
 
SCARBOROUGH BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 

PLACES AND FUTURES OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY 
COMMITTEE 

 
At a meeting to be held at 2.00 pm on Wednesday, 21st April, 2021, 

at the https://www.youtube.com/ScarboroughCouncil 
 
 

AGENDA 
 
 
1. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST   
 Members are reminded of the need to consider whether they have a 

disclosable pecuniary, prejudicial or other (personal) interest to declare in 
any of the items on this agenda.  Details of any interest must be declared at 
the start of the meeting or as soon as any interest becomes apparent during 
the meeting. The attached form must also be completed.  Any advice 
required should ideally be sought before the day of the meeting. 
 
 

2. MINUTES  (Pages 1 - 22) 
 To approve and sign as correct records, the minutes of the former Overview 

and Scrutiny Board meetings held on 21st October, 11th November and 18th 
November, 2020, attached 
 

3. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME   
 To consider any public questions submitted, of which due notice has been 

given and which are relevant to the business of the Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee. 
 

4. CLIMATE CHANGE TASK GROUP   
 Cllr Phil Trumper, the Chair of the Climate Change Task Group will provide a 

verbal update regarding this review and the important role it will play moving 
forward in ensuring an environmentally sustainable recovery whilst building 
on real climate change and sustainable positives resulting from the 
pandemic, as described in the Council’s Covid-19 Recovery Strategy 
approved by the Cabinet in July, 2020. The Climate Change and Carbon 
Reduction Officer will also give a power-point presentation on progress at the 
meeting.      
 

5. PLACES AND FUTURES OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
WORK PROGRAMME AND FORWARD PLAN  (Pages 23 - 36) 

 To consider, agree and approve the Places and Future Overview & Scrutiny 
Committee’s initial programme of work (reference 21/74), along with a copy 
of the latest published version of the Cabinet’s Forward Plan for 
consideration.   
 



 
 
(N.B.  If you have any questions, need further information about the meeting or 
require special facilities in order to attend, please contact Christian Brennan, 
Democratic Services, Town Hall, St. Nicholas Street, Scarborough – Tel: 01723 
232332 Fax 08702384159 or email christian.brennan@scarborough.gov.uk) 
 



OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY BOARD 
 

At a meeting held on Wednesday, 21st October, 2020 
Present:- 

Councillor G Coulson (Chairman) in the Chair; 
Councillors D C Jeffels, C Pearson, A Bailey, N Robinson, G W L Smith, 

Ms S Tucker and S Sharma (as a substitute for Ms J Maw) 
 

 
 

1. MINUTES  
RESOLVED: that the minutes of the meetings held on 4 March and 9 

September, 2020 be approved as correct records and 
signed by the Chairman.  

 
2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  

Councillor Smith declared personal and non-prejudicial interests in the 
following items:- 
 
Agenda Item 5 – Review of Public Spaces Protection Order – Dog Controls.  
Councillor Smith, as he was a witness in a court case by Scarborough 
Borough Council in 2003 prosecuting a Leeds resident whose dog had 
attacked two of Councillor Smith’s donkeys on Scarborough’s South Beach on 
Palm Sunday, 24th March, 2002 
 
Agenda item 8 – Call-In, Cabinet Decision, Agricultural Portfolio – as he 
rented a field from Scarborough Borough Council on Oliver’s Mount Road. 
 

3. PUBLIC QUESTIONS  
There were no public questions received. 
 
   

4. CLIMATE CHANGE TASK GROUP  
Councillor Phil Trumper, the Chair of the Climate Change Task Group 
attended the meeting and provided a verbal update on matters discussed 
when the Task Group had last met on 23rd September, 2020. 
 
Many issues were discussed at a very productive task group meeting. He 
looked forward to the appointment of a new Sustainability Officer, which would 
be a joint appointment, the post holder working 2 ½ days for the Council and 2 
½ days for the North Yorkshire Moors National Park Authority. 
 
The Task Group had identified three key strands of work to progress.  The 
first of which was the steps the Council itself had to take to become carbon 
neutral.  The Council needed to quantify the levels of carbon now, the current 
position, if it was to meet its ambition to be carbon neutral by 2030 and had 
come up with the idea of a climate change totalizer so the Council could 
show, over time, how it was progressing. 
 

Page 1

Agenda Item 2



The second strand was the community strand, spilt into four stands: home, 
transport, recycling and self-sufficiency.  The role the Council had as 
community leaders helping these types of initiatives. 
 
The third strand was Central Government and lobbying them for green 
improvements, such as for the electrification of the train line from York to 
Scarborough. 
 
The Group also wanted to see the setting up of a network of green champions 
in the Borough, inviting anyone to become a green champion and help 
educate people to become carbon neutral by 2030. 
 
He mentioned that the Task Group had planned out its next stages of work in 
undertaking and progressing this review, including a proposed consultation 
exercise with Parish Councils and Clerks to ascertain their views and 
comments on climate change 
 
All this work was the start of the process of developing the beginning of some 
climate change strategic objectives for the Borough. 
 
Councillor Trumper responded to the Board’s questions and comments, 
including around more use of electric vehicles in the Council’s fleet, and the 
shared role with the National Park Authority of the to be appointed 
Sustainability Officer.  
 
A member endorsed the proposal of the Task Group to consult with the 
Parishes.  
 
A member referenced the use and provision of electric charging points in car 
parks and in the Borough.  There were still infrastructure and cost implications 
to a greater provision of electric charging points. 
 
Tree Planting schemes were also mentioned, but the difference between the 
planting of trees between urbanised spaces and more rural areas was 
highlighted. There still needed to be emphasis on the greening of urbanised 
environments, not just the more remote areas, moving forward as well. 
          
Another Member asked what the timeframes were for the completion of the 
Task Group’s work.  Councillor Trumper added that the Group were awaiting 
the appointment of the Sustainability Officer, to assist the group moving 
forward, and did not have a date for the completion of this review at this time.    
  

RESOLVED – that Councillor Phil Trumper, Chair of the Climate Change 

Task Group, be thanked for attending this meeting and providing his update 

on the Task Group’s work. 

 
5. REVIEW OF PUBLIC SPACES PROTECTION ORDER - DOG CONTROLS  

The Board considered a report of the Director (NE) (reference 20/198) on a 
review of a Public Places Protection Order (PSPO) – Dog Controls. 
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Appended to the report were the outcomes of a Dog Control consultation 
analysis (Appendix 1); and a copy of the current The Dog Control Public 
Spaces Protection Order 2017 – Varied January, 2019 (Appendix 2). 
 
Paul Thompson, Operations, Transport and Countryside Manager and Harry 
Briggs, Deputy Operations, Transport and Countryside Manager attended the 
meeting, outlined the public consultation process that had been undertaken; 
the feedback from the consultation, over 800 responses were received; and 
the current Dog Control Public Spaces Protection Order 2017 – Varied 
January, 2019; and responded to the Board’s questions and comments 
thereon.   
 
The current PSPO – Dog Controls would lapse in January, 2021.  It was 
currently enforced by two dog wardens and the beach superintendents.   
 
From the findings of the public consultation process, the Operations, 
Transport and Countryside Manager highlighted the following feedback:- 
 
Broadly, most respondents were in favour of the continuation of the PSPO – 
Dog Controls for a further three years and in particular: 
 

 Over 90% of respondents agreed that the fixed penalty fine for dog fouling 
should be set at the maximum available of £100; 

 95% of respondents agreed that the year round dog bans should remain in 
place in identified areas such as children’s playgrounds and sports 
pitches; 

 The majority of respondents agreed the seasonal dog beach restrictions 
remain in place      

 
Members commented on a number of matters, including the continued need 
for very clear signage to be provided to identify where dog restrictions were in 
place to members of the public; and the rules relating to dogs on leads.     
 
Beach banners were also placed at the high watermarks and entrances to 
beaches outlining the dog restrictions.  Officers were looking at a higher 
impact methods of the use of these banners moving forward for the 2021 
tourist season. 
 
The Board having considered the outcome of the public consultation process, 
gave consideration as to whether to support the proposal to approve the 
extension of the 2017 Dog Control Public Spaces Protection Order, as set out 
in Appendix 1 to the report. 
 
 
One Member commented on the differing views submitted by the Dogs Trust 
and the Kennel Club in the consultation response.   
 
Another Member felt he couldn’t support the proposal for the extension of the 
Order as put forward with concerns around some of the dog restriction periods 
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and the periods those restrictions were in place,, but all other Members 
expressed their support for the proposal submitted for the extension of the 
2017 Dog Control Public Spaces Protection Order.        
 
RESOLVED – that the Board informs Cabinet that supports the proposal put 
forward for the extension of the 2017 Dog Control Public Spaces Protection 
Order.        
 

6. OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY BOARD WORK PROGRAMME AND 
FORWARD PLAN  
The Democratic Services Officer presented the Overview and Scrutiny draft 
work programme 2020/21 (reference 20/171), along with a copy of the latest 
published of the Cabinet Forward Plan for the Board’s consideration. 
 

The Board’s attention was drawn to the two special meetings of the Board that 

were include in the work plan and would be held on the 11th and 18th 

November, 2020 respectively. 

 

Following consideration, the Board reviewed and refreshed its work 

programme.          

RESOLVED – that:  

(1) the Work Programme be approved as presented,  

(2) an item be added to one of the thematic overview and scrutiny committees 

work programme for consideration on its agenda in early 2021, on monitoring 

performance and the progress of the “Better Borough, Brighter Futures”, the 

Council’s Corporate Plan, which was adopted at the Council meeting held on 

7th September, 2020.      

 
7. EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC  

The Chair and Board members determined to hold the Agricultural Portfolio 
item in public session, with the caveat that as long as Members did not 
divulge any of the commercially sensitive information under consideration 
during the course of the meeting. 
 
RESOLVED: not to exclude the press and public from the meeting for this 
item. 
 

8. EXEMPT/CONFIDENTIAL ITEM - CALL-IN - CABINET DECISION - 
AGRICULTURAL PORTFOLIO (REFERENCE 20/164)  
The Board reviewed the decision of Cabinet dated 15 September, 2020 as 
detailed in a report of the Director (RB) in respect of the Agricultural Portfolio 
(reference 20/164)  
 
The Cabinet decision had been to resolve that the Council:- 
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(i) Approve the rationalisation of the Agricultural land and property portfolio 
by granting in principle approval for the potential freehold sale of up to 
approximately 1,255 acres of land. The land comprises of 19 holdings 
located throughout the borough listed in the schedule attached 
(Appendix 1) subject to obtaining satisfactory offers from the tenants or 
in the open market. 

(ii) To appoint specialist agricultural consultants to support Estates & 
Strategic Land in each individual negotiation only as required to secure 
the best price. 

(iii) Note that a further report seeking final approval for each individual asset 
sale will be presented to the relevant authoriser dependent on the level 
of receipt following a negotiation and independent valuation and/or a 
marketing period and in accordance with the Council’s constitution. 

 
Reasons 
(i) To negotiate with tenants in the first instance to unlock marriage value 

premium where properties are held in Agricultural Holding Act (AHA) 
leases or on the open market where we have vacant possession or 
where we have a flexible Farm Business Tenancy (FBT) to explore the 
sale with the tenant and/or the open market whichever will secure the 
best price in order to obtain a capital receipt. 

(ii) To comply with the Council’s Constitution. 
 
 
Councillor Colling, the Portfolio Holder for Inclusive Growth was unable to 
attend the meeting, but had asked the Chair to convey the following response 
to the Overview and Scrutiny Board: “thank you all for your interest in the 
Council’s agricultural land holdings, which is an historic land holding, 
consisting mostly of hereditary tenancies.  The Estates team are carrying out 
a challenge and rationalisation exercise on these assets. This is in keeping 
with the best practice in estates management as outlined in national bodies 
such as the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA) 
and Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS), supported by the 
Council’s Commercial Strategy.  Cabinet gave an “in principle” approval for 
the Estates team to develop this work, to assess the Council’s agricultural 
portfolio with a view to the potential sale of a number of freehold interests.  It 
is important to note that should the recommendation be to progress to the 
sale, that final approval would come back to Cabinet or the portfolio holder, 
dependent on the value involved and would of course be subject to a call-in”            
 
At this stage in the proceedings, Richard Bradley, Commercial Director 
introduced a power-point presentation outlining some background and 
technical information in relation to the Council’s agricultural portfolio. Richard 
Bradley along with Bryan Walker, the Estates Manager outlined and explained 
the salient points in the presentation to the Board     
 
The decision had been called in for scrutiny pursuant to Section 4.6 of the 
Constitution, Additional Overview and Scrutiny Committee Procedure Rules, 
paragraph 10 (v) by Councillor Derek Bastiman.  Members had before them, 
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for reference, the report of the Director (RB) (Reference 20/164), the extract 
decision, and the call-in form.  
 
The originator of the call-in on this matter, Councillor Derek Bastiman 
addressed the meeting in support of the call-in. He outlined and spoke on his 
reasons for the call-in, namely that:  
 
(a) The sale of assets should be avoided where they are offering a return that 
may be modest but is far more secure than other investment strategies. The 
Corporate Investment Strategy agreed in 2018 placed more of an emphasis 
on sale of properties that were an ongoing maintenance liability rather than 
stating a minimum rate of return would be required to ensure the asset stayed 
as part of the SBC portfolio. 
 
(b) Employment in the agricultural sector is very important for rural 
communities. If the smaller farms are sold off and consolidated local 
employees will be laid off as larger agribusinesses take over using outside 
contractors. 
 
(c)  Massive investment has been made in technical and construction training 
for young people by the previous administration. This is to be applauded and 
it is time to level up rural opportunities by ensuring smaller farms or small 
holdings are available for young people who wish to become the next 
generation of farmers. Food security will become more important in future 
years. 
 
(d) Smaller units are more likely to be run on an ecologically sustainable way 
as the owners live locally and are able to tailor their farming methods to suit 
the very particular nature of our geology and soil conditions 
 
Other Councillor signatories to the call-in spoke in a similar vein. 
 
Oliver Stones, from Dee, Atkinson & Harrison who was the agricultural 
consultant to the Council, was also present for this item, gave a brief overview 
of the legislation in relation to agricultural holdings and responded to the 
specific technical/legislative questions raised by the Board. 
 
Members of the Board then discussed the Cabinet’s decision and asked 
further questions, to which Richard Bradley, Bryan Walker and Oliver Stones 
responded to questions raised.  
 
The Board asked questions, including around the levels of interest that had 
been shown in the potential purchase of freehold interests; and further 
clarification on some of the technical terms used in the discussions in this 
item. Bryan Walker explained the technicalities, such as the Agricultural 
Holding Act (AHA) tenancies. 
 
There was a feeling amongst some Members of the Board about the 
establishment setting up a Task Group to look at the Council’s agricultural 
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portfolio moving forward, with organisations such as the National Farmers 
Union (NFU) and Young Farmers invited to have input into this work.  
  
Two alternative proposals were put forward by Members of the Board, both of 
which were seconded. 
 
Councillor Bailey moved, which was seconded by Councillor Sharma, that the 
Cabinet decision be upheld, with three additional recommendations: (1) in the 
work that Officers do, that Cabinet seeks substantial assurances that existing 
tenants are given every encouragement to buy the land they currently rent in 
every single case; (2) we request that our Officers support our tenants in any 
way they can in accessing capital and legal advice in facilitating sales, and 
Cabinet seeks substantial assurance they have done that; and (3) that every 
individual sale should be subject to a report to Cabinet in the interests of 
transparency and to offer the opportunity for further scrutiny by Elected 
Members should they choose to do so.     
 
Councillor Jeffels moved, which was seconded by Councillor Pearson, that 
the group should set up a task group to look at this issue in greater depth, and 
invite contributions from relevant interest groups and defer any decision in 
relation to the rationalisation of the agricultural land and property portfolio until 
the group has had the opportunity to carry out more work.   
 
The Board then voted on the proposal, which had been moved by Councillor 

Jeffels and seconded by Councillor Pearson.  Upon being put to the vote, the 

motion was carried 5 votes – 3 votes. 

 
RESOLVED that Cabinet is asked to revisit its decision dated 15 September, 
2020 in respect of the Agricultural Portfolio and that it is recommended to 
establish a Task Group to look at the issue in greater depth and invite 
contributions from relevant interest groups and to defer any decision in 
relation to the rationalisation of the agricultural land and property portfolio until 
the Task Group has had the opportunity to carry out more work. 
 
 
 Chairman 
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OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY BOARD 
 

At a meeting held on Wednesday, 11th November, 2020 
Present:- 

Councillor G Coulson (Chairman) in the Chair; 
Councillors D C Jeffels, C Pearson, A Bailey, G W L Smith, M J Cockerill, P Riley, 

S Sharma (as a substitute for Ms J Maw) and M Stonehouse (as a substitute for Ms 
S Tucker) 

 
 
 
CHAIR'S ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
The Chair (Councillor Coulson) prior to the commencement of this formal 
virtual meeting, outlined its purpose and format, which would be a scrutiny 
inquiry session to receive and consider all stakeholder evidence presented, 
ask questions thereon, draw conclusions and then to make some conclusions 
and recommendations on support for local businesses during the pandemic. 
 
The Chair welcomed, Kerry Carruthers, Chief Executive, Yorkshire Coast BID 
Company, along with the Chair of the Company, Clive Rowe-Evans to the 
meeting.  
 
He also welcomed everyone else present and added that there were a 
number of other stakeholders who would contribute to the discussions and 
matter under consideration during the course of the meeting.  An indicative 
programme and information pack for this scrutiny enquiry session had been 
circulated with the agenda papers. 
 

1. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
The following declarations of interest were made: 
 
Councillor Riley declared a personal and non-prejudicial interest in item 3 - 
Yorkshire Coast Business Improvement District (YCBID) – support for local 
businesses during the pandemic.  In his capacity as secretary of the Filey 
Civic Society, Councillor Riley informed the Board that he was acquainted 
with and had collaborated with a hotelier on a project to commemorate the 
connection of the hotelier’s hotel with a famous actress.  There was now a 
blue plaque over the door and the unveiling event brought some good 
publicity to Filey last September.  The hotelier concerned was a member of 
the board of directors of Yorkshire Coast BID Company.  
 
Councillor Smith also declared a personal and non-prejudicial interest in item 
3 - Yorkshire Coast Business Improvement District (YCBID) – support for local 
businesses during the pandemic. He was a member of the Scarborough 
District Trade and Commerce and his interest related to the Scarborough Gift 
card scheme.       
 

2. PUBLIC QUESTIONS  
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There were no public questions received. 
 
   

3. YORKSHIRE COAST BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT (YCBID) 
SUPPORT FOR LOCAL BUSINESSES DURING THE PANDEMIC  
As a background to this scrutiny inquiry session, all present were informed 
that following an independent investigation of the Council’s role in carrying out 
the ballot for the Yorkshire Coast Business Improvement District (YCBID), the 
Audit Committee made a series of recommendations to the Cabinet which 
were adopted.  One was that the Cabinet: 
 

         “Notes the difficult circumstances in which the Borough’s businesses find 
themselves as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic and asks the Yorkshire 
Coast BID company and the Council’s Overview and Scrutiny Board to 
explore all options available to the Yorkshire Coast BID company to assist 
these businesses, by the Overview and Scrutiny Board inviting the Yorkshire 
Coast BID company to a meeting to review this matter together”.   
  
The Overview and Scrutiny Board has responded to this request by inviting 
the YCBID and other stakeholders to this meeting to explore these options 
available to the YCBID to support businesses during the pandemic and reach 
some conclusions and recommendations. 
 
The Chair outlined the indicative running order for this scrutiny inquiry and 
also referenced an indicative running order and the background information 
contained in a supporting information pack that had been circulated with the 
agenda papers.   
 
Clive Rowe-Evans, Chair of the YCBID, thanked the Board for inviting him 
and Kerry Carruthers, Chief Executive, YCBID to the meeting. 
 
Kerry Carruthers, Chief Executive, YCBID, gave a detailed powerpoint 
presentation to the Board, outlining work the YCBID had been undertaking to 
support businesses during the pandemic. She also focused on and responded 
to four key questions asked by the Board of the YCBID in advance of this 
meeting:- 
 
1.  YCBID’s initial response and support? 
2.  YCBID’s current offer to businesses? 
3.  YCBID’s future plans/offer moving forward to assist businesses as a  
     second lockdown approached?  
4.  How the YCBID Company communicated with the businesses? 
 
 
 
In relation to the above questions, the presentation also provided further detail 
and information on:- 
 

1. Levy (£) by sector and category; 
2. Levy (numbers) by sector and category; 
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3. BID investment by type; 
4. BID income; 
5. Expenditure by area; 
6. Refocused projects; 
7. ShopAppy; 
8. Support; 
9. Savings Advisory Service; 
10. Monster Hero Safari; 
11. Support local campaigns; 
12. Scarborough gift card; 
13. Christmas Express; 
14. Yorkshire coastal route; 
15. Coastal sculpture collection; 
16. The Odyssey – an epic adventure on the Yorkshire Coast; 
17. Lighting up the Coast; 
18. Communication with businesses 

 
Following the presentation, the Chief Executive and Chair of the YCBID 
responded to questions, comments and concerns raised by the Board, other 
Councillors present and invited stakeholders.  Questions included the matter 
of the collection of the levy for the YCBID and the impact of the Covid-19 
pandemic on businesses.   Challenges highlighted included on the YCBID 
Directors focus/approval process; the BID levy, with the local authority bound 
by the regulations to collect the levy; and achieving a balanced volume of 
communication. The YCBID Chair acknowledged the current staffing structure 
has been kept lean initially and they would look at staffing again following this 
meeting.        
 
Hero Sumner, representing the Yorkshire Coast Levy Payers Association 
(YCLPA) addressed the meeting.  The YCLPA had provided a detailed written 
submission to the Board which was included in the information pack circulated 
with the agenda for the meeting.  She raised the views and key issues which 
the YCLPA wanted to convey to this scrutiny inquiry in relation to how the 
YCBID currently supported and should support local businesses during the 
pandemic.         
 
Following her submission, Hero responded to questions and comments that 
arose from those present.  Clive Rowe Evans, Chair YCBID, stated that he 
wanted to have a closer dialogue with the YCLPA and for better 
communications.  He hoped a 1-1 meeting could be arranged with Hero 
Sumner at some stage following the meeting to discuss the YCLPA issues 
raised.  
 
 
Ms Sue Anderson-Brown, Centre Manager, Brunswick Shopping Centre, 
Scarborough, representing over 30 levy payers at the Centre addressed the 
meeting. She referred to the presentation of the Chief Executive, YCBID 
earlier in the meeting, which she found detailed, interesting and a bit of an 
“eye opener”, some of the information she hadn’t heard before, as she was a 
significant levy payer in Scarborough Town Centre. 
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Ms Anderson-Brown then referred to the Scrutiny Board’s remit for this 
scrutiny inquiry, specifically on how the YCBID had supported local 
businesses during the pandemic.  51% of the revenue from the BID came 
from retail. Overall, the view from her collective of levy payers at the Centre 
was that there had been a negligible or no real support from the YCBID for 
levy payers throughout the Covid-19 pandemic. 
 
She added that the demands for payment had continued despite the rate 
reliefs granted by Central Government.  Many of the businesses she was 
representing had had to furlough staff, but she felt the YCBID had not shown 
the same attitude to make final adjustments at this time.  
 
There was little evidence of tangible support whilst the levy collection 
continued.  She referred to Clive Rowe-Evans, Chair YCBID’s notion that 
there were hundreds of satisfied levy payers by virtue of them just paying the 
levy as flawed. Businesses at the Brunswick Shopping Centre paid the levy as 
it was a legal requirement.      
 
She felt the offer of support and signage and communications had been poor 
from the YCBID.  She expressed the view that the current YCBID Board was 
ineffective, had competency weaknesses and it was not a functioning Board 
as it stands.   
 
Businesses in the Brunswick Shopping Centre have worked together despite 
the YCBID with the support of Centre Management.    
 
She criticised the lack of impact and support for the ShopAppy initiative, with 
only 21 people signed up to the scheme and the very limited amount of 
communication received on all issues from the YCBID.  She felt there should 
be some refund of the levy to levy payers from the YCBID. 
 
The current financial position for the YCBID was sought.  The Chair of the 
YCBID responded that there was no reluctance on his part in sharing financial 
information. He added that the YCBID’s accounts position up to the end of 
July, 2020 should be available within the next ten days.  
 
Ms Anderson-Brown also mentioned the Scarborough Gift Card scheme. This 
scheme was an initiative in partnership involving herself representing 
Brunswick Shopping Centre and Scarborough Borough Council, with some 
funding the Council managed to lobby for with the Local Enterprise 
Partnership (LEP).  It was an amazing initiative that would hopefully bring 
some much needed ring-fenced revenue into our Town Centre for our retailers 
who were desperate at the moment for any sales they were able to get. Whist 
she was grateful the YCBID had contributed, she stressed that this was a 
three year programme and the YCBID was not the main driver of this initiative.  
 
In conclusion, she added she would call for the YCBID to be terminated as an 
organisation and for a further vote to be held by levy payers on this issue.   
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Following her submission, Ms Anderson-Brown responded to questions and 
comments that arose from the Board and stakeholders.  The Chief Executive 
and Chair of the YCBID further responded to questions, comments and 
concerns regarding the issues Ms Anderson-Brown had raised about the 
YCBID. 
 
The Board, as part of this scrutiny inquiry, then made reference to written 
documentation provided by the English Riviera BID and York BID, which had 
been provided in the information pack for the meeting.  The documentation 
provided an overview of how those two BIDs had responded in their 
respective areas to supporting businesses during the pandemic.  Other 
comments related to the provision of local business support in town centres, 
such as signage, and the limited staff resource the YCBID currently had to 
deliver its services and objectives.   
 
Councillor Alf Abbott, a non-Overview and Scrutiny Board member felt the 
area the YCBID Company had to manage had been set up far too big. There 
were many business sectors involved in this area who had to pay the levy, 
from retail, big stores, bed and breakfasts etc. The YCBID had only two staff 
(1.5FTE) currently to support everything.      
 
Clive Rowe-Evans, Chair, YCBID, on a point of clarity, explained, that the 
YCBID was a Coastal BID company and not a Town Centre BID, as was the 
case in some  other areas of the country.  In relation to comments raised in 
the meeting, there were no direct comparisons as such to these non-coastal 
BIDs. He also hoped more business owners in the town centres would work 
with the BID and become YCBID Board members in due course 
 
Sue Anderson-Brown, stated that whilst relationships with the YCBID were 
currently difficult, she wished to emphasise that her relationship with the 
Council and its marketing and tourism teams has been second to none and 
excellent.  
 
Janet Deacon, Scarborough Borough Council’s Tourism Manager addressed 
the meeting. She added she worked closely with the BID on projects put 
forward by business representatives.  She also deputised at YCBID Board 
meetings, when the Council’s Commercial Director, Richard Bradley was 
unable to attend.   The suggested motions being put forward addressed many 
of the issues raised, including in relation to businesses’ immediate financial 
needs, restructuring of the YCBID Company and improved communications.      
 
Another point was ensuring that local representation within each destination 
had the opportunity to voice their opinion on projects that were being put 
forward. 
  
The Board, having heard from the YCBID, stakeholders, and other Councillors 
who spoke on this matter, then considered and discussed its findings from this 
scrutiny inquiry session.     
 

Page 13



At the conclusion of the Board’s deliberations, a proposed set of 
recommendations was agreed and put forward by the Board (as detailed in 
the agreed resolutions below).   
 
Councillor Paul Riley added he felt he couldn’t support the proposals as 
outlined unless there was some more substantive detail around financial 
information included.  
 
Upon being put to the vote, the motion was carried by 8 votes – 1 vote. 
 
 
RESOLVED that the O&S Board make the following recommendations to the 
Yorkshire Coast BID Company:  
 
a) Although the Overview and Scrutiny Board has grave concerns in 

regard to the current performance of the YCBID company, the Board 
welcomes the extensive programme of events and projects it has 
drawn up to regenerate the Yorkshire Coast.  It is also concerned 
about the low degree of active support to local businesses during the 
on-going Covid-19 crisis. It is vital to develop links with businesses in 
Scarborough, Whitby and Filey to further the aspirations of the YCBID 
Company to the benefit of economy of the coast.  

 
b) The Board also recommends that the YCBID Company should provide 

payment holidays to those businesses who have been unable to pay 
their levy until at least 30th September 2021 and explore the possibility 
of late payment of existing levy payments. 

 
c) The company should also discontinue the policy of taking struggling 

businesses to court if they are unable to pay the levy, not to do so 
would seriously damage the reputation of the YCBID Board and the 
whole of its aspirations.   
 

d) The YCBID Company should also expand its present communications 
policy making it far more pro-active and targeted. 

 
e) The YCBID Company should also set out clear performance targets so 

that they can be reported back to this Overview and Scrutiny Board, so 
that the Board can monitor clear value for money. 
 

f) The YCBID Company be invited to a future meeting in six months’ time 
to review progress with the Board. 

 
 Chairman 
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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 
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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, 
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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. 
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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 
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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 
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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. 
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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 
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Places & Future Overview and Scrutiny Committee  
  Report Ref: 21/74     

DRAFT Work Programme 2020/21 and 2021/22 

 

Meeting Topic Action Plan 

All meetings O&S Work Programme & Cabinet 
Forward Plan; Task & Finish reviews  
 

Regular work review to prioritise items and progress with 
current reviews 

   

Meeting Topic Action Plan 

21 April 2021 
 

Climate Change Review Group – 
update on progress 
 

Cllr Phil Trumper, Chair of the Group will provide a verbal 

update on progress and next steps.  The Climate Change 

and Carbon Reduction Officer will also give a presentation 

at the meeting.   

30 June, 2021  
 
 

 

01 Sept, 2021 Climate Change Review Group – 
final report  
 
 
 
 

 Cllr Phil Trumper, Chair of the Group will present the final 

report of the review group. The Committee is asked to 

consider and endorse the report, along with the 

recommendations and proposed key strategic objectives 

contained therein. 

27 Oct 2021 
 
 

  

22 Dec 2021  
 
 

 

23 Feb 2022   
 

    
 

20 April 2022  
 

 

 
 
 

  

 Items to be considered by the 
Committee for scheduling into the 
work programme 
 

 

2021/22 Date 
to be 
allocated  
 
 

“Better Borough, Brighter Futures”, 
the Council’s Corporate Plan   
 
 
 

To monitor the performance and the progress of the 
“Better Borough, Brighter Futures”, the Council’s 
Corporate Plan, which was adopted at Council on 7th 
September, 2020.      

2021/22 Date 
to be 
allocated  

YC DBID - update  To receive an update report back from the YC DBID 
Chairman and Chief Executive further to their attendance 
at the November, 2020 meeting of the former O&S 
Scrutiny Board.    
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2021/22 Date 
to be 
allocated  

Transpennine Express (TPE) 
partnership report    
 
 
 

To receive a progress report following TPE’s attendance at 
the March, 2020 meeting of the former O&S Scrutiny 
Board. At that meeting, it was resolved that “TPE host a 
public engagement meeting by the end of March, 2020” 
and “that a progress update be provided to the Overview 
and Scrutiny Board in due course” 
 
Contact Officer: Jonathan Bramley  
  

2021/22 Date 
to be 
allocated  
 

COVID-19 Recovery Strategy Cabinet at its meeting held on 21st July, 2020, considered 
and approved a COVID-19 recovery strategy for the 
Borough. A report of the Director (NE) will update the 
Board on the progress of the recovery strategy since that 
time. 
 

2021/22 Date 
to be 
allocated  
 

Dog Fouling issues  - update To receive an update on measures being taken to address 
dog fouling issues.   
 
 

2021/22 Date 
to be 
allocated  
 
 
 
 

Cultural Strategy Pre-decision scrutiny 
 
(Suggested date for consideration – 01 September, 2021 
meeting 
 
Contact Officer: Janet Deacon)   
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Report ref: 21/73 
 

KEY DECISIONS LIST 
 
 

The following is a list of Key Decisions and ‘A’ Decisions which the Authority proposes 
to take in the next few months 
 
A KEY DECISION is taken by Cabinet (or may be delegated to a Portfolio Holder or an 
Officer), and is any executive decision which is likely to: 
 

 result in the Council incurring expenditure which is, or the making of savings which 
are, significant, having regard to the Council’s budget for the service or function to 
which the decision relates (in this respect, ‘significant’ means any expenditure or 
savings equivalent to £140,000); or 

 

 have a significant impact in two or more wards or electoral divisions; 
 
If a decision affects the budget and/or policy framework set by the Council, this is 
classed as an ‘A’ decision. It will be heard by Cabinet but the final decision will be made 
by full Council. 
 
The Key Decisions List will be updated and published on the Council’s website on a 
monthly basis.  
 
 

If you have any queries on this Key Decisions List, please contact 
St John Harris on 01723 383556 or by e-mail to stjohn.harris@scarborough.gov.uk 
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Decisions which the Cabinet intends to make in private 
 

The Cabinet hereby gives notice that it intends to meet in private after its public meeting to 
consider reports which may contain confidential or exempt information.  The private meeting of 
the Cabinet is open only to Members of the Cabinet, other Councillors and Council officers.  
 
Reports relating to decisions which the Cabinet will take at its private meeting are indicated in 
the list of Key Decisions below, with the reasons for the decision being made in private.  Any 
person is able to make representations to the Cabinet if he/she believes the decision should 
instead be made in the public Cabinet meeting. If you want to make such representations, 
please e-mail St John Harris at stjohn.harris@scarborough.gov.uk  
You will then be sent a response in reply to your representations.  

 
Access to reports and other relevant documents 

 
Reports and documents relevant to matters to be considered at the Cabinet’s public meeting 
will be available on the Council’s website (www.scarborough.gov.uk) 5 working days before the 
meeting.  For individual decisions, this is 3 working days.  

 
 

 
Making your Views Heard 

 
You can ask a question about any of the reports to be considered at a Cabinet meeting if the 
question is submitted to the Chief Executive in writing or by email at least 2 working days 
before the meeting. For further details about this please contact St John Harris at 
stjohn.harris@scarborough.gov.uk  
 
SCARBOROUGH BOROUGH COUNCIL - CABINET 
 
Leader:  Cllr Steve Siddons 
Cabinet Member for Corporate Resources:  Cllr Janet Jefferson 
Cabinet Member for Inclusive Growth:  Cllr Liz Colling 
Cabinet Member for Environment and Sustainability:  Cllr Michelle Donohue-Moncrieff 
Cabinet Member for Neighbourhoods:   Cllr Tony Randerson  
Cabinet Member for Quality of Life:  Cllr Jim Grieve 
Cabinet Member for Stronger Communities and Housing: Cllr Carl Maw 
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LIST OF KEY DECISIONS 
 
 

If a Key Decision is called in, it will not be capable of implementation until a final decision is made.  
 
 

Key 
Decision  
A or K  

Proposed Key Decision 
 

Proposed 
Key 
Decision 
date 
 

Lead Executive Councillor(s),  
Wards Affected, and  
Officer to contact for further 
information or relevant 
documents 

Open or private meeting Documents to be 
submitted to Cabinet 
(other relevant 
documents may be 
submitted) 

The Leader 

Corporate Resources 

1  
A Item 
 

Corporate Equalities and 
Diversity Scheme 
 
 

20 Apr 
2021 
 
5 May 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Corporate 
Resources 
 
 

Open 
 
 

Corporate Equalities 
and Diversity Scheme 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Miss Petra Jackson 
 
petra.jackson@scarborough.gov.uk 

2  
A Item 
 

Appointment of 
committees 2021-22 
 
 

20 Apr 
2021 
 
5 May 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Corporate 
Resources 
 
 

Open 
 
 

Appointment of 
committees 2021-22 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Mr St John Harris 
 
stjohn.harris@scarborough.gov.uk 
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 Key 
Decision 
Reason  

Proposed Key Decision 
 

Proposed 
Key 
Decision 
date 
 

Lead Executive Councillor(s),  
Wards Affected, and  
Officer to contact for further 
information or relevant 
documents  

Open or private meeting Documents to be 
submitted to Cabinet  
(other relevant 
documents may be 
submitted) 

3  
K Item 
 

Pride In Our People 
update 
 
 

18 May 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Corporate 
Resources 

Open 
 
 

Pride In Our People 
update 
 Ward(s): 

All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Ms Elaine Blades 
 
elaine.blades@scarborough.gov.uk 

4  
K Item 
 

Capital Strategy update 
 
 

22 Jun 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Corporate 
Resources 

Open 
 
 

Capital Strategy update 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Ms Kerry Metcalfe 
 
kerry.metcalfe@scarborough.gov.uk 

5  
K Item 
 

Financial Outturn 2020-
21 
 
 

20 Jul 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Corporate 
Resources 

Open 
 
 

Financial Outturn 2020-
21 
 Ward(s): 

All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Mr Neil Hughes 
 
neil.hughes@scarborough.gov.uk 

6  
K Item 
 

Treasury Management 
Outturn 
 
 

20 Jul 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Corporate 
Resources 

Open 
 
 

Treasury Management 
Outturn 
 Ward(s): 

All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Mr Martin Pedley 
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 Key 
Decision 
Reason  

Proposed Key Decision 
 

Proposed 
Key 
Decision 
date 
 

Lead Executive Councillor(s),  
Wards Affected, and  
Officer to contact for further 
information or relevant 
documents  

Open or private meeting Documents to be 
submitted to Cabinet  
(other relevant 
documents may be 
submitted) 

Martin.pedley@scarborough.gov.uk 

7  
K Item 
 

Local Support for 
Council Tax - 
consultation for 2022-23 
 
 

20 Jul 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Corporate 
Resources 

Open 
 
 

Local Support for 
Council Tax - 
consultation for 2022-
23 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Mr Guy Shrimpton 
 
guy.shrimpton@scarborough.gov.uk 

8  
K Item 
 

Financial Monitoring 
Report (First Quarter) 
 
 

14 Sep 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Corporate 
Resources 

Open 
 
 

Financial Monitoring 
Report (First Quarter) 
 Ward(s): 

All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Mr Neil Hughes 
 
neil.hughes@scarborough.gov.uk 

9  
K Item 
 

Financial Monitoring 
Report (Second Quarter) 
 
 

16 Nov 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Corporate 
Resources 

Open 
 
 

Financial Monitoring 
Report (Second 
Quarter) 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Mr Neil Hughes 
 
neil.hughes@scarborough.gov.uk 

10  
K Item 
 

Fees and Charges 
 
 

14 Dec 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Corporate 
Resources 

Open 
 
 

Fees and Charges 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 
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 Key 
Decision 
Reason  

Proposed Key Decision 
 

Proposed 
Key 
Decision 
date 
 

Lead Executive Councillor(s),  
Wards Affected, and  
Officer to contact for further 
information or relevant 
documents  

Open or private meeting Documents to be 
submitted to Cabinet  
(other relevant 
documents may be 
submitted) 

Contact officer: 
Ms Kerry Metcalfe 
 
kerry.metcalfe@scarborough.gov.uk 

11  
K Item 
 

Capital Strategy 2022-23 
 
 

14 Dec 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Corporate 
Resources 

Open 
 
 

Capital Strategy 2022-
23 
 Ward(s): 

All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Ms Kerry Metcalfe 
 
kerry.metcalfe@scarborough.gov.uk 

12  
K Item 
 

Draft Revenue Budget 
2022-23 
 
 

18 Jan 
2022 

Portfolio Holder for Corporate 
Resources 

Open 
 
 

Draft Revenue Budget 
2022-23 
 Ward(s): 

All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Ms Kerry Metcalfe 
 
kerry.metcalfe@scarborough.gov.uk 

13  
A Item 
 

Medium Term Financial 
Strategy 2022-23 
 
 

15 Feb 
2022 
 
25 Feb 
2022 

Portfolio Holder for Corporate 
Resources 
 
 

 
 
 

Medium Term Financial 
Strategy 2022-23 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Mr Nick Edwards 
Tel: 01723 232410 
Nick.Edwards@scarborough.gov.uk 
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 Key 
Decision 
Reason  

Proposed Key Decision 
 

Proposed 
Key 
Decision 
date 
 

Lead Executive Councillor(s),  
Wards Affected, and  
Officer to contact for further 
information or relevant 
documents  

Open or private meeting Documents to be 
submitted to Cabinet  
(other relevant 
documents may be 
submitted) 

Inclusive Growth 

14  
K Item 
 

Capital Programme 
implementation 
 
 

20 Apr 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Inclusive 
Growth 

Open 
 
 

Capital Programme 
implementation 
 Ward(s): 

All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Mr Chris Bourne 
 
Chris.bourne@scarborough.gov.uk 

15  
K Item 
 

Better Homes: Use of 
Council owned land to 
support the provision of 
affordable homes – 
formal advertisement 
under s123(2A) Local 
Government Act 1972 
 
 

20 Apr 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Inclusive 
Growth, Portfolio Holder for 
Stronger Communities and 
Housing 

Open 
 
 

Better Homes: Use of 
Council owned land to 
support the provision of 
affordable homes – 
formal advertisement 
under s123(2A) Local 
Government Act 1972 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Mr Richard Bradley 
 
Richard.Bradley@scarborough.gov.uk 

16  
K Item 
 

Scarborough Masterplan 
 
 

18 May 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Inclusive 
Growth 

Open 
 
 

Scarborough 
Masterplan 
 Ward(s): 

Castle; Falsgrave & Stepney; 
Northstead; Weaponness & 
Ramshill; Woodlands 

Contact officer: 
Mr Alex Richards 
 
alex.richards@scarborough.gov.uk 

17  Better Homes: Use of 22 Jun 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Inclusive 
Growth, Portfolio Holder for 

Open Better Homes: Use of 
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 Key 
Decision 
Reason  

Proposed Key Decision 
 

Proposed 
Key 
Decision 
date 
 

Lead Executive Councillor(s),  
Wards Affected, and  
Officer to contact for further 
information or relevant 
documents  

Open or private meeting Documents to be 
submitted to Cabinet  
(other relevant 
documents may be 
submitted) 

K Item 
 

Council owned land to 
support the provision of 
affordable homes – 
procurement of 
development partner 
 
 

Stronger Communities and 
Housing 

 
 

Council owned land to 
support the provision of 
affordable homes – 
procurement of 
development partner 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Mr Richard Bradley 
 
Richard.Bradley@scarborough.gov.uk 

Environment and Sustainability 

18  
K Item 
 

2021-2027 Cell 1 coastal 
monitoring programme – 
acceptance of grant and 
appointment of 
contractors 
 
 

18 May 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Environment 
and Sustainability 

Open - private appendices 
The appendices to this report 
are exempt from disclosure 
on the grounds that they 
contain information relating to 
the financial or business 
affairs of a particular person 
(including the authority 
holding that information) 
under paragraph 3 of 
Schedule 12A of the Local 
Government Act 1972 and in 
all the circumstances of the 
case, the public interest in 
maintaining the exemption 
outweighs the public interest 
in disclosing the information. 
 

2021-2027 Cell 1 
coastal monitoring 
programme – 
acceptance of grant 
and appointment of 
contractors 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Mr Chris Bourne 
 
Chris.bourne@scarborough.gov.uk 

19  Robin Hoods Bay Sea 18 May 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Environment 
and Sustainability 

Open Robin Hoods Bay Sea 
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 Key 
Decision 
Reason  

Proposed Key Decision 
 

Proposed 
Key 
Decision 
date 
 

Lead Executive Councillor(s),  
Wards Affected, and  
Officer to contact for further 
information or relevant 
documents  

Open or private meeting Documents to be 
submitted to Cabinet  
(other relevant 
documents may be 
submitted) 

K Item 
 

Wall Maintenance  - 
appointment of 
contractor 
 
 

Ward(s): 
Fylingdales 

 
 

Wall Maintenance  - 
appointment of 
contractor 
 

Contact officer: 
Mr Chris Bourne 
 
Chris.bourne@scarborough.gov.uk 

Neighbourhoods 

20  
K Item 
 

Cemeteries provision 
 
 

14 Sep 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for 
Neighbourhoods 

Open 
 
 

Cemeteries provision 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Mr Jonathan Bramley 
 
jonathan.bramley@scarborough.gov.uk 

Quality of Life 

21  
K Item 
 

Visitor Economy 
Strategy 
 
 

20 Apr 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Quality of Life Open 
 
 

Visitor Economy 
Strategy 
 Ward(s): 

All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Mrs Janet Deacon 
 
Janet.deacon@scarborough.gov.uk 

22  
K Item 
 

Scarborough Fayre 
 
 

20 Apr 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Quality of Life Open 
 
 

Scarborough Fayre 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 
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 Key 
Decision 
Reason  

Proposed Key Decision 
 

Proposed 
Key 
Decision 
date 
 

Lead Executive Councillor(s),  
Wards Affected, and  
Officer to contact for further 
information or relevant 
documents  

Open or private meeting Documents to be 
submitted to Cabinet  
(other relevant 
documents may be 
submitted) 

Contact officer: 
Mrs Janet Deacon 
 
Janet.deacon@scarborough.gov.uk 

23  
A Item 
 

Playing Pitch Strategy 
 
To adopt the new Playing 
Pitch Strategy 

20 Jul 
2021 
 
6 Sep 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Quality of Life 
 
 

Open 
 
 

Playing Pitch Strategy 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Ms Jo Ireland 
 
Jo.ireland@scarborough.gov.uk 

24  
A Item 
 

Cultural Strategy 
 
 

14 Sep 
2021 
 
1 Nov 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Quality of Life 
 
 

Open 
 
 

Cultural Strategy 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 

Contact officer: 
Mrs Janet Deacon 
 
Janet.deacon@scarborough.gov.uk 

Stronger Communities and Housing 

25  
A Item 
 

Housing Strategy 
 
 

19 Oct 
2021 
 
1 Nov 
2021 

Portfolio Holder for Stronger 
Communities and Housing 
 
 

Open 
 
 

Housing Strategy 
 

Ward(s): 
All Wards 
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Proposed Key Decision 
 

Proposed 
Key 
Decision 
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Lead Executive Councillor(s),  
Wards Affected, and  
Officer to contact for further 
information or relevant 
documents  

Open or private meeting Documents to be 
submitted to Cabinet  
(other relevant 
documents may be 
submitted) 

Contact officer: 
Mr Andrew Rowe 
 
Andrew.Rowe@scarborough.gov.uk 

Contact officer: 
 

Contact officer: 
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