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Notes 

 

OF AN INFORMAL MEETING OF 
  

Scrutiny Committee members 

 
HELD ON MONDAY 19 JULY 2021 AT 6.00 PM 
 
This will be an informal meeting of committee members, and will be held as a virtual, online meeting. 
You can watch the recording here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VataglH6BiA&t=1122s 
 
 

Present: 
Councillors: 
 
Ian White (Chairman) 
David Bartholomew, Sam Casey-Rerhaye, Alexandrine Kantor, Mocky Khan (vice chair), 
George Levy, David Turner.  
 

Officers: 
 
Adrian Duffield, Stephen May, Candida Mckelvey, Adrianna Partridge. 
 

Also present:  
 
 Cabinet member, Councillor Robin Bennett. 
 
 
 

14 Declarations of interest  
 
None. 
 

15 Urgent business and chair's announcements  
 
Chair ran through the procedure for the informal, virtual meeting. 
There was no urgent business, but chair asked Cllr Casey-Rerhaye to give an update on 
the retrofitting task and finish group. 
There was a draft report that will come to scrutiny and other committees soon. Harry 
Barrington-Mountford would give a timescale for this report, but Cllr Casey-Rerhaye 
expected this may be ready by September 2021. 
 

16 Notes of the last informal meeting  
 
Noted. 
 
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VataglH6BiA&t=1122s
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17 Public participation  
 
No public participation. 
 

18 Work schedule and dates for South scrutiny meetings  
 
The schedule was quite heavy. Chair had requested the Sonning Common planning 
appeal decision to come to scrutiny in due course – regarding how the policies are working 
and whether they need to change. There were a number of factors affecting this, so the 
timescale of this report coming to scrutiny was currently unknown. 
A member did raise concern over the workload especially in September. 
A lot of heavy reports to review. Chair explained that there were October meetings 
scheduled, post publication of the agenda for today. This would help with the workload. 
Chair would meet with the scrutiny lead officer to review the work programme on a regular 
basis. 
Parking enforcement was raised as an item for review. This was reviewed in a previous 
recent meeting and it was asked whether it would come back to scrutiny for an update. 
This was noted, to be discussed with officers. 
 

19 Financial Contributions in lieu of on-site delivery of affordable 
homes  
 
This was requested by chair, due to some confusion among members about the 
methodology. 
 
Cabinet member, Cllr Robin Bennett, and officer Stephen May were present to present 
and answer questions. 
 
This report explained how the council gets to commuted sums, where onsite delivery and 
affordable housing isn’t possible and how we get value for money within this process and 
maximise the value of contributions. 
Scenarios were given and what processes were followed to get to the sums. 
 
The baseline formulas that govern this were in Appendix 1 – this report was due to be 
refreshed. The principles were still applicable. 
 
We were compliant with legislation and national policy and were comparable to other 
areas. 
 
Stephen May added that in paragraphs 10 and 11, about money per dwelling from 
contributions – it was not the whole open market value of a dwelling. The registered 
providers of affordable housing pay the developer for the affordable housing that was built 
out. The commuted sum represents the difference between what a registered provider 
would normally pay the developer and the open market value. 
 
The meeting was opened up to comments from members. 
 

 A suggestion was made that spreadsheets could help understanding of the figures 
and sums. 

 Page 35 – typo. Option 1 / option 2 is the same statement. 
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 Officer informed that there will be a consultant review of this report, and comments 
will be considered and integrated where needed. 

 The reviewed report will return to scrutiny for comment. 

 Page 21 – Table 2.2.2 - it was asked why there was no mention of Chalgrove and 
Chinnor in sales values. 

 Affordability- do we get advice and guidance from consultants when affordable 
homes are deemed financially non-viable by developers? It was responded that 
there is national guidance on this, and an independent financial expert will 
scrutinise such applications. There were few of these situations. 

 When a site gets turned down at planning committee, and then has permission 
granted at an appeal, do all the same rules apply? S106 and so forth? Officer 
responded that the same rules apply. The inspector can consider S106 proposals, 
and yet disregard them if they considered that proposals aren’t CIL legislation 
compliant. Usually S106 was agreed beforehand, but the inspector will often review 
this at appeal. This was a site-specific question that could be discussed with officers 
post meeting. 

 What triggers new calculations and a new revised report? It was confirmed that new 
affordable housing types have triggered this. 

 Who decides the reasonable level of profit in viability assessments? Officer 
responded that the standard is based on case law, 17-20%. It’s a higher risk 
industry compared to other industries. For comparison, Growth Deal affordable 
housing gives specific top up figures for types of affordable housing. South 
Oxfordshire had a flat rate. 

 BNP Paribas – why do they have expertise in this? It was responded that it was 
likely a tender process, that would be the future process. They have a real estate 
function, and the writer was well known in the field of affordable housing. 

 EUV – Existing Use Value – why was this term used and not purchase value? 
Officer can look into this further. It does relate to the existing planning permission 
use. 

 
Chair thanked the committee members, Cabinet member and the officers for providing the 
report. 
 
Suggested that the report be circulated to planning committee members – it was 
suggested that planning officers could arrange this via Democratic Services.  
 
 
The meeting closed at 6.44 pm 
 
 
 
 
 
Chair Date 

 

 
 


