 

Minutes of the Meeting held on 04 January 2021 at 6.00 pm 
 

Present:- 

Cllr S Bartlett – Chairman 

Cllr T O'Neill – Vice-Chairman 

 
Present: Cllr D Borthwick, Cllr M Cox, Cllr B Dion, Cllr M Earl, Cllr J Edwards, 

Cllr D Farr, Cllr L Fear, Cllr M Howell, Cllr D Kelsey, Cllr C Rigby, 
Cllr V Slade, Cllr L Allison (In place of Cllr G Farquhar) and 
Cllr P Hilliard (In place of Cllr L Dedman) 

 
Also in 
attendance: 

Councillor Philip Broadhead 
Councillor Marcus Andrews 
Councillor Richard Burton 
Councillor Diana Butler 
Councillor Drew Mellor 
Councillor Mike Greene 

 
 

127. Apologies  
 
Apologies were received from Cllr L Dedman and Cllr G Farquhar 
 

128. Substitute Members  
 
Cllr P Hilliard substituted for Cllr L Dedman and Cllr L Allison substituted for 
 

129. Declarations of Interests  
 
There were no declarations of interests received. 
 

130. Public Speaking  
 
There were no public questions, statements or petitions. 
 

131. Cabinet Member Report - Regeneration, Economy and Strategic Planning  
 
The Chairman introduced the item, a copy of the report had been circulated 
to the Board members and a copy of which appears as Appendix 'A' to 
these minutes in the Minute Book. The Chairman advised the Board that 
the purpose of the item was to help generate ideas for the future and 
consider those issues which the Overview and Scrutiny Board would want 
to get involved in or consider further. This was the first time that the Board 
had undertaken this particular type of scrutiny and the Board was asked to 
consider its effectiveness for future reports.  
 
The Portfolio Holder for Regeneration, Economy and Strategic Planning 
outlined the key points from the Portfolio, the future projects which were 
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coming forward and areas where the Overview and Scrutiny Board may 
become involved and add value. There were a number of questions and 
comments made in the ensuing discussion which included: 
 

 A Councillor raised comments concerning the situation in the Planning 
department. There was concern that the situation was not improving 
and it was putting off people wanting to invest in the area. The 
Planning team was still operating as three separate teams. The 
Portfolio Holder was asked what he felt should be done. The Portfolio 
Holder advised that the situation was not acceptable, and it was a 
priority of the Leader. It was noted that it needed to be seriously 
resourced as we did not have a planning department of an appropriate 
size for the area of the Council. There was a need to ensure that the 
system was harmonised and streamlined. A team was looking at 
Design and Planning Briefs for certain key areas to help give clarity to 
investors and developers, which should help speed up the system 
moving forward. 

 The Portfolio Holder was asked whether consideration had been given 
to the 11,000 planning applications which had not been turned into 
builds and whether any consideration had been given to the timeframe 
that Planning Applications were valid for. The Portfolio Holder 
commented that that might be something to look into in the future and 
thanked the Board member for the suggestion. 

 A Board member commented that they were supportive of this inclusive 
approach particularly more member seminars and the opportunity for 
the wider input of ward Councillors and the wider input overall. It was 
suggested that more scrutiny may be useful of the Council owned or 
part owned Companies and also of the Crime Panel in a more detailed 
item of scrutiny coming forward to the O&S Board. The Portfolio Holder 
suggested that the Board may want to look into the value for money 
that the Council owned companies offer but also to look forward to the 
future, whether further action could be taken and what further 
opportunities could be explored. 

 A Councillor asked about the relationship between the Portfolio Holder 
and the lead members responsible for regeneration in the various 
different areas within BCP and commented that someone had to have a 
grip on all regenerations. The Portfolio Holder advised that he was 
accountable and had full responsibility for all regeneration, but the lead 
members were also able to support and drive forward projects in specific 
areas drawing on good local knowledge. A good example of this was a 
report coming forward on retail strategy. 

 A Councillor asked about the Future Highstreets Bid which had failed. It 
was noted that there were always learning points to be taken away. For 
example, it was suggested that the covered market proposal for Poole 
Town Centre was achievable, in a defined space and that BPC Council 
could push itself to move forward. It was suggested that the O&S Board 
needed to set up a working party to look into the processes for the 
submission of various bids, including the use of consultants and the 
overall regeneration function. It was noted that the same consultants had 
been appointed for the power station site as had been used on the high 
streets bid. The Chairman confirmed that we were constrained by 
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resources in terms of a working group, but this could be an issue which 
the O&S Board looked into further once the Local Plan Working Group 
had concluded. It was noted that the bid in questioned failed as the 
outlined criteria for the bid was not met. The Portfolio Holder suggested 
that this was something which could be looked into in future. 

 A Councillor commented on the lack of information on the Poole Town 
Centre north regeneration and the power station site. It was noted that 
there were major plans for Poole, but these had not yet been revealed to 
the member advisory board. The Portfolio Holder commented that there 
were ongoing negotiations around the Poole Power Station site. There 
were massive opportunities in the Poole area, and it was important to 
actually get on with things and see cranes in the sky. There would be 
further member workshops on this once some of the issues were 
resolved. 

 A Board member asked about planning applications within their ward 
and issues with much of the land in the area being owned by one 
particular family, which was holding up regeneration and redevelopment 
opportunities in several areas within the ward. The Portfolio Holder 
advised that he hoped that this was an area which he could address. 
There was a need for a good hotel policy, to encourage high quality but 
less provision. Some areas would need to be released for residential 
development. There was a need to look at how the Council could work 
together with large family landowners and consider, in consultation with 
them, what future hotel stock should look like.  

 A Councillor commented on Smart Places and wanting to be able to 
share output, how this was acquired, shared and made available with 
the public and those in industry etc. It was noted that this issue was 
coming to fruition now and the smart place programme was certainly on 
the agenda as to how the information from the project could be used and 
shared in an open and transparent way. The Portfolio Holder advised 
that he was looking at bringing a further paper forward about what that 
meant but that it was in the early stages and only just coming to fruition. 

 The Portfolio Holder informed the Board that it was his ambition to have 
a number of Member Seminars moving forward. There was an 
opportunity to look at areas that O&S Board would like to move forward 
in and opportunities coming forward for the O&S Board to drill down into 
a number of different areas. 

 
The Chairman thanked the Portfolio Holder for his presentation and Board 
members for the questions and advised that there were a number of issues 
raised that the Board may wish to look into further. 
 

132. Scrutiny of Regeneration, Economy and Strategic Planning Related Cabinet 
Reports  
 
Freeport Bid - The Chairman invited the Portfolio Holder for Regeneration, 
Economy and Strategic Planning to present the report, a copy of which had 
been circulated to each member and which appears as Appendix 'X' to the 
Cabinet Minutes of 13 January 2021 in the Minute Book. In the ensuing 
discussion a number of issues were raised including: 
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 A Councillor commented, in relation to a reference made by the 
Portfolio Holder, that they did not think that the Freeport Bid would 
catch the eye of central government and the BCP area would not be 
part of the Government’s ‘levelling up’ agenda as there was not much 
deprivation in the area and would therefore not be attractive. 

 In reference to a comment made by the Portfolio Holder that there 
would be a ‘planning bonus’, a Board member commented that this 
was purely for those wanting to develop as it was restricting rights of 
objection which would not be beneficial to many.  

 A Board member commented that the BCP bid would be competing 
against much larger more developed areas such as Southampton and 
Portsmouth and therefore if the government was looking at scale there 
would be many preferred bids ahead of BCPs. It was noted that the 
BCP area scheme was looking to create something different based on 
the areas’ strengths. For example, the BCP area was developing smart 
places and smart connectivity and it could demonstrate how things 
could look into the future. The Portfolio Holder felt that the Council had 
a very credible pitch. 

 A Councillor commented that in terms of connectivity for transport we 
struggled as a local authority area. Another member suggested that it 
might assisted in improving the local transport links into the future, as if 
the bid was successful the government would be interested in seeing 
the scheme succeed 

 The Chairman asked if there had been any encouragement from 
government for BCP to submit the bid. Issues were raised by the Board 
concerning the contributions being made to the initial £50k cost for 
submitting the bid and what the involvement was from the Council 
partners. The Portfolio Holder confirmed that the Council was the sole 
contributor at present. A Councillor commented that this seemed very 
speculative and that private enterprises should also be contributing 
towards the cost of the Bid. The Portfolio Holder advised that this was 
purely in relation to the first stage and that if we were successful in the 
first stage there would be further stages when the cost burden could 
and would be shared. Another member commented that the 
contribution was fairly small for the first stage and it would have a 
positive impact and further opportunities moving forward. 

 Councillors questioned the impact that this might have for Poole 
Harbour in terms of leisure use and as a site of Special Scientific 
Interest, with increased freight use in the area. It was also noted that 
the harbour needed to be accessed for the majority of vessels through 
a very narrow channel. 

 It was suggested that the private sector and the LEP should be 
providing a contribution towards the freeport bid. 

 A Board member commented that we should not be making the first 
stage proposal without a proper understanding of the funding 
requirements for taking it forward and that the actual proposal being 
put forward did not meet the government’s requirements and that there 
was not much space available for future developments. The Portfolio 
Holder responded that the Rigby Group was fully behind the Bid and 
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that there was lots of space around the airport for future development 
potential. 

 The Portfolio Holder was asked and undertook to provide the 
overall cost for stage one of the process and the cost for the 
overall Bid which would need to be submitted in April – see the 
Board’s action sheet. 

 A Councillor asked the Portfolio Holder to clarify whether an additional 
report would come back to the Cabinet and the O&S Board for the 
future stages of the project. The Portfolio Holder advised that he was 
keen for the O&S Board to be further involved with the project, but that 
timing was key and that other members to ensure member involvement 
may need to be used such as member workshops. The 
recommendations outlined in the report were to ensure that there was 
not a need to come back to Cabinet to begin working on the business 
case, but it would probably come back to Cabinet due to overall cost of 
future stages. 

 A Councillor commented that they did not support the overall project 
and asked about the proposed aim of the project to bring in high skilled 
and high salary jobs when the National Insurance rate relief only 
applied to jobs created under £25,000. 

 A Councillor commented that we were competing against other areas 
of the country and that, similar to other regeneration bids, we were 
coming late to the party and rather than having put the work in earlier 
to build a foundation to the bid we were putting something together that 
we thought government would want. It was also suggested that the 
government may allow lots of places submitting an expression of 
interest to continue on to the second stage even if they only stood a 
very small chance of moving forward. 

 The Portfolio Holder was asked if existing business within the 
zone would continue to pay business rates or whether they would 
be exempt under the scheme. The Portfolio Holder undertook to 
provide a response on this issue to the Board – See the Board’s 
action sheet. 

 Further concerns were raised about the scope for Poole Harbour to 
take on any additional traffic due to factors limiting the size of vessels 
which could access the harbour. It was suggested that developing IT 
should be an area where we could most likely present a good outcome. 
The Portfolio Holder agreed that there was a need to be more 
ambitious in the pitch for this but informed the Board that they had 
needed to be reactive as the previous administration had not decided 
to move forward with this. The Portfolio Holder also advised that jobs 
and investment could and would go to other areas, there was an issue 
of protecting jobs as well as creating them. 

 A Board member raised issues concerning tax exemptions and 
reputational risk to the area if it became known as an area for tax 
evasion. It was asked whether that would have an impact on tourism 
and other industries. The Portfolio Holder acknowledged that these 
were issues which would need to be looked into further if the project 
progressed. 



– 6 – 

OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY BOARD 
04 January 2021 

 

 Councillors commented that this was probably not suited to the BCP 
area but was rather intended for those areas with a manufacturing 
base who would suffer a detriment as a result of Brexit. 

 
The Chairman summarised that during the discussion we had heard a lot 
about potential benefits and challenges but there had not been much 
focused on the impact to the conurbation. It was also noted that information 
coming out of the bid process could be beneficial in future. 
 

133. Forward Plan  
 
The Chairman presented the Board’s Forward Plan and asked Councillors if 
they had any further comments. A Councillor advised that they were 
supportive of the current plan and were pleased that the issues raised by 
Cllr Trent had been added. The Councillor asked that these, potentially, be 
moved forward to future meetings to ensure capacity for a good level of 
scrutiny. 
 

134. Future Meeting Dates 2020/21 and 21/22  
 
The dates for future meetings were noted. 
 
 
 
 

The meeting ended at 8.03 pm  

 CHAIRMAN 


