
BABERGH DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

TO:  Council REPORT NUMBER: BC/20/29 

 
FROM: Chair of Overview and 

Scrutiny Committee 
 

DATE OF MEETING:  23 March 2021 

 
The Babergh Overview & Scrutiny Committee met at 9.30am on the 18th 
January 2021 
 
Chair: Alastair McCraw 
 
BOS/20/1 TOWN CENTRE PARKING IN BABERGH DISTRICT 
 
The Committee considered the above Cabinet Report, which had been deferred by 
Cabinet to allow scrutiny to take place before any decision was made. 
The report was introduced by Cllr. Malvisi, the Cabinet Member for Environment who 
stated that the final report to Cabinet would be amended to take into account 
comments and recommendations from both this Scrutiny meeting and a Petition to 
Council to be heard on the 19th of January 2021. 
 
The Assistant Director-Environment & Commercial Partnerships detailed the main 
content of the report, describing the Survey work carried out and the strategic 
objectives. Budgetary considerations were included highlighting the need to cover 
service costs, reinvestment, and investment into sustainable travel. 
 
In questioning by Members, the following areas were addressed:  
The effective subsidy provided, the data survey, examples given and evidence of 
parking behaviour, traffic displacement, timing of the report with regard to the budget, 
differences in proposed tariffs for Hadleigh and Sudbury, the current deficit in the 
Parking budget, the length of current free parking provision at 3 hours, parking 
enforcement, parking permits, the omission of parking in Lavenham within the report 
and the reasons for that, the proposed timeline and the implementation date, and 
alternative strategies. 
 
Debate saw two strands of thought emerge. These were regarding the length of time 
for free parking in Hadleigh and Sudbury and the date of implementation. It was clear 
that a comprehensive parking strategy review was required, that residential parking 
permits were to be implemented and that a proportion of income generated should 
be allocated to sustainable travel. 
 
Concerns were expressed over effects on business, and recovery from Covid-19 and 
it was suggested that implementation could be delayed until after the strategic parking 
review. This however was likely to take 12-18 months. The points were also made 
that engineering investment should not be delayed and the current arrangements 
were unsustainable. It was clear that some delay in implementation was required to 
balance these points. 
 



Regarding the length of time to provide free parking, discussion revolved around 
whether 1 or 2 hours free should be provided (in principle). The scale of proposed 
charges under Option 2 were not broadly thought to be onerous. 
 
A proposal was made to delay implementation until after the strategic review was 
complete and to include 2 hours of free parking in Hadleigh, with Sudbury to be 
determined. This proposal was lost. 
 
Members then voted on the substantive proposal made which was passed. 
 
It was RECOMMENDED TO CABINET: 
 
3.1 That a comprehensive parking strategy review be undertaken for the 

whole District, which will commence in quarter two 2021/22 and that 

delegation be given to the Assistant Director for Environment & 

Commercial Partnerships in consultation with the Cabinet Member for 

Environment. 

 
3.2 That the parking management principles and interventions detailed in 

Appendix A be implemented no sooner than 1st of September 2021. 

 
3.3 That additional parking controls or tariffs be applied to District car 

parks in accordance with Option 2, table 3, paragraph 6.3 of this report 

but includes that one-hour free parking be provided in Hadleigh and 

Sudbury, subject to the Statutory Order Process and requirements for 

consultation, in order to achieve availability and occupancy priorities 

outlined below. 

 
3.4 That residential parking permits be implemented in Mill Lane Car Park, 

Sudbury for overnight stays, subject to the Statutory Order Process and 

requirements for consultation. 

 
3.5 That a proportion of income generated from chargeable parking will be 

allocated to the delivery of the sustainable travel agenda. 

 
3.6 To resolve to delegate the decision to make changes to the parking 

orders in order to bring in the agreed changes to the AD for 

Environment and Commercial Partnerships so that appropriate actions 

can be undertaken in a timely manner. 

 

 
BOS/20/2 DRAFT GENERAL FUND BUDGET 2021/22 AND FOUR-YEAR 
OUTLOOK 
 
Councillor Ward - Cabinet Member for Finance, introduced the paper and 
summarised the main points of the budget. Overall, the Council was in a good 
financial position, but coming years finances would need careful attention. 
 
Members raised questions on the following points of the General Fund Budget: 
 



The brown bin increase of £2.50 p.a., bringing further services in-house, use of 
external consultants, Endeavour House service charges, the allocation of reserves, 
HVO vehicle running costs, Investment returns, and future consideration of ethical 
investments. 
 
Members debated the budget issues including that the budget had been presented 
to all Members at several briefings before coming to committee. This was a fairly 
neutral but balanced budget, including a small increase in Council Tax, of which the 
Council received 10% of the total amount collected. It was noted that a deficit was 
forecast for the next three years. Account of any changes resulting from earlier 
recommendations on the parking item should be included in these recommendations. 
 
It was RESOLVED: - 
 
That the Overview and Scrutiny Committee commends Recommendations 3.1 
and 3.2 in the report to Cabinet, with the exception of any effects made in 
relation to the parking matter which has been debated at the meeting today. 
 
 

 
BOS/20/3 DRAFT HOUSING REVENUE ACCOUNT (HRA) 2021/22 BUDGET AND 
FOUR-YEAR OUTLOOK 
 
Councillor Ward - Cabinet Member for Finance, introduced the paper and 
summarised the main points. 
 
Members raised questions on the following: 
 
Service charges for sheltered housing tenants and what was included, the number of 
tenants affected (approx. 450), empty council houses and garage sites, provisions for 
rough sleepers, previous council house rents in recent years, specific repairs and the 
reasons for them. 
It was asked if any of the Councils properties had any combustible cladding. The 
Assistant Director – Housing confirmed there were no high rises in the area and none 
of the council’s housing had any such cladding applied. 
 
Members debated the issues and congratulated the Assistant Director – Housing, the 
Corporate Manager – Housing Solutions and the Housing team on the work 
undertaken, problems resolved and the work they had achieved. 
 
 
It was RESOLVED: 
 
That the Overview and Scrutiny Committee supports Recommendations 3.1 to 
3.7 in the Report to Cabinet. 
 
 

 
  



The Joint Overview & Scrutiny Committee met at 1.00 pm on the 15th February 
2021. 
 
Chair: Alastair McCraw (BDC Co-Chair) 
 
JOS/20/12 REVIEW OF LOCAL CITIZENS ADVICE 
 
The Corporate Manager for Communities introduced the paper including that both 
Cabinets had approved funding for Local Citizens Advice on a three-year rolling 
funding basis. The Chief Officers of the LCA’s would be making a presentation to 
Members. 
There was some questioning around funding arrangements for the Diss service, the 
nature of a three-year rolling arrangement, and any ability to provide further funding. 
The three-year arrangement provided LCA’s with a measure of security and 
confidence in future planning. It should be pointed out here that the Committee have 
agreed to hold an annual review and, in the case of Babergh, have been specifically 
charged by Cabinet in doing so as part of the budgetary process for LCA funding. 
 
Nicky Willshere, Chief Officer – Citizens Advice Ipswich, Simon Clifton, Chief Officer 
– Mid Suffolk Citizens Advice and Colleen Sweeney, Chief Officer – Sudbury and 
District Citizens Advice were introduced and provided the Committee with an 
overview of Citizens Advice in the Districts over the course of the last year. 
 
In extensive questioning, Members asked questions on the following areas: 
 
Digital Access and funding for this. The witnesses supplied information on 
Government funds that had been obtained, an SCC digital working group and other 
outreach projects. 
Debt advice, volunteer recruitment, Covid-19 related impacts, diversification of 
funding streams. The LCA’s found the three-year rolling funding as core-funding had 
made a tremendous difference. 
There was further questioning on future projects on the Shotley Peninsula, funding 
from outside Councils and future face to face support. 
 
In debate, Members discussed the previously recommended indexation of the three-
year rolling funding. Members felt this should be included and re-emphasised in these 
recommendations. Due to timing during lockdowns, the current budgets had not 
included this indexation, but the matter had been raised with both Cabinets and with 
officers and was likely to be inexpensive and therefore possible. A likely figure of 1% 
might apply. This was felt to be a little parsimonious, with 2% being more reasonable. 
A proposal to address reallocation of funding no longer required for the Diss based 
LCA was agreed to be something that officers could address without a 
recommendation. 
  
The Assistant Director - Planning for Growth had drawn attention to ongoing dialogue 
with grants recipients and a current Review of Grants Funding Member Working 
Group addressing relevant funding matters as a whole. A short presentation on this 
was given as an update later in the meeting. 
 
 
  



It was RESOLVED: - 
 
1.1  That the Overview and Scrutiny Committee is satisfied and notes the 

content of the Report and commend the work as of the Mid Suffolk Local 
Citizens Advice, Ipswich Citizens Advice and Sudbury and District 
Local Citizens Advice 

 
1.2  That the Joint Overview and Scrutiny Committee confirm the previous 

resolution, made at the last review, that the three-year rolling funding 
arrangements review be subject to indexation on an annual review 
basis, finances permitting, as a measure of the importance we attach to 
ongoing LCA funding. 

 
 

 
The Babergh Overview & Scrutiny Committee met at 4.00 pm on the 15th 
February 2021. 
 
Chair: Alastair McCraw 
 
This meeting was called to review the validation process for the Petition submitted on 
the 11 January 2021 by Mr Thomas Morelli. 
The petition was ruled invalid and Mr Morelli had requested a review under paragraph 
7 of the Council’s Petition Scheme. 
 
PROTOCOL FOR REVIEWING PETITIONS VALIDATION PROCESS 
 
The Committee considered a protocol for the above. This was based on protocols 
currently in use by the council for Licensing, Standards hearings, and the Planning 
Charter. 
 
It was RESOLVED:- 
 
That the Protocol for reviewing the Procedure be approved by the Overview 
and Scrutiny Committee. 
 
B/RP/20/1 VALIDATION OF PETITIONS 
 
The Corporate Manager for Governance and Civic Office provided details of the 
process for the validation of petitions and the process taken for validation of Mr 
Morelli’s petition. 
In the statement, the following points were highlighted: 
There was no statutory requirement for a petitions process, the council chooses to 
have one, welcoming the views of residents and this method for raising concerns, 
The Model Petitions Policy used is one formulated by the DCLG and confirmed in the 
Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009. 
We are not the only Council that have adopted this scheme, a number of others do 
so, 
Our petition scheme is clearly set out in the Constitution under Part 3, Paragraph 2.2 
and lists the criteria for validation. 
 



This petition was assessed as usual and was rejected for validation because full 
addresses of persons supporting had not been submitted, as in Part 3 Para 2.2. That 
is clearly stated as  a  ‘must’ requirement, and further advised in the check form and 
example attached. 
This is important to ensure that petitioners live, work or study in the area, that the 
petition is genuine, and that the Council may be able to contact them to provide further 
information or consultation. A postcode does not allow this. 
Further to this, a full name and address enables validation to ensure any fraudulent 
submissions do not result in the council making any decision based on incorrect 
representation and information. Finally, the process should be applied consistently, 
in line with Council procedure previously used for other petitions. 
 
A further complication was that not all the petitioners had endorsed all three issues 
contained, resulting in different signature counts and possible confusion and 
misrepresentation. 
 
Mr Morelli was contacted, and this was explained. The officer offered advice and 
assistance on how to enable validation. An alternative was use of the E petitions 
scheme. As Lead Petitioner, Mr Morelli was not prepared to provide 20 names and 
addresses to validate the petition. 
 
Mr Morelli’s work and efforts were recognised, and he was invited to address the full 
Council on the parking element of the petition, the only element then close to any 
decision. This would have had the same effect as a fully validated petition, to air 
residents’ views in Council. Mr Morelli declined this option. 
 
Members then sought clarification on name and address requirements, work or study 
addresses and how they could be checked, the threshold for a Council debate (as 
requested by the petition), the need for an address for contact purposes, the date of 
adoption by the Council, and the frequency of the review process for the scheme and 
the Constitution. The last of these had been virtually a line-by-line review before 
adoption in March 2019. Further questioning of the Corporate Manager covered any 
possibility of contact by name and postcode, officer resources available, the number 
of properties within a single postcode, whether full address should be stated, and the 
uses of the word ‘must’ within the petition scheme. 
Mr Morelli was then invited to present to Members why he felt that the steps taken to 
validate his petition were inadequate. 
Mr Morelli raised a difference of opinion with the Monitoring Officer over the remit of 
the Committee in this review. In addition, he felt that the officers involved might have 
a conflict of interest in their advice as given to the Committee. 
His concern was that he had had ‘roadblocks’ placed in appealing his petition refusal. 
Democratic issues were involved and the issues in the petition were those that 
affected people. He listed each of the issues and felt that only a full Council debate 
would address the petitioner’s concerns.  
He also felt there were inaccuracies in the report to the Committee and addressed 
these in turn. They concerned the ability to check using only postcodes, the ‘minor’ 
matter (in his view) of any differences in numbers supporting the three subjects, and 
the fact that the offer made on attending the Council debate would only address one 
of the issues, not all three which would not be the same outcome. 
 He remained unsure that the Committee could undertake a ‘fair review’ given the 
remit given to it. 
 



Councillor Owen, Mayor of Sudbury addressed the Committee. He accepted the 
consistency required but felt circumstances under Covid-19 could have been taken 
into account. He referred to a previous consultation survey requiring only postcodes. 
He argued for a common-sense approach allowing for circumstances and felt the 
extraordinary efforts involved should allow the Committee to overturn the decision. 
 
Councillor Ayres was then invited to speak. She thanked Mr Morelli for his efforts and 
was concerned about the impression of democracy given to the young by this 
bureaucracy. She also questioned how many times names and addresses were 
checked. In the circumstances the petition should be listened to. 
 
Mr Morelli having agreed to take any questions, Members asked concerning the 
following matters: 
Why had he not provided the 20 names and addresses to validate and why he had 
not declined to speak at Council? This was felt be a missed opportunity. Mr Morelli 
felt that would not ensure a full debate. The Corporate Manager confirmed this, 
stating that the Portfolio Holder and Assistant Director would have had to take it 
forward. The Petition would have been reported, but not debated. However, a full 
debate was one option the Officer and Cabinet Member could have used. 
Mr Morelli was concerned that not being able to address the other issues was a 
disservice to the petitioners. He felt that an exception should have been made, similar 
to a decision of Braintree District Council included in his supplied evidence in the 
appendices. He believed that showed a council could take different action if they 
wished. 
Mr Morelli was asked if he had visited the Council’s website for Petition Schemes 
before starting his petition. He had not been aware of the scheme or that it was on 
the website. He thought when 1,000 signatures were reached, it would be debated 
as he wished. 
Asked if the petition might have been better by accessing the scheme online, he had 
not been aware of it but considered whether all petitioners would have been willing to 
provide addresses. Some people could be deterred from providing addresses as they 
might be uneasy about repercussions. On the matter of any advice received and 
methods used during ‘lockdown’, Mr Morelli had been advised by friends, but had 
considered and acted with precautions under the Level 4 lockdown rules. 
 
In summaries, Mr Morelli stood by his letter to the Committee explaining his reasoning 
and believed the precedence of Braintree reaffirmed the ability of a Council to take 
the action he wished. 
 
The Corporate Manager reiterated that the Council must follow rules set within its 
Constitution and apply them fairly and consistently. The work of Mr Morelli was 
admired, and the Council welcomed petitions 
 
Members moved to debate. 
 
Universal praise was given to Mr Morelli for his efforts. It had been observed by many 
Members that considerable effort had been taken to aid and assist him within the 
Council, in order to allow a valid petition to be considered. The procedures did exist 
and were openly available. The e-Petition scheme would have been particularly 
helpful. Some thought was given to reviewing the Petition Scheme for future clarity. 
Overall, this had not been an arbitrary decision. It would have been arbitrary not to 
apply the scheme consistently.   



 
It was RESOLVED: - 
 
That the Council followed the Validation Process correctly and that the Petition 
was dealt with adequately and that the Babergh Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee recommends to the Constitution Working Group that the Petition 
Scheme only be reviewed and recommendations be reported to Full Council (in 
line with the comments made at this Committee). 
 

 
I’m happy to take any questions on this report, either within the meeting or afterwards. 
 
Alastair McCraw. 
Chair of Overview & Scrutiny Committee, BDC. 
23rd March 2021. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


