
OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY BOARD 
 

At a meeting held on Wednesday, 18th November, 2020 
Present:- 

Councillor G Coulson (Chairman) in the Chair; 
Councillors A Bailey, G W L Smith, Ms S Tucker, M J Cockerill, P Riley, 

G Goodberry (as a substitute for D C Jeffels), Mrs H Phillips (as a substitute for C 
Pearson) and S Sharma (as a substitute for Ms J Maw) 

 
 
 

1. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
Councillor Smith declared a personal and non-prejudicial interest in item 3 – 
Better Homes: Use of Council owned land to deliver affordable housing - 
delivery options appraisal, as he rented a field from Scarborough Borough 
Council on Oliver’s Mount.      
 

2. PUBLIC QUESTIONS  
There were no public questions received.  
 
  

3. BETTER HOMES: USE OF COUNCIL OWNED LAND TO DELIVER 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING - DELIVERY OPTIONS APPRAISAL  
The Board considered a report of the Director (RB) (reference 20/221) on 
Better Homes: use of Council owned land to deliver affordable housing – 
delivery options appraisal. 
 
In introducing the report, the Director (RB) referred to the Council’s “Better 
Homes” programme which was a key corporate priority, with the potential to 
positively impact on the lives of significant numbers of residents across the 
Borough, both now and in generations to come. 
 
The Council was seeking to appraise a number of different delivery models 
which might be used to accelerate the provision of affordable housing in the 
Borough.  It was important to ensure cross party engagement in this exercise, 
including through this focused pre-decision scrutiny meeting, enabling the 
views and input of non-Executive members to be considered in forthcoming 
decisions to be made by Cabinet. 
 
The Board gave consideration to the national, regional and local policy 
context, the strategic case for change, the needs assessment and the 
preliminary market engagement work undertaken to date to progress the 
Council’s corporate commitment to its Better Homes programme; and as part 
of the options appraisal process, provided comments and input with specific 
focus on:- 
 
 the proposed strategic objectives and evaluation criteria of the 

Programme; 
 
 the proposed weighting of those objectives in terms of their relative 



importance. 
 
 by providing detailed feedback to inform the report to Cabinet of 15th 

December 2020. 
 
The Director (RB) also gave a detailed powerpoint presentation at the meeting 
which highlighted the key points in his report. The Board was asked to 
examine and consider the national, regional and local policy context; the 
strategic case for change; feedback from preliminary market engagement; the 
proposed strategic objectives of the programme; and the proposed weighting 
of those objectives in terms of their relative importance. He added that the 
objectives and weighting would then influence the emerging delivery options.     
 
Stephanie (Steph) Lacey, Project Lead, Housing Growth at York & North 
Yorkshire Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) attended this meeting and also 
contributed technical input to the powerpoint presentation, specifically in 
relation to the strategic, regional and national contexts:   

 
      National Context – Homes England 
 

 Housing accelerator, formed January 2018 

 Intervenes in the market to ensure more homes are built in areas of 
greatest need and improve affordability 

 Uses its land, money, powers and expertise to accelerate delivery, tackle 
market failures and help shape a more resilient and diverse housing 
market 

 
 Affordable Homes Programme 2021 –2026 – grant to support the building 

of affordable housing: 
 Continuous market engagement (new round opening soon) 
 Strategic partnerships (multi-year, at scale development) 

 

Regional Context – LEP:- 

 
 Focus on Place and Infrastructure, including housing growth, in the wider 

context of the role of LEP as an economic development agency 

 
 Local Industrial Strategy:- 

 ‘Good Growth in Distinctive Places’ 
 Quality of housing and affordability 

 Carbon reduction / carbon negative region 

 
 Covid19 Recovery:-  

  ‘Greener, Fairer, Stronger’ - the plan to reshape our economy 

 Pledges to tackle challenges and deliver outcomes in short/medium 
term 

 Housing pledge: green, connected and affordable housing: 

 to ensure that new housing adapts to 
changing needs in terms of design, 



affordability, energy efficiency, digital 
connectivity and space. 

 
 Actions to deliver on the Housing Pledge: 

 Investing in a forward plan of sites; 
 Developing ‘Quality in Place and Design: a guide for York & North 

Yorkshire’; 
 Delivery of a programme that supports affordable, energy efficient 

house building and retro fit 
 

 Regional Context and Devolution ‘Asks’ of Government, comprising:- 
 £96m Strategic Housing Investment Package over 5 years 

 £1m matched funding to scale up strategic planning and delivery 
capacity 

 £45m revolving credit fund to accelerate delivery of off-site 
manufacture/modern methods of construction 

 £50m to address viability challenges arising from infrastructure and 
enabling costs 

 Commitment to a higher grant rate per plot for rural affordable 
homes 

 

Local Context and Case for Change 

 

 Corporate Plan – public consultation and engagement 
 Key priority for our residents  
 c37% jobs across the Borough are paid below the Real Living 

Wage 

 c41% of employed Scarborough Citizens’ Advice clients claim in-
work benefits 

 Average sale prices c£189k (semi) - c£233k (detached) 
 Average salary c£27k = multiplier of c7-9 x £salary 

 2,000 households currently on waiting list for social rented housing 
in the Borough 

 220 affordable homes per annum are needed in the Borough  
 c110 completions p/a since 2016 

 4,000 specialist homes for life, adaptable homes  
 Need for specialist supported housing 

 
In May 2020, Cabinet had agreed to ‘explore new and innovative ways of 
using the Council’s property assets to achieve additional value in the 
delivery of good quality, affordable homes across the Borough’.  This 
involved looking at how the Council and the housing development sector 
could be brought together in a strategic collaborative approach to deliver 
on the Council’s objectives, maximising efficiency whilst minimising 
financial risk.  A wide-ranging Preliminary Market Engagement (PME) 
exercise had also been carried out to obtain the views of housing market 
operators, including Registered Providers of Social Housing, housing 
developers and supported living providers. 
 



The next stage of the presentation focused on the Preliminary Market 
Engagement (PME) and what the market told us, which was a significant 
appetite and enthusiasm amongst the housing development market to 
work in partnership with the Council to deliver the quality homes that our 
communities need. There had been 16 written replies, with 6 organisations 
participating in further engagement discussions to understand “the art of 
the possible”.    Preliminary Market Engagement (PME) – what the experts 
told us…Key themes explored under PME included:  how to achieve the 
Council’s objectives and solutions; experience of working in delivery 
partnerships; supported housing experience; multiple developer ventures; 
role of Council; delivery vehicle options; partnership structures; scalability, 
procurement; social value. 
 
Feedback received was that there needed to be better focus on Council’s 
priorities; appetite for formal partnership arrangements; market needs 
flexibility and agility from Council; sufficient range and number of sites 
included within PME. 
 
The national, regional and local context and PME data had been used to 
identify a number of potential priorities, and proposed strategic options 
were:- 
 
 Quality of homes 

 Quantity & pace of delivery 

 Social Value 

 Financial sustainability 

 Deliverable structure 

 Influence 

 Flexibility 
 

The Board discussed the above proposed strategic objectives and 
considered whether they felt they were right; were too many; were too few; 
or that other objectives that should be included?   

The general feeling of the Board was that the list of potential priorities now 
outlined was considered to be right.   

A Member asked a question about specialist and adaptable homes for life 
and future needs, with a growing demographic need for more such homes 
in the future. It was noted that these types of dwellings were seen as not 
as profitable to house builders to building other types of housing.   

Another Member asked questions around both median and average 
household income. The Director (RB) did not have the figures to hand, but 
would ascertain it and provide it the Board following the meeting.  A further 
question was asked about cross-subsidy and viability and parameters of 
seeking a cross subsidy in regarding to social housing.   

A question was received from a Member in relation to sheltered housing 
providers, such as Flower Fund homes and if a mixture of housing 
provision between Registered Social Landlords (RSL’s) and private 
developers could be provided on some sites?  The Director (RB) referred 



to the PME undertaken and added the Council would like a range of 
partners on a number of sites, including getting private developers to work 
with Registered Social Landlords (RSL’s) on some developments.  The 
Director also mentioned the Skills Village and the opportunity to bring it 
into the equation.    

A Board Member asked questions about the areas earmarked for 
development that belong to the Council and were they stretched across 
the Borough and on the roll-out and timescale for delivery and in different 
areas of the Borough?  In response the Director (RB) mentioned that in the 
PME brochure sent out to the market, the Council just gave an example of 
the type of land and assets the Council currently had in its ownership. At 
this stage, the Council was not specifying Land “A”, Land “B” etc. would be 
part of this programme. It was about gauging developers and RSL’s 
potential interest at this stage.  He added everything would also be local 
plan compliant and planning processes would need to be followed.  The 
Director (RB) said the Council was not yet at the stage of a structure for a 
timescale for the roll-out. 

A Member asked a question about extensive land holdings and greenfield 
sites. He asked was there some Council owned land in the centre of town 
that was potentially developable?  He also enquired about town centre 
living initiatives and plans for such?  The Director (RB) responded that the 
Council was a significant landowner, but not a stock owning organisation, 
and that in terms of the Town Centre strategy, bringing properties into 
residential use was a key driver of that strategy.  He also referenced the 
matter raised by Steph Lacey from the LEP of the potential of setting up a 
type of land bank (a capital fund) through the LEP.  The Council was a 
keen influencer in town centre strategic acquisition and re-purposing to 
see an increase in the number of residential dwellings in the town centre.  

Another question was asked by a Member about Flower Fund homes. He 
mentioned there were quite a few organisations within Scarborough 
borough who provided housing for retired people who have sufficient funds 
to undertake further development but were held back due to lack of 
confidence and access to expert advice.  He enquired whether under the 
proposed Better Homes strategy there was a way to let the Flower Fund in 
to assist them to use the funds they had to further develop and provide 
social housing?  The Director (RB) welcomed the feedback and with the 
Board’s agreement, stated he would make contact with Flower Fund 
Homes to raise the Better Homes Strategy with them. 

A Member asked about the 800 empty properties in Scarborough town 
centre and on plans to bring those properties back into housing?  The 
Director (RB) was aware of this issue and had had discussions with one of 
the Town Centre Registered Social Landlords about this.  

In response to a Member’s question regarding social value aspect of 
developments, the Director (RB) responded that the PME brochure was 
clear on what the Council aimed to achieve and did not put any of the 
market operators off. Social value was easier to influence within the land in 
the Council’s ownership.  In terms of how many organisations the PME 
went to, it was an open call to all developers in the country.  There were 17 



responses received, 16 in writing, which was good feedback from the 
market.   
 
In response to another Member’s question on whether there would be an 
order in terms of timescales for development, the Director (RB) talked 
about the objectives and delivery models and that timescales would be a 
longer term aspect for the Council to consider. 
 
Another member commented on the need for supporting infrastructure for 
new developments, i.e. provision of a community hall, shops nearby etc.  
The Director (RB) responded it was easier to influence such outcomes by 
the Council when the land was in its ownership. 

 
Another Member raised the issue of the Council’s declaration on Climate 
Emergency: is it worth making increased environmental sustainability and 
carbon reduction by design a headline objective and placing some 
importance on it? The Director (RB) responded that the “Quality of Homes” 
was an all-encompassing objective. 

 
A Member raised the issue of local young people and their needs for 
affordable local housing.  In terms of the weighting of the proposed 
strategic objectives, and the relative weighting of those objectives amongst 
themselves, he felt all categories should be rated at least “1” on 
everything, and that the scoring on “Quantity of Homes/Pace of 
development” should go up to “2”. 

 
In relation to page 17 of the report on options, he would just like to see 
options 1, 2, and 3 proceed. 

 
The criterion for young people, social housing and local links was also 
raised as an area suggested for more formal work on. The Director (RB) 
responded that competitive dialogue as part of a procurement process was 
mentioned. 
 
A comment was also made about part ownership arrangements for some 
developments  
 
Members then focused on the weighting of the proposed strategic 
objectives, and the relative weighting of those objectives amongst 
themselves and made a number of comments:- 

 Whether the Quantity of Homes/pace of Development should be seen 
as two separate objectives? 

 Financial sustainability – a concern that this should possibly be rated 
higher, particular as money could currently be borrowed at more 
competitive rates. 

  A comment from one Member that he would score all the proposed 
objectives as important and would rate them all “2” The Director (RB) 
responded it was important to weight objectives against each other so 
priority could be made. 



 

Overall, generally the Board felt the weighting as put forward in the 
presentation was about right, albeit Officers would look again at whether 
the rating for financial sustainability should be rated higher.   

 
The Board, then in the context of thinking of the national, regional and local 
context, the case for change and feedback from PME were asked to rate the 
relative weighting of the proposed strategic objectives amongst themselves. 
 
(Note: Due to the Chair having to evacuate from the Town Hall during the 
course of the presentation due to a fire alarm sounding in the building, there 
was a short adjournment of the meeting. The Vice-Chair, Councillor Guy 
Smith, then reconvened the meeting and took the Chair until Councillor 
Coulson, Chair was able to re-join).     

  

The Director (RB) added that the strategic objectives and relative weighting 
would impact upon the delivery model options:- 

 To do nothing? (i.e. rely on planning and regulatory powers alone 
to deliver affordable housing) 

 To dispose of sites on an individual basis by simple land sale? 

 To identify a preferred developer partner and establish a 
contractual joint venture through a Development Agreement? 

 To establish a formal corporate Joint Venture vehicle? 

 For the Council to carry out self-development in house? 

 Memorandum of Understanding & Options Agreements 

 

He added that technical legal and financial options appraisal work would be 
undertaken on these delivery models to present to Cabinet in December, 2020 

 
Following consideration of the information contained in the submitted report 
and presentation; questions asked thereon; and the Director (RB) having 
heard the pre-decision scrutiny views of all Board members on the Better 
Homes, delivery objections appraisal, it was moved, seconded and agreed 
unanimously that:-  
 
RESOLVED that the Director (RB) informs Cabinet of the pre-scrutiny 
feedback of this Board on the Better Homes, delivery objections appraisal, as 
outlined in the preamble to this minutes and during the discussions at this 
meeting. 
 
 Chairman 



NOTES
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