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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND HOUSING SCRUTINY PANEL

8" September 2026 at 6.30 p.m.

Present:

Councillor Mill (in the Chair)
Councillors Bright, Crofts, Jackson, Mills, I. Oliver (substitute for Charlesworth) Russell and
Wilson

Officers in attendance:

e Martin Dixon (Planning Manager)

Damien Jaines White (Assistant Director Regeneration)
Simon Milson (Spatial Planning Policy Manager)
Beverly O’Brien (Scrutiny and Committee Advisor)
Emily Warner (Town Planner)

Also in attendance:
e Councillor S Grice (Deputy Leader and Portfolio Holder for Children and Education)
Councillor Aisthorpe (Ward Councillor)
Councillor Augusta (Ward Councillor)
Councillor Downes (Ward Councillor)
Councillor Goodwin (Ward Councillor)

SPTIH.16  APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence from this meeting were received from Councillors
Charlesworth and P. Batson.

SPTIH.17 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations of interest received in respect of any item on the agenda
for this meeting.
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PRE-SUBMISSION DRAFT LOCAL
PLAN - PUBLIC CONSULTATION

The panel considered a report from the Portfolio Holder for Housing,
Infrastructure and Transport that sought approval to commence public
consultation on the draft Local Plan.

One Member asked whether there would be a statement publicised stating what
the consultation results said and how that shaped the Regulation 19 draft local
plan. Officers explained that the results had been included in the individual
consultation section. For Example, comments were made around heritage
assets, to hierarchy revisions.

A Councillor asked Officers to clarify some key dates if the Council was not to
meet those key dates and what the consequences could be. Mr Jaines-White
explained that to understand the current position, it was important to look back to
the changes made to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in
December 2024. During the Government's consultation on those changes,
officers appeared before a previous iteration of this panel. Several of the current
members were present, and it was a matter of public record that both Members
and officers expressed significant concerns regarding the proposed reforms,
particularly in relation to housing delivery requirements. The principal aim of the
revised framework was to support the Government's ambition to deliver 1.5
million new homes nationally. As part of that process, housing targets were
distributed across local authorities. For this authority, the current mandatory
housing requirement was approximately 621 dwellings per year, although that
figure was subject to slight annual variation. Prior to these changes, the baseline
housing requirement was determined through a more technical methodology and
was significantly lower, at around 200 dwellings per year. This was a level that
the authority's housing market would generally have been capable of meeting
without difficulty. Consequently, even if local plan delivery targets were not
achieved, the authority would still have been able to demonstrate an adequate
level of housing supply against the baseline requirement.

Following the adoption of the revised NPPF, however, the increase in housing
requirements took immediate effect. As a result, this authority, along with many
others across the country, were no longer able to demonstrate a five-year
housing land supply against the new targets. Failure to demonstrate a five-year
housing land supply had significant planning implications. Most notably, it
triggered a presumption in favour of sustainable development. In practical terms,
while the Local Plan adopted in 2018 identified sites allocated for development,
an inability to demonstrate a sufficient housing supply meant that unallocated
sites became increasingly vulnerable to development proposals. As a
consequence, landowners, developers and promoters could bring forward
speculative planning applications on sites that were not allocated within the
adopted Local Plan. In circumstances where the authority could not demonstrate
a five-year housing supply, such applications would be afforded a significantly
greater weight under national planning policy and have a higher likelihood of
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securing planning permission than would otherwise have been the case. While
each application should still be considered on its individual planning merits, the
revised policy environment has materially altered the balance (through the
presumption in favour of sustainable development) that local planning authorities
should apply when determining development proposals. This was the context in
which many of the current discussions around housing growth, land allocation
and planning applications had taken place

One Member asked whether officers believed the Council was legally compliant
with the produced document and whether it had passed the tests of soundness
as there was a part at the end of the report that noted areas for future
referencing. Mr Jaines-White stated that the stage now reached in the process
was that, should Full Council ultimately decide to proceed, the next step would be
the Regulation 19 consultation. As outlined within the report, that consultation
had a specific purpose within the plan-making process. It was important to
understand that a Regulation 19 consultation was not intended to reopen
discussions on the selection of individual site allocations. Rather, it focused on
whether the draft Local Plan was considered legally compliant and sound when
assessed against the relevant planning framework and evidence base. That said,
respondents were free to make representations on any aspect of the plan,
including specific site allocations, should they wish to do so. Those
representations would be considered and submitted as part of the examination
process soundness.

One Member went on to the issue of the five-year housing land supply, the
revised National Planning Policy Framework also introduced changes to the
Housing Delivery Test and the application of delivery buffers where authorities
had historically under-delivered against housing requirements. Given that the
borough had historically delivered an average of around 300 homes per year and
had not come close to achieving the current requirement of approximately 622
homes per year, they had two related concerns. Firstly, what confidence did the
Council have that the development industry would be able to deliver housing at a
level anywhere near the revised target, particularly in the current economic
climate. Secondly, if housing delivery continued to fall significantly below the
required level, was there a risk that future housing requirements and associated
delivery expectations would increase further. The current approach appeared to
assume that the market would continue to bring forward development at the scale
required, but what assessment had been made of whether that level of
development was realistically achievable over the foreseeable future. How
confident were officers that the proposed housing targets were deliverable in
practice rather than simply creating a continuing shortfall that left the authority
exposed to speculative development proposals. Mr Jaines-White stated that they
did not suddenly believe that higher levels of housing delivery would be achieved
automatically. However, given the significant consequences of failing to meet the
required housing numbers, they had to undertake a very thorough assessment of
potential site allocations and the likelihood of those sites coming forward for
development. Considerable work had been undertaken to test both the
availability and deliverability of sites, including engagement with landowners,
developers and promoters. Through that process, we had assessed not only
whether land was available, but also whether there was a genuine willingness
and capacity to bring those sites forward within the plan period.



NO RESTRICTIONS

On the basis of that evidence, they were satisfied that there was sufficient site
capacity and that there was an appetite amongst developers and landowners to
progress development opportunities. They were therefore confident that the
proposed allocations provided a realistic prospect of meeting a five-year housing
supply. However, he reiterated the point that delivery was not within the Council's
control. Ultimately, housing development was dependent upon micro and macro
market conditions, geopolitical events, investment decisions by developers,
landowner intentions, and wider economic circumstances. While the planning
system could allocate land and create opportunities for growth, it could not
compel development to take place at a particular rate. Their role was therefore to
ensure that an adequate and deliverable supply of land was available to meet
identified needs and to minimise the risks associated with failing national
planning policy requirements. Whether those sites were built at the anticipated
pace would continue to depend on factors beyond the direct control of the local
authority.

One Member asked if housing was delivered much faster than anticipated, and a
significantly higher number of homes were built in the early years of the plan
period, what happened if the allocated land was used up more quickly than
forecasted. Would the Council need to identify and allocate additional sites or
was there another process for maintaining the required housing land supply. Mr
Jaines-White explained that the annual requirement of 621 homes was a
minimum target. If more homes were delivered than required in a particular year,
that additional delivery was positive and contributed to overall housing provision.
However, over-delivery could not generally be used to reduce future housing
requirements. The Council would still need to calculate its five-year housing land
supply based on the annual requirement of 621 homes. While excess delivery
contributed positively to the Housing Delivery Test, it would not typically offset
future housing supply obligations in the same way that under-delivery must be
accounted for.

One Councillor mentioned that while the additional jobs forecast for the borough
were welcome, many were expected to be in lower-paid sectors and may not
generate the demand for market housing that was previously associated with
higher-paid industrial employment. Given that affordable housing need had
increased significantly and remained unmet, how had the relationship between
future employment growth, housing demand and affordable housing need been
assessed and more specifically, did the draft Local Plan do enough to address
the borough's growing need for affordable and rented housing, rather than
focusing primarily on market housing provision. Mr Jaines-White explained that
the Local Plan did not directly deliver affordable housing. Its role was to provide a
planning framework that must be realistic, sustainable and viable. Requiring the
plan to meet all affordable housing need through planning policy alone could
make development unviable and result in little or no housing being delivered. The
Plan therefore used affordable housing requirements that balanced need with
development viability. Addressing affordable housing need required a broader
approach beyond the Local Plan, including the Council's emerging housing
strategy, government funding programmes, and investment from organisations
such as Homes England and registered housing providers. Additional funding
opportunities, including support secured through regional bodies, were also
intended to help increase the delivery of affordable housing across the borough.
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A member mentioned that the report referred to developments delivering
significant gains in biodiversity, but the term significant could be subjective. The
member wondered how significant was defined, measured, and assessed to
ensure there was a clear and consistent standard. Mr Dixon explained that the
concept of biodiversity gains had long been a consideration in planning
decisions, but it had become more important and formally recognised in recent
years through biodiversity net gain legislation. This legislation required certain
developments, particularly major developments, to deliver a measurable
minimum 10% biodiversity net gain, providing an objective benchmark rather than
relying solely on a subjective interpretation of what constituted as a significant
gain. The member felt that the Council appeared to be relying on national
minimum standards rather than considering local circumstances. They thought
that given the environmental characteristics of the area, should the Council not
be more ambitious and seek to exceed the national requirements, taking the
opportunity to lead the way by adopting higher biodiversity targets supported by
scientific evidence.

A Member asked about the distribution of proposed housing development and
how it appeared to be concentrated around urban areas, with comparatively little
growth in rural communities. The Member wondered whether an overview be
provided as to why this approach had been taken and explain the reasoning
behind the strategic policy and percentage split between urban and rural areas.
Mr Dixon stated that national planning policy promoted sustainable development,
which meant locating most new housing in areas with good access to services,
facilities, transport links, education, and other infrastructure. As a result, the
majority of new development had been directed towards urban areas where
these amenities already existed. However, the draft Local Plan also recognised
that smaller settlements had local housing needs. This was reflected in the policy
approach, which allowed for some housing growth in rural areas through different
housing allocation percentages.

A Member asked whether the draft Local Plan had properly considered the
cumulative impact of new housing developments and solar farms on the
landscape. They were concerned that increasing amounts of land were being
covered by development and want to know whether sufficient consideration had
been given to the location of solar farms, particularly on greenfield land and near
residential areas. Mr Dixon explained that the Local Plan followed national
government policy, which supported renewable and low-carbon energy
developments such as solar farms. Proposals for renewable energy projects
were assessed against planning criteria, including their impact on landscape
character and agricultural land quality. The council must apply this policy
framework when considering applications and cannot impose blanket restrictions
that conflict with national planning policy.

A Member showed concerns that developers could use financial viability
assessments to reduce or avoid contributions towards infrastructure and
community benefits. They asked whether the viability policy in the draft Local
Plan should be reviewed or strengthened, or whether it had simply been carried
forward from previous local plans without considering ways to make it more
robust. Mr Milson explained that the viability policy was consistent with national
planning policy and established practice. Financial viability assessments were
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carried out using an open-book approach and recognised valuation standards
(the Red Book). Where viability evidence was challenged, the council obtained
independent expert valuation advice to verify the figures, because viability
assessments were based on factual financial evidence and a defined process.
Therefore, Mr Milson noted the policy to be sound and robust.

A Councillor raised concerns with the water management policy and whether the
draft local plan does enough to prevent developments from causing pollution or
contamination in rivers and waterways. They were concerned that surface water
runoff and other pollutants could enter rivers that connect to local docks that
people used for swimming. They wondered whether the policy should place a
stronger emphasis on keeping contaminants out of rivers and protecting water
quality. Mr Dixon explained that the policy already placed a strong emphasis on
protecting water quality through sustainable drainage and nature-based
solutions. Developments were expected to use features such as swales and
other drainage systems that filter and manage runoff before it reached
watercourses, helping to reduce pollution. Planning applications were assessed
in consultation with bodies such as the Environment Agency and drainage
officers, with water quality being a key consideration. The officer therefore
considered the policy to be effective in addressing concerns about pollution and
protecting rivers and waterways.

A Member asked for an explanation on how tree coverage was included within
this draft local plan. Mr Dixon explained that the policy require developers to keep
and protect existing trees and hedgerows where possible, improve them where
appropriate, and plant new trees as part of development. The aim was to ensure
trees contribute to amenity, biodiversity, landscape character, and environmental
resilience such as climate adaptation and air quality improvement. Mr Jaines-
White added that there were such things as veteran trees, which had the same
weight as a listed building.

At Section 8, one Member did not believe it was sound. They had concerns that
there was no mention of HMOs. Mr Dixon explained that the Council was
currently following national planning policy. Concerns about developments,
including HMOs, were already assessed through Strategic Policy 5. They stated
that Policy 5 was well established, was frequently used in planning decisions and
appeals, and applies to HMOs in the same way as other forms of development.
Therefore, planning applications were already assessed against these criteria to
determine whether a proposal was appropriate. Therefore, they felt this section
covered the necessary factors.

At Section 10, The Chair introduced Councillor Downes to speak on this section
of the draft Local Plan. Councillor Downes argued that the Local Plan should not
progress to Regulation 19 consultation yet and should be revised to better reflect
local needs. She said the plan would shape communities for decades and
questioned whether it had sufficient public support. She argued that residents’
views from previous consultations had not been properly reflected and that key
decisions on site allocations had already been made. She also challenged the
Government's housing target of around 621 homes per year, noting that
Members had previously argued it was too high and should be reduced.
Councillor Downes said the draft Local Plan was only a framework and does not
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guarantee that homes, jobs, infrastructure, or affordable housing would actually
be delivered. They expressed concern that there was insufficient evidence that
the proposed housing numbers were achievable and warned that speculative
development could still occur even if the plan was adopted. She urged panel
members to prioritise residents' concerns, reconsider the plan, and seek changes
before moving to the next stage.

The Chair then introduced Councillor Aisthorpe to speak on this section of the
draft Local Plan. Councillor Aisthorpe focused on the opposition to the proposed
housing allocation on land between Weelsby Woods and Pennels Garden
Centre. She highlighted that a petition calling for the site to be removed from the
Local Plan had attracted more than 1,200 signatures, demonstrating significant
public concern that should be considered before the plan progresses. She
stressed that the petition was not opposed to new housing in principle,
particularly affordable and social housing, but argued that developments should
take place in suitable locations with adequate evidence and supporting
infrastructure. Councillor Aisthorpe expressed concerns that up to 1,500 homes
on this site would permanently alter the area's character and could have negative
impact on traffic, drainage, wildlife and local services. Councillor Aisthorpe
argued that residents had engaged with the democratic process and should have
their concerns properly considered before the allocation moves forward to the
next stage of the process.

A Councillor asked whether the national planning policy framework for Gypsy and
Traveller sites was still in force and being properly referenced in the Local Plan.
They recalled that previous guidance included criteria on the suitability of
locations, such as avoiding sites where factors like railway noise could negatively
affect residents' living conditions. They were concerned that no clear reference to
this national policy appeared in the draft Local Plan and wanted confirmation that,
if the national framework still applied, it had been incorporated so that the plan
remains legally compliant. Officers believed that the draft local plan was legally
compliant with this.

A Councillor asked whether developers should contribute towards expanding or
improving local household waste recycling centres, arguing that existing facilities
were already under pressure. They raised concerns that some sites were ageing,
operating at or near capacity, and may not be large enough to cope with
additional demand from new housing developments. The question was whether
contributions from developers could help fund upgrades or expansions to waste
facilities as part of the planning process. Officers explained that the condition and
expansion of local waste facilities was primarily a matter for the Council's own
infrastructure planning and investment. They noted that the Council had
undertaken a waste capacity assessment, supported by several technical
studies, which examined waste volumes, capacity and future needs. In relation to
developer contributions, officers said there may be scope through planning
policies to seek contributions towards waste infrastructure, but this depended on
the relevant policy framework and whether such contributions could be justified
through the planning process.

As a result of the above discussions the panel remained concerned about certain
housing sites identified within the draft Local Plan, as well as biodiversity net gain,
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restrictions on HMOs and water outfalls into rivers. Although the Panel supported
the recommendations in the report, including the revised recommendation
circulated at the meeting, it also agreed to recommend the following additional
matters to Cabinet for consideration:

RECOMMENDED TO CABINET -

1)

3)

4)

6)

That the proposed Strategic Site SH1 (Ref HOU342, Land west of
Laceby Acres and Wybers Wood, Grimsby) is removed from the draft
local plan in its current format at this time.

That the Biodiversity Net Gain requirement be increased from the
statutory 10% to 15%.

That within the relevant section of the draft Local Plan, appropriate policy
wording to be included to manage the concentration, density and parking
impact of HMO'’s.

That it be noted within the draft Local Plan that any outfalls from
developments into rivers should be clean water.

That the draft Local Plan includes a requirement for updated
Conservation Area Appraisals.

That the proposed allocated sites HOU287A, HOU338, HOU384 and
HOU374 be removed from the draft local plan.

There being no further business, the Chair declared the meeting closed at 10.22
pm.



NO RESTRICTIONS

E
L
k

www . nelincs.gov.u

TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND HOUSING SCRUTINY PANEL

15t September 2026 at 6.30 p.m.

Present:

Councillor Mill (in the Chair)
Councillors Jackson, I. Oliver (Substitute for Charlesworth), Russell and Wilson

Officers in attendance:

e Carolina Borgstrom (Director of Economy, Environment and Infrastructure)
e Katie Brown (Director of Adult Services)

e Katie Chadwick (Accommodation and Housing Support)

e Masum Choudhury (Agency Strategic Lead Traffic and Transport)

e Charlotte Dring (Assistant Director Housing and Communities)

e Drew Hughes (Head of Strategy Policy and Performance)

e Simon Jones (Assistant Director Law and Governance)

e Beverly O’Brien (Scrutiny and Committee Advisor)

e Lindsay Sands (Head of Property Services)

Also in attendance:
e Councillor Freeston (Leader of the Council and Portfolio Holder for Strategic
Renewal, Delivery and Place Leadership)
e Councillor Taylor (Portfolio Holder for Finance, Resources and Assets)
e Councillor Aisthorpe (Ward Councillor)
e Councillor Augusta (Ward Councillor)

There were 8 members of the public and no press present at this meeting.

SPTIH.19 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence from this meeting were received from Councillors
Bright, Charlesworth, Crofts and Mills.
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SPTIH.20

SPTIH.21

SPTIH.22

SPTIH.23

SPTIH.24

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations of interest received in respect of any item on the
agenda for this meeting.

MINUTES

RESOLVED - That the minutes of the Transport, Infrastructure and
Strategic Housing Scrutiny Panel meeting held on 14 July 2026 be
agreed as a correct record.

QUESTION TIME

There were no questions from members of the public for this meeting.

FORWARD PLAN

The panel received the current forward plan, and members were asked to
identify any items for examination by this panel via the pre-decision call-in
procedure.

RESOLVED — That the Forward Plan be noted.

TRACKING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF SCRUTINY

The panel considered the report of the Statutory Scrutiny Officer tracking
the recommendations previously made by this scrutiny panel and to track
the Full Council Decisions that were relevant to this scrutiny panel.

Mrs O’Brien took the panel through all the outstanding actions. She
explained that the briefing note on the Corporation Road Bridge financial
release was confirmed as complete. Updates on the Transport Hub,
including safety, anti-social behaviour and violence against women and
girls and the Asset Management Plan, were all scheduled to be received at
the January 2027 meeting. A written response on the lack of progress
against the Greener Future / Green Ambition priority remained outstanding
and would be chased by officers. Information on the 77 outstanding projects
within the corporate backlog maintenance programme had been received
and would be circulated to members. Masum advised that the budget
amendment for town centre parking provision would be implemented first at
Grimsby Town Hall, with work in Cleethorpes delayed due to administrative
issues. Councillor Wilson also raised concerns about a Full Council budget
amendment being referred to a Portfolio Holder, the monitoring officer
agreed to investigate the process and provide clarification.

RESOLVED - That SPTISH.47, SPTIH.9, SPTIH.13 be removed from the
tracking report and all remaining items be noted.
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SPTIH.26

QUARTER 1, 2026/27 COUNCIL PLAN PERFORMANCE
AND FINANCE REPORT

The panel considered a report from the Portfolio Holder for Finance,
Resources and Assets that provided information and analysis of the
Council’s performance and financial position at the end of

Quarter one 2026-27 April to June 2026.

A Councillor cited legacy staffing pressures from the Equans contract as a
risk to delivery. Given that the contract ended in July 2025, they wondered
why were these staffing issues were still affecting the service over a year
later. Ms Borgstrom explained that following the transition from the
Equans contract, which ended in July 2025, Ms Borgstrom reported that a
service restructure was agreed with trade unions on 1 August 2026.
Recruitment and apprenticeship programmes were now underway,
although building the required highways engineering capacity was
expected to take up to 18 months.

One Councillor asked whether officers could provide an update on funding
for the Transport Hub, particularly in light of the previous public
commitment from the Greater Lincolnshire Combined County Authority
Mayor to support transport hub projects. Ms Borgstrom noted that a
business case for the Transport Hub had been submitted to the Greater
Lincolnshire Combined County Authority (GLCCA), with a funding decision
expected in October 2026. Another Councillor followed on from this and
asked whether any of the major projects were currently at risk of
overspending their budgets and were any contingency funds likely to be
required. Ms Borgstrom also advised that major projects in Cleethorpes,
including the Sea Road development, Pier Gardens and the marketplace,
were experiencing challenging ground conditions, with risks being
managed through contingency funding.

RESOLVED — That the Quarter 1 2026/27 Council Plan Performance and
Finance Report be noted.

POTHOLE RESILIENCE AND COMMUNICATIONS

The panel considered a report that provided an overview of pothole
resilience and highway maintenance within North East Lincolnshire and
outlines how the Council manages highway defects through an
established risk-based inspection and maintenance approach

One Member had concerns whether the Council had effectively addressed
road maintenance and safety issues. They mentioned that if the Council
were not sure that they were doing the right things, how can the Council
confidently communicate their approach to the public. Before promoting
the Council’s work, they needed reassurance that the underlying actions
and outcomes were correct. Ms Borgstrom reassured members that
highway defects were prioritised and repaired based on their assessed
level of risk and severity. The Council aimed to make the most effective
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use of its available resources and budget, focusing on the highest-priority
issues first. A further report would be brought to the November scrutiny
meeting, covering pothole management, new repair methods, and trials of
alternative materials to improve outcomes for all road users. Members
were invited to submit any specific concerns or questions in advance so
the report can address them and provide greater assurance about the
Council's risk-based approach. The Member said that they were
reassured that the Council's approach addresses risks to motorists, but
they remain concerned that the needs of other road users, particularly
cyclists, were not being adequately considered. They highlighted that road
defects such as tramlining or longitudinal ridges can be particularly
dangerous for cyclists. Ms Borgstrom suggested that at the November
meeting the report included hard data on pothole repair targets, historical
comparisons, and cyclist-specific impacts.

One Member asked whether the ongoing staffing shortages and legacy
workforce issues inherited after the Equans contract transition have
affected the highways service's ability to repair and manage potholes
effectively. Specifically, they wanted to know if a lack of staff capacity has
contributed to difficulties in tackling potholes and maintaining the road
network. Ms Borgstrom explained that staffing had been increased, but a
severe winter and wider service pressures had also affected pothole
repairs. She said the Council needs the right skills and capacity within the
highways team to secure additional funding and improve its ability to
tackle highway defects more effectively in the future.

RESOLVED -

1) That the pothole resilience and communications report be noted.

2) That the Highways Maintenance Policy due to be received at the
November meeting include hard data on pothole repair targets,
historical comparisons, and cyclist-specific impacts.

CORPORATION ROAD BRIDGE UPDATE

The panel received a verbal update on the Corporation Road Bridge
project.

The Chair asked whether the project timeline for reopening
the Corporation Road Bridge had changed. They noted that the Assistant
Director of Infrastructure had previously given assurance that the opening
of the bridge by December 2026 was a realistic expectation, but recent
updates suggested there may now be risks of delay. The Chair sought
confirmation on whether the completion date could slip into 2027. Ms
Borgstrom stated that there was a risk of completion slipping past the
December 2026 target into early 2027. This was driven by regulatory
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delays in obtaining the Environment Agency (EA) scaffolding permit and
potential winter/tidal weather disruptions before Christmas.

One Councillor asked what communication was being
provided to residents about the Corporation Road Bridge reopening, and
were the public being informed of any potential delays to the expected
December 2026 opening date. Ms Borgstrom explained that the leader
wants to increase public communication about the Corporation Road
Bridge project. However, it was agreed that scrutiny members would
receive the latest updates and have the opportunity to ask questions first
before information was released more widely. The council was working
with the communications team on an update, and Councillor Freeston was
keen to provide a public update but had agreed to wait until scrutiny
members had been briefed.

RESOLVED - That the Corporation Road Bridge update be noted.

HOME CHOICE LINCS ALLOCATIONS POLICY

The panel considered a report from the Portfolio Holder for
Housing, Infrastructure and Transport on the adoption of the Home
Choice Lincs (HCL) Housing Allocations Policy.

One Councillor requested clarification on the reasonable commute
exception for employment connections to prevent abuse of the policy
intent. Ms Chadwick explained that decisions about what constituted a
reasonable commuting distance would normally be guided by
recommendations from the Jobcentre. Relevant guidance exists to help
assess whether a journey to work was reasonable, and officers could
provide further details and clarification on how this would be applied in
practice. The Councillor thought the policy wording needs to be clearer.
As written, it appears that meeting the employment criteria alone could
qualify someone for housing. This needs to be clarified in the frequently
asked questions to avoid misunderstanding.

A Councillor said the website’s FAQ section should be
regularly updated, with new questions and answers added as issues
emerge, to ensure residents can access up-to-date information and
guidance.

A Councillor raised concerns over priority moves for
existing tenants in upper-floor flats who become ill. Officers clarified that
housing associations (e.g., LHP) hold direct management transfer
responsibilities to address changing needs. The panel discussed the 12-
month bidding suspension rule for applicants who turn down suitable
housing, noting exceptions exist for changed circumstances or
homelessness suitability appeals.

RESOLVED -
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1) That the updated version of the FAQ be shared with the panel
when completed.
2) That the recommendations within the report be supported.

NORTH EAST LINCOLNSHIRE PERMIT SCHEME AND
SECTION 81 (NEW ROADS AND STREETWORKS ACT
1991) DUTIES.

The panel considered a report from the Portfolio Holder for Housing,
Infrastructure and Transport that provides information relating to the
North East Lincolnshire Permit Scheme (NELPS) and the duties that the
Council has in relation to Section 81 and the New Roads and
Streetworks Act 1991.

The panel debated whether the council should actively
permit data to escalate systemic utility failures to Ofwat or Anglian Water.
While officers cited resource limitations, the panel thought it was a
process they needed to undertake. Therefore, Councillor Wilson proposed
to investigate whether we can systematically track recurring water utility
problems and provide evidence that elected members can use to
challenge utility companies and raise issues with the relevant decision-
makers. Councillor Russell seconded this proposal.

One member noted that they were reluctant to support the
proposal due to the resource implications for the council and concerns
about expanding the council’s role beyond its core responsibilities. They
argued that lobbying utility companies would be more appropriately led by
the local MP, who was better placed to influence utilities and their national
organisations.

With no more speakers, the panel voted on the proposal.
The proposal was carried.

RESOLVED -

1) That the North East Lincolnshire Permit Scheme (NELPS) and
the duties that the Council has in relation to Section 81 and the
New Roads and Streetworks Act 1991report be noted.

2) That the Assistant Director for Infrastructure facilitate Officers to
investigate whether we can systematically track recurring water
utility problems and provide evidence that elected members can
use to challenge utility companies and raise issues with the
relevant decision-makers.

CARR LANE ALLOTMENTS WATER SUPPLY

The panel considered a report that summarised the issues relating to
water provision at Carr Lane Allotments, the options considered and the
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measures being implemented to support the continued use and
sustainability of the site.

A Councillor criticised the report for defending previous
decisions rather than seeking compromise. Ms Sands highlighted that
active weekly support was provided to 12 plot holders with mobility issues,
while Ms Borgstrom advised that backlog capital funding was fully
committed and that any excavation work carried significant contamination
risks. Councillor Taylor said he was open to considering the standpipe
proposal, subject to officer advice on costs and risks.

The Panel sought clarification on a number of issues, including the
following:

The use of harvesting rainwater
The help Scheme provided to Allotment Holders

Financial implications
Risk of the site being excavated.

Officers present responded.

The panel remained concerned with the actions the report stated going
forward. Councillor Wilson therefore recommended to the Portfolio Holder
that:

Standpipes be installed along Claremont Road with the ability to service
each allotment lane.

Councillor Mill seconded this. The proposal was put to a vote and was
supported unanimously.

RECOMMENDED TO THE PORTFOLIO HOLDER FOR FINANCE,
RESOURCES AND ASSETS -

That Standpipes be installed along Claremont Road with the ability to
service each allotment lane.

QUESTIONS TO PORTFOLIO HOLDER

There were no questions for the portfolio holder.

CALLING IN OF DECISIONS

There were no formal requests from members of this panel to call in
decisions taken at recent meetings of Cabinet.

There being no further business, the Chair declared the meeting closed
at 8.53 pm.
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