
 

1 
 

 
SRA BOARD MEETING – 27

th
 JULY 2016 

 
THE SRA BOARD 

  
Minutes of a meeting of the Board of the Somerset Rivers Authority held at 
the offices of Sedgemoor District Council on Wednesday 27th July, 2016 at 

2pm. 
 

PRESENT 
 
Cllr John Osman (Chair) 
Tony Bradford (Vice-Chair) 
Jeff Fear, Axe Brue IDB 
Cllr Anne Fraser, SDC 
Nick Gupta, EA 
John Harris, Wessex RFCC 
Cllr Tom Killen, MDC 
Peter Maltby, Parrett IDB 
Cllr Ric Pallister, SSDC 
Cllr Anthony Trollope-Bellew, WSC 
David Whelon, Natural England 
Cllr John Williams, TDBC 
 
In Attendance: 
Doug Bamsey, SDC 
Emma Beardsley, SCC 
Stuart Brown, MDC 

Rachel Burden, EA 
James Cruddas, DCLG 
Sarah Diacono, SRA 
Cllr David Hall, SCC 
Sally Haslam, DCLG 
Paula Hewitt, SCC 
Rob Kidson, Parrett IDB  
Nick Stevens, SDBC  
Vega Sturgess, SSDC 
 
Apologies: 
Matthew Heard, Natural England 
Kathryn Holdsworth, DEFRA 
David Jenkins, Wessex RFCC 
Cllr Harvey Siggs, MDC 
Iain Sturdy, IDB  

 
 
1. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST – item 1 
 
No new declarations of interest were made, beyond the usual ones already 
recorded by Members. 
 
2. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING WEDNESDAY, 20 APRIL 2016 – 
item 2 
 
The minutes of the Board meeting held on 20 April, 2016 were signed as 
correct, subject to one minor amendment. 
 
3. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING MONDAY, 20 JUNE 2016 – item 3  
 
The minutes of the Board meeting held on 20 June, 2016 were signed as 
correct, subject to two minor amendments. 
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4. CONFIDENTIAL MINUTES – APPENDIX A OF PREVIOUS MEETING 
MONDAY, 20 JUNE 2016 
 
The confidential minutes (Appendix A) of the Board meeting held on 20 June, 
2016 were signed as correct, subject to the same two minor amendments as 
Item 3. 
 
5. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME – item 5  
  
Two matters: a petition signed by all residents of The Mead near Ilchester; a 
letter from Somerset Wildlife Trust. 
 
Graham Hill, from The Mead, addressed the Board on behalf of residents. He 
spoke of regular local flooding over the last 20 years; his data and videos 
included material he gathered in 2013, when Mead residents very nearly had 
water coming over their ring bank. The flood alleviation scheme now proposed 
by Highways England, the Environment Agency and consultants Atkins 
unfortunately included an earth bund that was the same height, or higher, 
than this ring bank. Several times, the only thing that had saved the Mead 
from being completely inundated was the ability of water to go over the A303. 
The proposed bund would cut off approximately 70 square metres of flow 
across the A303 and replace that with just under 20. Mr Hill believed the 
scheme’s modelling was wrong: flow over the A303 was far greater than it 
suggested. If this scheme went through, The Mead would be inundated, 
should there be a repeat of 2013, or anything larger. Mr Hill said he would be 
happy to show Cllr Osman his data. 
 
Cllr Osman said that all Board members had The Mead’s petition and that – 
as Highways England were coming to the October meeting – the matter would 
be discussed there. 
 
Point raised: 
 
The scheme that had been demonstrated to South Somerset District Council 
by Highways England accepted that the A303 would be a free-running 
spillway before overtopping. As the scheme now appeared to be different, the 
October meeting was welcomed. 
 
Mr Hill said he was disappointed with Highways England, the Environment 
Agency and Atkins.  
 
Cllr Osman thanked Mr Hill and invited him to return to the Board meeting in 
October. 
 
Cllr Osman invited Ian Hepburn to speak on behalf of Somerset Wildlife Trust, 
while noting that the Trust’s questions were germane to Items 8 and 11 and 
so would also be considered then. That being so, Mr Hepburn said he was 
happy for now simply to indicate his willingness to answer any questions or 
take away any issues. He said the letter’s contents tied in closely with the 
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vision for the Somerset Levels and Moors, produced by the Somerset 
Taskforce. 
 
Cllr Osman said firstly, in relation to governance, that the SRA’s revised 
Memorandum of Understanding allows for people to be co-opted, if the Board 
decides to invite expressions of interest. As the SRA hopes by the next Board 
meeting to have a clearer understanding of the likely details of the SRA’s 
future as a new precepting authority the Board may choose at that meeting to 
consider triggering the co-option process.  
 
Secondly, the Somerset Common Works Programme. This is a programme 
that is not funded by the SRA and therefore the SRA cannot set its investment 
criteria. The Common Works Programme is the combined programme of 
works carried out and funded by the existing funding streams of the individual 
Flood Risk Management Authorities in Somerset, plus FWAG and the 
Somerset Local Authority Civil Contingencies Partnership, all of whom have 
their own criteria for investment decisions. 
 
The SRA’s involvement in this is twofold: firstly, to facilitate partners looking 
together at the flooding problems that give rise to these programmes to 
enable the most sustainable and cost-effective solutions with the widest public 
benefit to be identified as well as helping partners, by sharing information, to 
gain best value in delivery and secondly to make the details of all these 
programmes of work funded by others, available to the public, in one place 
[on the SRA website]. 
 
6. FINANCE REPORTS – item 6 
 
2015/16 4Q, 2016/17 1Q  
 
Emma Beardsley said that approximately £1.3 million of interim funding had 
been spent by the end of the previous financial year, leaving a balance of 
approx. £1.4million, the largest part of which was currently being spent on 
dredging. The rest was expected to be spent by the end of this financial year. 
 
Approximately £2.1million of Growth Deal funding was spent in 2015-2016, 
largely on Beer Wall and Sowy / KSD enhancements. The balance going 
forward is £5.5million, with funding earmarked for future years.  
 
Money that had been put aside for a long-term funding solution could, if 
desired, be used for additional works on the ground.   
 
Claims are being received from partners; it is important to note that there are 
time differences between when money is spent and money claimed. 
 
Point raised during the discussion: 
 
Money for some completed works in the programme is still sitting in the 
reserve because there is a delay between doing work and submitting an 
invoice.  
 



 

4 
 

The finance reports were noted.  
 
7. SRA PROGRESS REPORTS OR PROGRESS REPORT BY EXCEPTION 
– item 7  
 
a) 2015/16 4Q Enhanced Maintenance Programme 
b) 2016/17 1Q SRA Enhanced Programme 
 
7a) Rob Kidson said this was effectively an end of year report. He gave 
details of different dredges, noting that while work had been completed on the 
Hixham Rhyne and Mark Yeo, both could do with further treatment, hence £8k 
was being carried forward to allow more work to be done. 
 
Maintenance dredging of 2.2km of the River Parrett took out 21,000 cubic 
metres of material, which was deposited on banks or on farmers’ land near to 
the watercourse. The contract requires for banks to be stable and reinstated 
grassland to have taken. Final costs are likely to be close to £410k, a £33k 
reduction on the budget figure. Work was completed at Easter, and followed 
by pioneer dredging on the Parrett, due for completion imminently. Also, 
2.5km of the Cripps had been desilted; around 20,000 m3 of material was 
taken out there.  
 
Brue dredging was deferred to 2017, following a dredging strategy 
recommendation to allow for investigation, so £2,259,000 was being carried 
forward into this financial year, to be spent. 
 
Tree work on the Brue was reprogrammed into autumn 2016. 
 
During 2015-16, 14 local flood management schemes were carried out by 
Somerset County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority. Four more 
schemes were added during the year, all completed (Wirral Park, 
Glastonbury; West Somerset Streams; Wick Lane culvert, Brent Knoll; 
Haymoor desilting). Four more were due to be completed by this autumn. 
 
Altogether, 27 schemes valued at around £3.5milion were either complete, or 
underway, delivering flood risk benefit in the SRA area. 
 
One point raised during the discussion related to enforcing riparian work. It 
was reported that recruitment for an enforcement officer was well underway 
and an offer was due to be made shortly.  
 
7b) Sarah Diacono said this was the first report of 2016 on the spending of 
the shadow precept and would cover highlights.  
 
Preliminary work had started on all six capital projects. Work in Cannington, 
an Environment Agency project that would not have gone forward were it not 
for the SRA’s contribution, was going well and was on track for completion as 
planned.  
 
Monitoring data would inform this year’s maintenance dredge, which was not 
planned to start until the autumn and may run on from dredging trials. 
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Initial scoping work had started as planned on many maintenance-type works, 
with most actual work due to get underway from autumn onwards.  
 
Points raised during the discussion: 
 
Several members raised concerns about Sustainable Urban Drainage 
Systems (SuDS), citing public concerns about new development concreting 
over the countryside and issues about future responsibilities. As a result it 
was agreed that: 
1) It would be useful to have a summary update of progress.  
2) The main issue is responsibility for on-going maintenance, given the 
impermanence of management companies and developers.  
 
Cllr Osman concluded by saying that he would like to wait to hear what Cllr 
Williams reported back from conversations with his Director of Development 
and what the County Council’s new Flood Risk Manager came back with. 
Depending on guidance to be received, the issue of SuDS should be on the 
next Board agenda. 
 
8. SRA 5 YEAR ENHANCED PROGRAMME – item 8  
 
Sarah Diacono said that as part of this item she intended to pick up on points 
raised by Somerset Wildlife Trust (Item 5). She began by reminding the Board 
why the SRA needed a 5 Year approved Enhanced maintenance Programme, 
a prioritised list of projects and works outside those already approved in this 
year’s programme.  
 
First, as projects and works come in under budget (as experience had shown 
to be often the case) or if the Environment Agency finds it has extra money to 
deliver some more works, then SRA delegations can be used to swiftly move 
to the next affordable prioritised work on the list without waiting up to three 
months for the next Board meeting.  
 
Second, Technical Group need to be working up next year’s programme now, 
ready for sign off by the Board later in the year, once clear about funding. 
 
Third, the SRA needs to be able to plan a lot further ahead. 
 
Turning to Somerset Wildlife Trust’s questions, the SRA did identify criteria for 
works in this year’s enhanced programme. These are outlined in the 
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU), available on the website, and in the 
Board papers (the Prioritisation Process and Criteria 2016-17) and include the 
need to deliver one of the six key Flood Action Plan (FAP) priorities, which do 
include wider public benefits than just reducing flooding. One is recognising 
the special characteristics of the Levels and Moors.  
 
The second key issue is that works must not be fundable through other 
sources, that is, everything on the list is additional to and should not involve 
cost-shunting.  
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Further, the SRA did look at costs, and a wide range of the benefits of each 
idea so the process that Somerset Wildlife Trust say needed to be followed, 
very definitely was. 
 
However, it was recognised by all that there were a number of difficulties with 
the approach taken – and the process did need to be improved. 
 
Difficulties included: 
 
1) getting a common and clear understanding of what the relative importance 
was of each of the FAP priorities. 
2) having put a number of projects in place or in progress, should local 
flooding issues now assume a higher priority than they did before?  
3) Pound for pound, is it better to deliver a very small reduction in flood risk to 
a large number of people or a much larger reduction to a much smaller 
number of people?  
 
For these reasons, the amended terms of reference due to be signed at the 
end of this meeting, identified that the Management Group had responsibility 
for reviewing the framework for the SRA’s 5 Year Programme and the 
prioritisation criteria. That work had started and would continue through the 
autumn.  
 
Ms Diacono said she was uncomfortable about bringing the 5 Year 
Programme to the Board until that work had been completed. She would 
prefer to wait until Management Group and other meetings had identified a 
series of policy principles and methodology, which, once approved by the 
Board, could then be used by the Technical Group to determine next year’s 
prioritised list, as well as the overall 5 Year programme, which would go to the 
Board ready for next year. 
 
The following points were raised during the discussion: 
 
Management Group found that Technical Group had been given an 
impossible task in trying to work out a scoring system and then apply it. New 
arrangements should help Technical Group and make it more effective. 
 
The Board wanted to see every option, as the Board might have slightly 
different priorities. 
  
The 5 Year Programme would give the Board a much slicker way of managing 
resources. It was therefore important to get on with the work, and fine-tune it 
as it went ahead. 
 
The verbal report was noted. For future issues such as this, Cllr Osman 
requested a written memo in advance, if possible. 
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9. FAP SPECIFIC SCHEME UPDATES – item 9 
 
a. Bridgwater Tidal Barrier  
 
Doug Bamsey said that he had circulated an update sheet, just before the 
meeting, following an important meeting the day before with the Parrett IDB to 
discuss the differences between a tidal exclusion barrier and a tidal surge 
barrier. Project team colleagues from Sedgemoor District Council and the 
Environment Agency had explained issues and given a number of important 
reassurances particularly about silt and how that would be looked at, in terms 
of technical appraisal work, and the future operation of the structure. The 
meeting had been very positive. However, he emphasised the importance of 
partners not taking different views.   
 
A third party developer is looking at developing land to the north of 
Bridgwater, in Chilton Trinity, that may facilitate a road crossing. There had 
been discussions about where a barrier might go in relation to that 
development, and whether a road crossing could be part of a single structure. 
Location 2, which engages with that possibility and that landowner, is still part 
of the shortlist of locations to be looked at further. A further issue being 
considered in relation to this location is the potential to store more water from 
Kings’ Sedgemoor Drain, whose outfall is upstream from there. 
 
One shortlisted location is downstream of Dunball Wharf, the others are 
upstream of Dunball Wharf. Shortlist assessment is underway by consultants 
CH2MHill. 
 
Stakeholder groups include Operation & Silt Management and River Users. 
Important issues are: navigation and outfalls, including Wessex Water’s outfall 
from their main sewage works into the Parrett. 
  
Next steps include assessing the shortlist: looking at the operational regime 
that’s likely: public consultation on 15 September about the initial preferred 
option, with a full stakeholder and a public event as before, for views to be 
sought: more specific consultations with wharf owners: discussing land that 
might be used for the location of the barrier; then after more work on a 
preferred option and consultation, moving on to the process of Transport and 
Works Act activity. 
 
Mr Bamsey said this was very much a joint Environment Agency-Sedgemoor 
project and the Environment Agency was doing a huge amount of impressive 
work on a project very important for the locality. 
 
Points raised during the discussion: 
 
It was reassuring that a bit of flexibility could be used in the design: if it was 
beneficial to close the Barrier for longer then it could be used for that. The 
critical thing for the drainage boards was the impact it would have on the 
King’s Sedgemoor Drain (KSD), thinking, on the one hand, of letting more 
water in to the Sowy / KSD at Langport and putting it back in the Parrett at 



 

8 
 

Bridgwater and, on the other hand, of higher tides and higher water levels and 
so less emptying time for the KSD.  
 
It was welcome that the idea of incorporating a road crossing was still being 
looked at, as that would benefit West Somerset greatly.  
 
c. Dredging Strategy 
 
Nick Stevens said the dredging strategy board had reviewed ‘Opportunities for 
Dredging’, a document produced by consultants / engineers at HR Wallingford 
and the next steps were to develop a fully-formed strategy. The document’s 
purpose was to identify where additional pioneer dredging could be 
undertaken to increase flood conveyance and reduce the extent and duration 
of flood levels on certain moors in the Parrett and Tone area. It proposes two 
lengths upstream of Burrowbridge and one downstream of the sections 
dredged in 2014-2016. On the Brue, it urges more modelling. Other subjects 
include; how work should be done; costs; the movement of silt in the estuary; 
the importance of monitoring; the use of more modern techniques for 
monitoring, to capture a wider range of information, and gain greater long-
term benefits. 
 
With regards to maintenance work, the SRA is advised not to remove any 
more material from the channels of the Parrett and Tone because if the same 
amount of material is taken out every year, there will be fewer and fewer 
places to put it. Instead, the document proposes agitation dredging to 
maintain the cross-sectional size of river channels, developing techniques that 
exist across the country and have been tried previously to a very limited 
extent in the Parrett. Trials this autumn will yield information that will allow the 
development of a procurement approach that gives long-term continuity at 
lowest cost. 
 
Further modelling is being done on the Parrett and Tone for pioneer dredging, 
trying to optimise the channel shape, trying to balance the amount of silt that 
is taken out and the amount of silt that deposits, while still getting good 
conveyance in the channel. 
 
The consultants were asked to look first at hydraulics and what improvements 
works could bring; they were not asked to address in detail all legislative and 
permitting issues. There was now a need to bottom out those issues. 
 
Current information on the Tone suggests that re-siltation is quite limited. On 
the Parrett, there is quite a build-up of silt appearing, although summer is the 
time when it is expected that most silt will come back into the channels, 
because there is no flushing fresh flow washing it out to sea. The Parrett is to 
be surveyed again in late autumn and that will inform decisions about 
maintenance. The situation highlights the value of the long-term monitoring 
now being done. The SRA should not react just to short-term changes: if silt is 
flushed out to sea in October it does not have to be dug out. If natural 
processes take silt out, it makes sense to try to work with natural processes: 
and monitoring gives that information. 
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Points raised during the discussion: 
 
The key to agitation is doing it at the right time. It is better to agitate on a high 
outgoing tide, to get velocity, and at times when there is more fresh flow in a 
channel. The point of trials is to find the best methodology for keeping silt in 
suspension. There are already huge quantities of silt within the water column: 
for example, at high spring tides there are vast amounts of silt per cubic metre 
coming in – the goal is to get more to go back out with the rest of it that goes 
back out. Were the SRA to keep taking silt out every year, many thousands of 
years of silt would still keep coming in. If people wanted to mine it and reuse 
it, that might be doable, but there is currently no commercial appetite for the 
reuse of this material. 
 
A considerable amount of the cost of dredging is deployment to land, putting 
silt on a tractor or trailer or hopper, carting it, spreading it, rehabilitating land.  
 
The river system the consultants’ report describes is complex, but a lot 
becomes clearer, once the report is read.  It would therefore be useful to 
Board members if it could be summarised and distributed. 
 
The dredging strategy board need to develop and be satisfied that they have 
a strategy that takes account of all the challenges of undertaking work that is 
subject to the Water Framework Directive and laws of national and 
international significance. The SRA has to know how it is going to tackle this 
and not cause damage to the environment.  
 
Cllr Osman concluded by saying that the strategy has to be right, deliverable, 
and realistic. The Board will need to review the strategy when it answers 
wider questions, both legal and environmental. 
 
10. PRECEPTING LEGISLATION – item 10 
 
John Osman welcomed James Cruddas, Deputy Director for Resilience and 
Emergencies in the Department for Communities and Local Government, and 
his colleague Sally Haslam. 
 
James Cruddas explained that he had responsibility for a wide range of 
emergency matters, including the recovery from events such as the 2013-14 
Somerset flooding. He apologised on behalf of colleagues from Defra, who 
had wished to attend, but circumstances prevented them. 
 
He said that a new ministerial team, and a new Government with a slightly 
different set of priorities did not change the context for SRA precepting 
legislation too much, but there were two places where there was an impact on 
timelines. 
 
Mr Cruddas said there will be primary and secondary legislation. The primary 
legislation will set a framework: it will establish principles and confirm powers 
for a new class of body – rivers authorities – and will in all probability give a 
duty to manage flood risk. The exact form of that duty is still to be worked 
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through with Ministers and with Parliamentary counsel. Powers will be given 
to rivers authorities in general, to do things to manage flood risk.  
 
Secondary legislation is about exercising the powers that primary legislation 
has given, and applying principles to a particular instance or case. A Statutory 
Instrument would establish the SRA in law. It would the elaborate the duty to 
manage flood risk, as it pertains to Somerset, and regulate the exercise by the 
SRA of its powers. 
 
Mr Cruddas said there was great clarity from Ministers on the principle that 
there should be rivers authorities and legislation, though civil servants still had 
to do some detailed work on Settling the Policy Intention, so as to make best 
use of Parliamentary Counsel’s drafting time. Once detailed policy was settled 
by departmental ministers in DCLG and Defra, then collective agreement 
would need to be sought with Cabinet colleagues. Mr Cruddas said that 
because new Ministers had arrived, it would probably take a few weeks longer 
than had previously been expected to get down to the business of legislation 
for rivers authorities. 
 
Continuing to outline the legislative process, Mr Cruddas said that the 
Government and its business managers had to decide in which Bill should 
provisions be included, bearing in mind the need to accord with a Bill’s scope 
and to help with its handling through both houses of Parliament. As there are 
already 110 Bills in Parliament, including around 20 Private Members’ bills, 
business managers must focus on how to get all that legislation through the 
five stages of a Bill’s passage. Here, he said, was the second point arising 
from the referendum outcome: that there would be an impact on the 
availability of Parliamentary time for legislation because of people wanting to 
debate aspects of where Britain now was as a nation. 
 
A Bill was expected to complete its passage in the session in which it started. 
As the 2016-17 session started with the Queen’s Speech in May, it would 
come to an end in about the beginning of May, 2017, including recess dates 
within that timeframe.  
 
Secondary legislation is consulted upon after a Bill is enacted. Mr Cruddas 
said there would probably be a bit of a wider constituency which Ministers 
would expect to see consulted, then a Statutory Instrument would be laid 
before Parliament either by a method called a negative procedure, or an 
affirmative instrument. The norm when conferring powers on a local body was 
to go for affirmative procedure but this would have to be looked at, partly to 
see whether a risk arose to the timetable. With affirmative procedure, as soon 
as a resolution has been passed in both houses, Ministers can make an 
order, legislation is in force and implementation starts.  
 
Mr Cruddas concluded by saying that he had sought to show that the 
timelines for precepting legislation were quite extended and they would have 
been irrespective of the situation post-referendum. He had highlighted two 
places where there was a slight delay, or perturbation, for civil servants to 
consult with minsters, but the basic issue was the timeline for delivering 
legislation. 
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Cllr Osman thanked Mr Cruddas and told the Board that he had already 
written on the Board’s behalf to all of the new Ministerial team to invite them to 
Somerset, to read the 20 Year Action Plan and to look at the work being done. 
He had put specific emphasis on passing the relevant legislation. 
 
Points raised during the discussion: 
 
In a perfect world, when would primary and secondary legislation be passed? 
Council leaders would start thinking about budgets in September-October; it 
had been pretty tough last year to get the 1.25% shadow precept that raised 
£2million through Somerset County Council – and next year was an election 
year. Answer: Mr Cruddas said it was not possible to see how legislation 
could be in place for council leaders to take into account when it came to 
budget setting in February. However, he would continue to advise Ministers 
that the SRA wanted legislation as quickly as possible and it was clear that 
Ministers needed to come and see what was happening in Somerset.  
A message for the new Secretary of State and Defra: the SRA would be 
happy just to be given £2.7 million for next year. 
 
Several speakers said it was vital for the legislative journey to be seen to have 
started. Otherwise, there will be a real problem. From Sedgemoor’s point of 
view, in particular, it will be very difficult. To support the SRA in 2016-17, 
Sedgemoor had used cash from its reserves: it cannot keep doing that. 
Disaggregation of the drainage board rate from precepting the Somerset 
Rivers Authority is also absolutely critical for Sedgemoor. Sedgemoor is 
hugely impacted; more than any other council. The Government was urged to 
help, because otherwise it was going to be very difficult for councils to repeat 
the process that had raised cash for the SRA in 2016-17. The Government 
had to give a degree of certainty – otherwise all the good work that been done 
would be put at risk – and that would be lunacy when central government was 
not being asked for money long-term – but to give Somerset the right powers 
to raise what was needed for self-help. 
 
James Cruddas said the conservation had been very useful and had given 
him a bit of insight into local needs. He could not guarantee anything, either 
legislatively or with regard to Ministers taking a particular view. He had heard 
the points about Sedgemoor’s position and clearly there was a need to have a 
solution that respects all the decisions that have been made thus far. Mr 
Cruddas said that he and Sally Haslam would endeavour to update the Board 
between now and the next Board meeting in October. Ms Haslam said that 
she or Mr Cruddas, possibly both, would attend that meeting. 
 
11. SRA SCRUTINY – item 11 
 
Sarah Diacono gave a short presentation on the implementation of an SRA 
Scrutiny Committee, going through four slides [available on the SRA website]. 
Ms Diacono recapped on the Board’s decision to create a new joint Scrutiny 
Committee, noting the assumption that it would have to comply with the Local 
Government Act. She cited stakeholder pressure, of which today’s questions 
from Somerset Wildlife Trust were an example. Models looked at had included 
Regional Flood and Coastal Committees, which include independent experts. 
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Management Group – following discussion – supported the idea of two 
meetings a year, with one member, one vote, and a chair and deputy who 
were elected members, drawn from a composition of two members per 
council to ensure political balance as per the Local Government Act, and one 
each from the IDBs. The duration of this committee should last until legislation 
is in place to create the SRA as a separate legal entity. 
 
The next steps, assuming Board agreement, would be for this proposal to be 
discussed at Chief Execs and Leaders’ meeting and formally agreed, again to 
comply with the Local Government Act, and for the IDBs to formally agree it at 
a Board meeting. Then Somerset County Council’s Community Governance 
section can prepare detailed Terms of Reference for sign-off ahead of the 
Scrutiny Committee’s first meeting in January 2017. That first meeting should 
identify how best to involve the wider stakeholder group. 
 
Points raised during the discussion included: 
 
Organisations like the NFU and Somerset Wildlife Trust are very keen to be 
represented on a scrutiny committee: moving forward is strongly endorsed. It 
is important that the SRA has independent eyes looking at what it does. One 
possible format would be the scrutiny committee set up after the flooding by a 
South Somerset officer, which had representatives of scrutiny committees 
from the districts and other organisations, and worked well.  However it was 
pointed out that this as not a formal Scrutiny Committee under the Local 
Government Act. 
 
It is very important, if other organisations want to be involved, that if members 
cannot attend, then substitutes do. 
 
It would be good to find a way of developing a compliant joint scrutiny 
framework which only requires this exercise to be done once, so it does not 
have to redone in future, following precepting legislation. 
 
SRA Board meetings are public meetings. If people want to attend and make 
points in public participation they can. If a scrutiny committee is going to 
involve every interested body, it could be enormous. 
 
Ian Hepburn said Regional Assemblies were good mechanisms for engaging 
the three legs of sustainability – the economic, and the community, and the 
social and the environmental groups – and those groups managed to organise 
themselves very well so he did not see a problem with containing numbers. 
He had concerns about councils and IDBs selecting and organising who is 
going to be invited, and how, and leaving the first meeting until 2017. He 
suggested the next Board meeting should look at a much more 
comprehensive view of how stakeholder engagement should work, otherwise 
it was not transparent and not inclusive. 
 
Local Authority Board Members reminded their colleagues that they could and 
should not tell Scrutiny Committees how to run themselves. If a committee of 
50 was desired, so be it. The role of scrutiny is to be a critical friend and to 
examine the work of a body or bodies. It is not a sub-committee of the SRA: it 
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does not set policy. The SRA must not seek to dilute the role of scrutiny as 
this might cause problems with constituent councils. The SRA needs to be 
inclusive. The recommendation should be agreed and then reviewed as time 
goes on.  
 
Cllr Osman concluded by saying that once the Committee had been set up, a 
steer from the SRA Board would be sensible, letting them know that there are 
a number of interested parties with a wealth of experience and knowledge and 
encouraging them to invite and use them.   
 
Resolution: The proposal was agreed as per the recommendation. 
 
12. AOB – item 12 
  
A short discussion was held about the practicalities of signing the 
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) at the end of the meeting. As Cllr 
Williams had had to leave early, Sarah Diacono said that she would take the 
MoU to Taunton Deane Borough Council for him to sign there.   
 
The meeting finished at 4.01pm. 
 
Chair Signature: 
 
 
Date: 
 
 


