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You are invited to attend a meeting of the  
Overview & Scrutiny - Corporate & Community Committee on 

Thursday, 5th September, 2019 at 6.30 pm 
in the Committee Room, Municipal Buildings, West Street, Boston, PE21 8QR 

 
PHIL DRURY 
Chief Executive 
 
Membership: 
  

Chairman: Councillor Stephen Woodliffe 
Vice Chairman: Councillor George Cornah 
 Councillors Tom Ashton, Richard Austin BEM, Alan Bell, 

Anton Dani, Anne Dorrian, Deborah Evans, Neill Hastie, 
Jonathan Noble and Frank Pickett 

 

 

A G E N D A 
 

PART I – PRELIMINARIES 
 
 

A   MINUTES                                                                                  (Pages 1 - 8) 
 

 To sign and confirm the minutes of the last meeting, held on 17th July 2019 
 

B   APOLOGIES  
 

 To receive apologies for absence and notification of substitutes (if any). 

Public Document Pack



 
 
 

C   DECLARATION OF INTERESTS  
 

 To receive declarations of interests in respect of any item on the agenda. 
 

D   PUBLIC QUESTIONS  
 

 To answer any written questions received from members of the public no later than 
5 p.m. two clear working days prior to the meeting – for this meeting the deadline 
is 5 p.m. on Monday 2nd September 2019 
 
 
 
 

PART II - AGENDA ITEMS 
 
 

1   QUARTER 1 PERFORMANCE SUMMARY                                  (Pages 9 - 14) 
 

 (A Report by Andy Fisher, Head of Regulatory Services) 
 
Portfolio Holder: Councillor Aaron Spencer  
 
 

2   TRANSFORMATION PROGRAMME- REFRESH                        (Pages 15 - 32) 
 

 (A Report by the Corporate Management Team)  
 
Portfolio Holder: Councillor Aaron Spencer  
 
 

3   HOMELESSNESS ASSISTANCE POLICY DEVELOPMENT  
 

 (A Presentation by Andy Fisher, Head of Regulatory Services ) 
 
Portfolio Holder: Councillor Martin Griggs 
 
There is no report with this item. 
 
 

4   WORK PROGRAMME                                                                   (Pages 33 - 34) 
 

 (For Members to note/discuss the Committee’s current work programme) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
Notes: 
 
The person to contact about the agenda and documents for this meeting is Janette Collier, 
Senior Democratic Services Officer, Municipal Buildings, Boston, Tel. no: 01205 314227  
email: janette.collier@boston.gov.uk  
 
Council Members who are not able to attend the meeting should notify as soon as possible 
giving the name of the Council Member (if any) who will be attending the meeting as their 
substitute. 
 
 
 
Alternative Versions 
Should you wish to have the agenda or report in an alternative format such as larger text, 
Braille or a specific language, please contact Democratic Services on direct dial (01205) 
314226 
 
 
 
 

Emergency Procedures 
In the event of a fire alarm sounding all attendees are asked to leave the building 

via the nearest emergency exit and make their way to the Fire Assembly Point 
located in the car park at the rear of the Municipal Buildings. 
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OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY - CORPORATE & 
COMMUNITY COMMITTEE 
 

17 July 2019 

Present: Councillor Stephen Woodliffe (Chairman),  (Vice-Chairman), Councillors 
Alan Bell, Anne Dorrian, Neill Hastie and Jonathan Noble 
 
Officers –  
Head of Regulatory Services, Council Tax and Benefits Manager and Senior Democratic 
Services Officer 
 
3   MINUTES 

 
The minutes of the Committee’s last meeting, held on 6th June 2019, were agreed as a 
correct record and signed by the Chairman. 
 
4   APOLOGIES 

 
Apologies for absence from Councillors Tom Ashton, Richard Austin and Frank Pickett. 
 
5   OVERVIEW OF HOUSING BENEFITS AND COUNCIL TAX SUPPORT / 

ROLL OUT OF UNIVERSAL CREDIT 
 

The Council Tax and Benefits Manager presented a report, which outlined the Housing 
Benefits and Council Tax Support provided to local residents and gave an update on 
current performance within this area.  In addition, a presentation about the roll out of 
Universal Credit (UC) in Boston would be made to the Committee by the Department for 
Works and Pensions (DWP).   
 
By receiving and considering both, the Committee would be able to scrutinise whether 
the Council and its key partners were achieving and supporting its corporate priorities to 
Support the most vulnerable in our borough (in welfare terms) and to Maintain our 
excellent welfare support performance.  The Committee could then provide any 
feedback and recommendations to the Cabinet that arose from the scrutiny process. 
 
The Revenues and Benefits team dealt with some of the most vulnerable residents in 
the borough and aimed to provide support and assistance in a timely and professional 
manner.  Appointment slots were offered for new claims to both Housing Benefit and 
Council Tax Support with a trained benefits assessor who could support the claimant 
with their application and, where possible, a decision was made at the appointment.   
 
Housing benefit was a Government scheme providing means-tested benefit towards 
rental costs and was now only available to new claimants of pensionable age and those 
under pensionable age who were in receipt of Severe Disablement Payment or in 
temporary or supported accommodation.  All other new claimants applied for UC.   
 
Legislation set out the process by which local authorities had to approve a local Council 
Tax Support scheme.  The regulations included protection for pensioners, but allowed 
local authorities to make changes in the way that support was calculated for working age 
claimants.   
 
The Council’s Council Tax Support scheme used the following principles: 
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Overview & Scrutiny - Corporate & Community Committee 
17 July 2019 
 

 Protecting the most vulnerable (pension-age and war pensioners); 

 Means-testing based on the former Council Tax Benefit rules as far as possible; 

 Reviewing the scheme annually 
 
The scheme included elements that protected war pensioners from reductions in support 
and capped maximum entitlement at 75% of Council Tax liability.  The review of the 
scheme for the current year had identified that the projected costs were contained within 
the resources available.  As of 30 June 2019, there had been 4,836 people claiming 
Council Tax Support and expenditure totalled £3,900,123, of which 51.2% had been 
claimed by people of working age.  For the same period there had been 5,430 claims to 
Housing Benefit.   
 
The performance measure used for both benefits was the time taken to process new 
claims and changes of circumstances and these figures were reported monthly to the 
DWP.  As at 30 June 2019, figures relating to processing new claims were 3.72 days for 
Housing Benefit and 5.85 for Council Tax Support against the performance measure of 
10 days.  With respect to processing changes in circumstances, the figures were 5.25 
for Housing Benefit and 7.12 for Council Tax Support against the performance measure 
of 14 days.  Delays in processing claims could be caused by the need for further 
information.  The figures for Council Tax Support were higher due to the need to obtain 
property valuations, which could take up to 90 days.   
 
Performance fluctuated due to the variation of the number of claims and changes in 
circumstances and the level of new claims was affected by seasonal workers.  The 
number of new claims received had been reduced by the introduction of UC; however, it 
had increased the volume of changes of circumstances significantly.  All claims of UC 
that included earnings were updated every month, whereas the team would have relied 
on the claimant providing this information previously.   
 
The Council Tax and Benefits Manager would be reporting back in October on the 
Council Tax Support scheme for 2020/21, though changes were not expected. 
 
In response to questions, it was explained that it was not known how many claimants 
were presenting on a recurring basis.  The team dealt with 80-90 customers per day in 
relation to Housing Benefit, Council Tax Support and Council Tax and around 100 
telephone calls per day, including changes of circumstances, which was every couple of 
months for some claimants.   
 
Currently, the team was coping and was adequately staffed.  The increase in work 
processing changes of circumstances from UC claims would be looked at during the 
Council Tax Support scheme review.   
 
Each member of the team was subject to an accuracy check on 5% of their caseload 
and the results were fed back to each individual.  The 5% sample was chosen at 
random through a system-generated report and was checked by the Council Tax and 
Benefits Manager or a supervisor; staff never checked their own caseload.  Roughly, the 
team checked 5-600 cases per year and only those on which an officer had worked, i.e. 
to deal with changes of circumstances, were selected.  The team received up to 40 
records per day from the DWP in relation to UC. 
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Overview & Scrutiny - Corporate & Community Committee 
17 July 2019 

 

Members commended the team’s performance.   
 

RESOLVED: That it be recommended to Cabinet that the data relating to the 
numbers of claims and changes of circumstances processed and the figures 
relating to the caseload checks be included as part of the performance figures in 
future reports.   

 
The Committee was then addressed by Matthew Hall, Partnership Manager for the 
Department for Work and Pensions (DWP). 
 
UC had been rolled out in Boston on 12th September 2018.   
 
It replaced: 
 
 Child Tax Credit. 
 Housing Benefit. 
 Income Support. 
 income-based Jobseeker's Allowance (JSA) 
 income-related Employment and Support Allowance (ESA) 
 Working Tax Credit. 
 
In Boston, there were presently 2,538 claimants, of whom 843 were in full or part-time 
work and 963 were looking for work.  Others could be claiming due to ill-health or if they 
were carers or caring for children. 
 
There was now a “managed migration” pilot scheme taking place in Harrogate, to begin 
to move a small number of people from existing legacy benefits to UC.  In response to 
questions, it was explained that claimants were currently being identified for migration 
onto UC and it would begin with those claimants who were normally contact monthly, i.e. 
in receipt of JSA.  Those claiming Housing Benefit and Child Tax Credit would be last.  
The pilot would not affect this area unless a claimant was moving to or from Harrogate.   
 
The majority of people claimed UC online.  Vulnerable claimants and those who lacked 
IT skills could claim by telephone or in person at the Job Centre, and they could still 
change to a digital claim at a later stage.  Home visits were made to vulnerable people 
to help them make a claim, deal with verification of the claim and carry out the duties of 
the Job Centre’s Work Coaches.  In Lincolnshire, it took 3-4 working days to claim or it 
could be quicker.   
 
There were payment options.  For example, if a claimant was struggling to pay their rent, 
a ‘managed payment’ could be arranged to pay their rent directly to their landlord and 
this could be requested by the claimant or the landlord.  The payment would be made to 
the landlord on the same day as the claimant or monthly according to Registered Social 
Landlord cycle.  Payments could also be split and paid separately to each of the adults 
in a couple claiming UC if they were having problems and this could be at the request of 
either partner.   
 
Claimants could ask that the monthly UC payments be made more frequently; in these 
cases, half of the payment would be paid halfway within the assessment period, 
depending on the number of days within the month, either 14, 15 or 16 days. Any 
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payments due on Saturday, Sunday or Bank Holiday would be paid the last working day 
beforehand (usually Friday).  Where claimants received ‘alternative’ payments, their 
cases were checked and home visits were made, as appropriate.  All payment methods 
could be reviewed and all cases were reviewed every two years anyway.   
 
Identification had to be provided to verify claims for UC and lack of identification could 
lead to blocked or delayed payments.  For example, in order to claim for housing costs, 
people had to provide two forms of proof of tenancy, residence and liability, in order to 
prove they were living at their address and paying rent.  Proof of habitual residence was 
also needed, though wage slips were proof of this.  There was a process in place 
whereby Work Coaches reminded claimants of what proof they needed to bring along to 
their appointment to claim UC to ensure people were paid in full and on time.   
 
There was an agreement in place with the Citizen’s Advice Bureau, which had replaced 
the support provided by local authorities.  In Boston the CAB provided this service face-
to-face, Monday to Friday 9.30 am – 3 pm.  The service could also be accessed by 
phone, on a free phone number, and through the website Monday to Friday 8 am – 6 
pm, though they would not necessarily speak to a local agent, but they could be referred 
on to the local office.  The CAB would provide this support until a claimant had received 
their first full and correct payment of UC.  They had an ‘open door’ policy; therefore, 
even if someone from Lincoln went to the Boston office, they would have an individual 
needs assessment.  The assessment covered eligibility, verification and submission of 
the claim and reminded them of any verification and evidence they had to provide.  They 
also looked at finances and budgeting, advised on advances and income maximisation 
and ensured people were claiming everything they were entitled to.   
 
In response to further questions, the Council Tax and Benefits Manager explained that 
there was no discount on Council Tax for people in receipt of Severe Disability Premium.  
Details of all discounts, including the disregard of householders who were severely 
mentally impaired, were available on the Council’s website.   
 
Mr Hall explained that there was a 5-week wait from the date of claim to payment, but 
advance payments could be available once ID had been verified.  If a customer was 
reporting a health condition and unfit for work, they could be referred for a Work 
Capability Assessment, but the current waiting time did vary depending on volume of 
referrals etc.  Further information could be obtained regarding this.  Those in receipt of 
Severe Disability Premium on their legacy benefit within the last 28 days could claim the 
old style benefit even following changes of circumstances.   
 

Action: MH 
Provide a written answer regarding questions about those claiming Universal Credit on 
the grounds of disability. 

 
With respect to advanced payments on the grounds of hardship, these could be made 
once a claimant’s identity had been verified and could be claimed online or at the Job 
Centre.  It would be paid within 5 working days or sooner if possible.  Claimants were 
eligible for benefit from day 1 and they received it five weeks later, but they could claim 
an advanced payment.  UC encouraged people to work using a taper system.   
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Mr Hall could not comment in response to a question about whether the system was 
foolproof to abuse, but confirmed that he had seen none locally, which was a testament 
the Work Coaches.  Checks were made, but there would still be human error.   
 
There was a minimal number of home visits made currently, as the majority of claimants 
were either working or looking for work.  Visits were made by lone officers or pairs if 
appropriate.   
 
Text messages were generated once appointments were booked as a reminder, but that 
was on the day of booking; they were not generated 48 hours before as it used to be 
with Job Seekers’ Allowance. 
 
The roll-out of UC in Boston had gone very well.  Lessons had been learnt from the 
earlier roll-out in other areas, there had been a lot of advice, and there had been good 
partnership working with the CAB and the Council.  The assessors were self-employed 
and very well trained.  Residence tests had improved accuracy.  There were 16 Work 
Coaches in Boston, also known as Service Delivery Coaches.   
 
In response to concern about press coverage that people were worse off on UC, Mr Hall 
explained that the majority of claimants were not; those in receive of Severe Disability 
Premium would have been worse off, but their transition to UC had been stopped so that 
they were protected.  The DWP did feedback to the Government, as did the Citizen’s 
Advice Bureau.  They had an electronic system, which analysed data to identify issues 
and whether they were due to changes of circumstances or required a change to 
national policy. 
 
People entering the UK has to complete the Habitual Residence Test, a very rigorous 
process, using interpreters when necessary, that required a significant amount of 
information and evidence, which was examined by an independent decision-maker.  The 
results depended on the reasons for entering the UK based on information from the 
Home Office.  Asylum seekers could apply for UC, but were assessed against different 
criteria.   
 
The Head of Regulatory Services advised Members that the Council had information on 
the test due to applications for housing etc. and this could be provided to Members.   
 

Action: AF 
e-mail Members with information on the Habitual Residence Test. 

 
The Chairman thanked the officers for their informative presentations on behalf of the 
Committee. 
 
6   CONTROLLING MIGRATION FUND - INTERIM EVALUATION REPORT 

 
In September 2017, Boston was awarded £1,387,503 from the Government’s Controlling 
Migration Fund (CMF).  The funding was awarded to the Council as the Accountable 
Body. 
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Referred to as the ‘Inclusive Boston Project’, the funding brought together a partnership 
of: 

 Boston Borough Council  

 Boston College 

 Bringing Learning into Communities 

 Citizens Advice Mid Lincolnshire 

 Lincolnshire Community and Voluntary Service 

 Taylor Itex 

 The Parish of St Botolph’s  
 

The programme was overseen by the Inclusive Boston Board, which was made up of 
senior representatives from each organisation.  
 
The purpose of the fund was to ‘help local authorities mitigate the impacts of recent 
migration on communities in their area’.   
 
As described in the successful bid submission, tackling the issues Boston faced was 
about the need for additional resources that did not already exist and could not be found 
from small, ever-decreasing budgets.  The bid set out the range of projects and activities 
that it was believed would have a cumulative, lasting impact in mitigating some of the 
issues faced by partners and the existing and new population: 
 

1. A Passion for People, sponsored by St Botolph’s Parish Church 
2. Community Leadership, Advice and Integration, sponsored by Lincolnshire 

Community and Voluntary Service and Citizens Advice Mid Lincolnshire 
3. Adding value to learning English, sponsored by Bringing Learning into Communities 
4. Doing what’s important to our Community - Regulating the Impact of Migration, 

Increasing Fitness Provision and Bringing Christmas back into the Community, 
sponsored by Boston Borough Council 

 
A significant element of the Inclusive Boston Programme was project evaluation.  
Lincolnshire Community and Voluntary Service (supported by the Inclusive Boston 
Board) had commissioned Rose Regeneration to undertake an iterative evaluation of the 
Inclusive Boston Programme.  An interim evaluation had been produced by Rose 
Regeneration in partnership with a team from the University of Lincoln and was attached 
to the report at Appendix 1.  A final evaluation had to be presented to the Ministry of 
Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) by 30 September 2020. 
 

The Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government had agreed the 
governance framework around the Inclusive Boston Programme and Audit Lincolnshire 
had already provided Substantial Assurance about its governance; however, Member 
scrutiny of the interim report at this stage would add significant value to the ongoing 
evaluation process. 
 
The Head of Regulatory Services advised the meeting that he was the chairman of the 
Inclusive Boston Board, which was appropriate as the Council was the accountable 
body.  The bid had included details of the Council’s review from 2012 regarding the 
social impact of population change.  Information regarding CMF expenditure and 
performance was included in the Council’s quarterly monitoring reports.   
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The importance of evaluation had been recognised and the resources to provide it had 
been doubled.  The Board had helped with the process of appointing Rose 
Regeneration and the organisation had presented their evaluation to the Board in May.   
 
The Committee then received a presentation from Ivan Annibal of Rose Regeneration, 
which explained the evaluation process and explored the findings to date.     
 
The presentation began with the quote: Immigration is a key economic and social issue 
– fuelling economic growth, meeting labour and skills needs (through choice, necessity 
or both), and influencing our culture and way of life. 
 
Boston was a small town and did not have the resources to deal with the challenges, but 
had now received Controlling Migration Funding, which would cover:  
• Activities to build community cohesion and encourage integration  
• Activities to tackle the increase in rough sleeping by non-UK nationals.  
• Activities to tackle rogue landlords.  
• Other activities that help in reshaping services to reduce additional demand 
 
Giving the project the name of Inclusive Boston was welcomed, making it more 
accessible.  The evaluation was formative, with full involvement from the outset, which 
would mean there would be more engagement and learning and that, in turn, would 
inform the process.   
 
The ‘theory of change’ set out the details of the initial conditions for change; the 
activities to address those challenges; the themes of the activities; outputs and 
outcomes, to demonstrate the difference being made in order to achieve the long-term 
goals.  It explained how all this would benefit established residents and recent migrants, 
and what the Council and its partners would learn from the process along with the 
Government, which was particularly interested in Boston due to the high level of 
migrants in the area.   
 
The presentation listed the individual activities, and set out their planned performance 
and areas of impact, and gave a flavour of what was being delivered.  It was interesting 
how the activities had triggered learning between the partner organisations and how it 
was strengthening them, individually and as a co-operative.  Information on ‘areas of 
impact’ related to what was termed ‘social return on investment’, a developed technique 
for assessing social value, some being ‘soft outcomes’ such as improved lifestyles.   
 
Charts were shown indicating international migration flows in Boston since 2007/8, with 
fluctuations reflecting the effects of Brexit.  Whilst 27% of Boston’s population was 
other/white, i.e. Eastern European, 45% of live births were to non-UK born mothers, 
which was a significant percentage.  The percentage of population that did not speak 
English well in England and Wales was indicated on a map, with Boston comparing to 
parts of London.   
 
Mr Annibal then talked about the “voices”; the beneficiaries, stakeholders and delivery 
partners of both the migrant and English communities.  Selected case studies were set 
out in the Interim Evaluation and contained actual views expressed.  Examples of views 
from individuals from migrant communities showed that Boston was still regarded as a 
good place to work; that the importance of speaking English was recognised; and that 
some were heavily involved in volunteering.  There was a sense that their future 
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aspirations were driven by their children and that would bring changes in the next 10-15 
years.   
 
The aim was to hear all these voices and in the second evaluation there would be more 
engagement with the indigenous population.   
 
[Councillor Jonathan Noble left the meeting at this point and the meeting was closed as 
it became inquorate.] 
 
7   WORK PROGRAMME 

 
The work programme was not considered. 
 
 
 
 
 

The Meeting Closed at 8.00 pm 
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REPORT TO: Corporate and Community Scrutiny Committee

DATE: 5 September 2019

SUBJECT: Quarter 1 Performance Summary

PORTFOLIO HOLDER: Councillor Aaron Spence – Leader of the Council

REPORT AUTHOR: Head of Regulatory Services

EXEMPT REPORT? No

SUMMARY

As the Committee is fully aware, one of it’s core functions is scrutinising the
Council’s performance in relation to Corporate Priority 2- People, and
Corporate Priority 4 – Public Service. Quarter 1 performance information is
now available for these two priorities and is set out within tables 1 to 6 of
Appendix 1.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee is asked to review the performance data attached at Appendix
1 and determine whether any future scrutiny is necessary in light of
performance to date?

REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

Given that the remit of this Committee is the scrutiny of Corporate Priorities
CP2 - People and CP4 - Public Service, regularly reviewing performance in
these areas and deciding whether it leads to the need for further scrutiny
demonstrates robust and proper governance.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

N/A

B   O   S   T   O   N
B O R O U G H  C O U N C I L
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2

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no financial implications associated with this scrutiny report.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no legal implications associated with this scrutiny report.

ANY OTHER IMPLICATIONS

No other implications associated with this scrutiny report have been identified.

CONSULTATION

CMT

APPENDICES

Appendices are listed below and attached to the back of the report: -

APPENDIX 1 2019/20 Quarter 1 Performance Data for
CP2 - People and CP4 - Public Service.

BACKGROUND PAPERS

No background papers as defined in Section 100D of the Local Government
Act 1972 were used in the production of this report

CHRONOLOGICAL HISTORY OF THIS REPORT

No other Council Committee has yet considered the performance information
appended to this report.
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APPENDIX 1 - Performance Q1 2019/20 – Corporate and Community Committee

Performance measures: directly within the Council’s control; used to monitor how our services are
performing against set targets

Trend measures: provide context and not directly within the Council’s control; used to inform decision
making and policy.

Key to abbreviations:
Performance: «: Performance better than target; l: Performance on target;p: Performance worse than
target

CMT lead: AF: Andy Fisher; CA: Christian Allen; KN: Katharine Nundy; MS: Michelle Sacks; PD: Phil Drury;
PJ: Paul Julian; PP: Phil Perry

Portfolio: DL: Deputy Leader – Economic Development and Planning; E: Environmental Services; H:
Housing and Communities; L: Leader; R: Regulatory; TA: Tourism, Arts, Culture and Heritage; TC: Town
Centre

Corporate Priority: 2: People; 4: Public Service

Table 1 - Portfolio: Leader

Leader:
performance measures
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Benefit processing time – new
claims (days) PJ L 2 CC 3.80 10 « 3.72 10 «

Benefit processing time – change in
circumstances (days) PJ L 2 CC 6.88 14 « 5.25 14 «

Council Tax Support processing –
new claims (days) PJ L 2 CC 7.76 10 « 5.85 10 «

Council Tax Support processing
time – change in circumstances
(days)

PJ L 2 CC 6.89 14 « 7.12 14 «

Business Rates collection (%
collected) PJ L 4 CC 96.19% 98.00% p 31.46% 31.79% l

Council Tax collection (% collected) PJ L 4 CC 96.01% 96.00% l 27.49% 28.12% l
Sickness absence – overall (days) KN L 4 CC 6.3 7.0 « 2.08 1.75 l
Sickness absence – long term
(days) KN L 4 CC 3.8 5.0 « 1.55 1.25 l

Sickness absence – short term
(days) KN L 4 CC 2.4 2.0 l 0.53 0.50 l

Page 11



Figure 1 - Leader: trend measures
Corporate Priority 4: Public Service

Table 2 - Portfolio: Deputy Leader – Economic Development and Planning

Deputy Leader:
performance measures
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Switchboard - % of abandoned calls KN DL 4 CC 6% 10% « 5% 15% «
Switchboard – average waiting time (in seconds) KN DL 4 CC 42 45 l 45 60 «

Table 3 - Portfolio: Tourism, Arts, Culture and Heritage

Tourism, Arts, Culture
and Heritage Portfolio:
performance measures
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Swim sessions at GMLC PP TA 2 EP 167,417 165,000 « 43,729 41,250 «
Direct debit gym
memberships PP TA 2 EP New measure 1,209 1,200 l

Comment: Revised target for Q2 of 1380. Staff working hard offering promotions via social media which is
seeing a positive impact. Changes planned on membership contracts to be introduced in Q2 subject to
portfolio holder approval. Additional memberships and income will be seen following SLA agreement with
Thrive Tribe, sessions to commence September 2019.
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Table 4 - Portfolio: Environmental Services

Environmental Services Portfolio:
performance measures
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% of broadly compliant food businesses AF E 2 CC 98.89% 95% « 98.24% 95% «
% of food safety inspections completed
against those required by the Food Law
Code of Practice

AF E 2 CC 100% 100% l 100% 100% l

Table 5 - Portfolio: Housing and Communities

Housing and Communities Portfolio:
performance measures
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Housing completions – annual target 310 AF H 2 CC 429 310 « 74 77 l
Number of affordable homes delivered (gross) AF H 2 CC 171 170 l 0 0 l
Number of non-local authority owned empty
properties returned into occupation AF H 2 CC 91 60 « 35 15 «

Improved Housing Standards AF H 2 CC 51 200 p 27 25 l

Figure 2 - Housing and Communities: trend measures
Corporate Priority 2: People
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Table 6 - Portfolio: Regulatory

Regulatory Portfolio:
performance measures
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Average time taken to respond
to FOI/EIR requests (working
days)

MS R 4 CC 8 20 « 8 20 «

Comment: 370 information requests were received in the quarter; 5 went beyond the 20 working day
deadline  (1%) - 2 were responded to in 21 working days; 2 in 23 working days; and 1 in 38 working days
due to complex exemptions being required
Average time taken to respond
to Subject Access requests
(calendar days)

MS R 4 CC 1
month

1
month l 1

month
1

month l

Figure 3 - Regulatory: trend measures

Corporate Priority 2: People

Trend measures 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1

Number of taxi drivers suspended/revoked 3 38 39 39 0 0 0 1 2
Comment: One at a hearing and one using officer delegation.
Number of vehicles suspended/revoked 8 18 23 29 5 10 11 24 5
Number of taxi driver/vehicle hearings 1 1 3 8 3 7 8 9 2
Comment: One revocation and one licence refused.
Number of premises licences revoked 0 1 5 2 0 1 2 2 2
Number of Licensing Act 2003 hearings 1 4 4 6 2 5 7 11 5
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REPORT TO: OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY - CORPORATE AND
COMMUNITY COMMITTEE

DATE:

PORTFOLIO HOLDER:

5 SEPTEMBER 2019

LEADER OF THE COUNCIL

SUBJECT:

REPORT AUTHOR:

TRANSFORMATION PROGRAMME – REFRESH

CORPORATE MANAGEMENT TEAM

EXEMPT REPORT: NO

SUMMARY:

The Council’s current Transformation Programme (TP) runs from 2016/17 to 2019/20, and
covers the period of the Government’s four-year settlement.

This report sets out proposals for a refresh of the TP to meet the challenges of the projected
budget position for the next four years, and the need to make net budget savings of almost
£1m. Following a period of consultation, through the Scrutiny process and the public, it will
be brought back to the Cabinet for review and then to Council for approval in September.

An update to the TP will show how the Council intends to meet future financial challenges,
demonstrating that it has plans for the coming years to meet the projected budget gaps.

RECOMMENDATIONS

That the Corporate and Community Committee reviews the proposed Transformation
Programme and gives its comments to Cabinet for consideration, prior to Full Council formal
approval.

B   O   S   T   O   N
B O R O U G H  C O U N C I L
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REPORT:

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Council has had a Transformation Programme (TP) for a number of years, which has
helped it identify and deliver projects designed to improve performance and make financial
savings to meet the challenge of reducing resources across the local government sector.

1.2 The nature and scale of further transformation requires an early and clear direction to
provide the best chance of success. If agreed, a programme covering four years would
limit the need for more difficult decisions in the future.

2 DETAILS

2.1 The current TP runs until the end of the current financial year, in line with the Government’s
four-year settlement deal. Now is, therefore, an appropriate time to consider a refresh of
the programme. Appendix 1 sets out the draft programme. This will allow the Council to
demonstrate that it has robust plans to save money and live within its means in the coming
years.

2.2 The current TP has helped the Council reduce its annual budget by over £2.5m, with
initiatives including the relocation of the DWP and other partners, Parish Council/BTAC
support, and sharing services.

2.3 The draft programme is arranged within four main themes, and it is important to point out
that, whilst the way that services are organised is likely to change, the TP does not propose
the absolute removal of any of the range of services currently being delivered.

REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

The Council has operated a Transformation Programme (TP) for some years, enabling it to
demonstrate the ways in which it intends to meet the anticipated financial challenges facing it.
This has proved successful, and with the current TP ending in 2019/20, and future significant
savings targets expected, it is appropriate for a refreshed TP to be adopted.

In addition, the Medium Term Financial Strategy (MTFS) approved alongside the budget in
February 2019 projects a cumulative budget gap of almost £1m to 2023/24 if no action is taken.
This report sets out a series of actions that it is anticipated would deliver annual balanced
budgets, in accordance with legal requirements.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Council could choose not to refresh its Transformation Programme. However, this would
mean that annual decisions would be required to ensure that the Council was able to meet its
statutory requirement to set a balanced budget each year, without a framework within which
those decisions would be made.
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2.4 As a reminder, the projected 2020/21 budget gap is over £0.5m, rising to almost £1m by
2023/24, as set out in the table below.

Table 1 – projected future budget gaps (February 2019 MTFS)

2.5 There are a number of uncertainties at present in respect of funding levels from 2020/21,
including the proposed Spending Reviews (single year for 2020/21, then longer term during
2020), Government initiatives to revise the funding distribution formula, and the further
localisation of business rates. Their resolution will inevitably amend future years’ budget
gaps, but what is certain is that there will be savings’ requirements. The refresh of the TP
is therefore appropriate and necessary.

2.6 The four themes within the proposed TP refresh are –

Commercialisation
Service Modernisation
Income Generation
Policy Changes

2.7 These build on the success of the current TP, and aim to retain the breadth of current
services whilst making the budgetary decisions necessary to balance annual spending
plans.

2.8 At this stage the indicative savings figure across the next four years is £1m, although it is
accepted that this will be refined and will change as more detailed work is undertaken on
specific projects and future funding levels become clear, and figures will then be
incorporated into future budgets. As set out in paragraph 2.4, the Council has a forecast
requirement to reduce its net budget by almost £1m per annum by 2023/24.

2.9 The timetable for consultation and approval is set out below.

17 July 2019 Cabinet recommends draft TP for consultation, and public
consultation begins

23 August 2019 Public consultation ends
5 September 2019 Scrutiny (C & C) Committee reviews the draft proposals
11 September 2019 Cabinet receives feedback from the consultation

exercises, and recommends the TP to Council
30 September 2019 Full Council approves and adopts the TP, including any

specific first year proposals

2.10 Provisional settlement figures for 2020/21 are not expected until later this year, and
therefore the specific timing and number of projects to be included next year will not be
finalised until the draft budget proposals for next year are presented early in 2020.

Year 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24
£000 £000 £000 £000

Forecast budget gap - annual 538 10 86 253
Forecast budget gap – cumulative 538 548 634 887
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The report itself creates no additional resource requirements at this time. However, some
projects within it will need funds to enable progress and delivery (one-off funds will come from
the Transformation Reserve), and future reports setting out the funds needed will be presented
as projects are worked up.

LEGAL & EQUALITY IMPLICATIONS

The Local Government Finance Act 1992 requires councils to set a balanced budget each year.

Equality impacts will be considered as part of progressing each project, as necessary.

ANY OTHER IMPLICATIONS

There will be implications for service delivery arising from some projects, and these will be
included in reports in due course as projects are developed.

Subject to the Transformation Programme being agreed by Full Council, it is reasonable to
anticipate future employment changes which will require careful management to mitigate both
costs and implications for staff.

CONSULTATION

This meeting forms part of the consultation process. The outcome of the public exercise is set
out at Appendix 2.

In addition, specific consultation processes will be undertaken for projects where it is deemed
that this is appropriate.

APPENDICES
Appendices are listed below and attached to the back of the report: -

APPENDIX 1

APPENDIX 2

Proposed Transformation Programme -
2020/21 to 2023/24

Public consultation responses

BACKGROUND PAPERS
No background papers as defined in Section 100D of the Local Government Act 1972 were
used in the production of this report.

CHRONOLOGICAL HISTORY OF THIS REPORT
A report on the refresh of the Transformation Programme was presented to the meeting of
the Cabinet on 17 July 2019.
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FINANCE PROFORMA

BOSTON BOROUGH COUNCIL
PROFORMA FOR EXECUTIVE APPROVAL OF THE RELEASE OF RESOURCES
(CAPITAL AND REVENUE BUDGETS)

FROM:

THIS PROFORMA PROVIDES THE FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
IN RESPECT OF THE ATTACHED

REPORT: TRANSFORMATION PROGRAMME - REFRESH
REPORT DATE: 5 SEPTEMBER 2019

OPTION 1 £ Year 1 £ Year 2 £ Year 3 £ Year 4 £ Year 5
2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25

Revenue

Total Revenue
Cost

Funding required: Considered by: Date:
Total capital cost £0

Revenue cost £0 Cabinet

Corporate and
Community Committee

17 July
2019
5
September
2019

Financial Services Comments

There are no direct financial implications as a result of this report. Following approval, as
specific projects are worked up, reports will include financial implications.

Risk

Procurement

Value for Money Efficiency

This FP is valid for 3 months
from FP date

If this FP is no longer required please
advise Finance

If there are changes to the original report
it may invalidate this document, it must

be reviewed by Finance.
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APPENDIX 1

Transformation programme 2020/21 to 2023/24 - draft proposals

Ref Theme Title Description Total Portfolio Holder

£000

TP01 Commercialisation Work for business
Utilise capacity of assets by undertaking work for partners 

and local businesses
10 Environmental

TP02 Commercialisation Sell services Offer Inspection works to partners and others 10 Environmental

TP03 Commercialisation
Increase current market 

share

Effective marketing and delivery of quality services to 

customers
40 Environmental

Theme: Commercialisation 60

TP04 Service Modernisation Regulatory Services review To reduce the net cost of services 70 Regulatory

TP05 Service Modernisation Corporate Services review To reduce the net cost of services 40 Leader

TP06 Service Modernisation Finance review To reduce the net cost of services 30 Finance

TP07 Service Modernisation
Housing and Regulatory 

services review
To reduce the net cost of services 70

Housing / 

Regulatory

TP08 Service Modernisation
Sport, Culture and Town 

Centre review
To reduce the net cost of services 80 Deputy Leader

TP09 Service Modernisation
Environmental Services 

review
To reduce the net cost of services 80 Environmental

Theme: Service Modernisation 370

TP10 Policy changes
Continue work with 

parishes and others
Further cost sharing 30 Environmental

TP11 Policy changes
Increase Council Tax for 

long term empty properties

Incentivise bringing back into use, in line with Government 

policy 
10 Finance

TP12 Policy changes Revise healthy activity work Reduce healthy activity support 10 Leader

TP13 Policy changes Review collection rates Reduce irrecoverable amounts 50 Finance

TP14 Policy changes
Revenue contribution to 

capital
Reduce annual support for capital spending 200 Finance

Theme: Policy changes 300

TP15 Income generation
Environmental Operations 

Fees
Review of charging structure 220 Environmental

TP16 Income generation Other Fees Benchmarking review 50 Town Centre

Theme: Income generation 270

Total Savings 1,000   

This programme identifies a number of projects that would be delivered to help the Council achieve the projected £1million saving required over the next 

four years. The savings identified at this stage are likely to change as the projects develop. These projects will be under continuous review and other 

projects may be introduced as opportunities are identified. Many of the projects require public and/or stakeholder consultation. Alongside this 

programme, the Council will seek to ensure every service currently provided continues in a more effective and efficient way for local people.
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1

*All comments (either from survey or social media) appear as received.

APPENDIX 2

Transformation Plan Consultation Results – August 2019

Introduction

The current Transformation Programme runs from 2016/17 to 2019/20 and covers the period
of the Government’s four-year settlement. It has helped the Council reduce its annual budget
by over £2.5m with initiatives including relocation of the Department for Work and Pensions
and other partners, Parish Council/Boston Town Area Committee support and sharing
services.

There are new proposals for a refresh of the Transformation Programme to ensure the Council
meets the challenge of the projected budgeted position of the next four years, this and the
need to make net budget savings of almost £1m were set out in the Cabinet Report in July
2020, and public consultation ran from 5 July 2019 to 23 August 2019.

Methodology

The Transformation Programme is arranged within four main themes, and the consultation
was set out to reflect these themes: -

· Commercialisation
· Service Modernisation
· Income Generation
· Policy Changes

The survey was placed online and on the council’s social media sites, a paper copy was also
available from the Municipal Buildings. Sixteen completed surveys were received.

Full Consultation Results

Q.  Having read the Transformation Programme and any associated papers, do you
agree that these are the areas the council should be looking to transform in order to
save money? (for example, if you feel that any areas should not be on the list, please
explain why)

Eleven comments were received: -

1 I agree
2 Agree
3 Yes
4 Cut down on expenses  and councillor numbers
5 If the details were put into language the ordinary man in the street understand I

might be able to give a proper reply
6 Why are there 2 amounts the same for housing and regulatory services and

regulatory service review
7 Usually when a council ‘looks’ at saving money it costs more to ‘look’ and longer

than is actually saved
8 None listed
9 Not all
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*All comments (either from survey or social media) appear as received.

10 Healthy living should be always encouraged. Proposal lis listing to reduce the
related fund is not wise

11 Brown bins shouldn't be charged for emptying as compost is required for containers
and flower beds within the borough.

Q. Are there any other areas that you think should be added?

Eleven comments were received: -

1 Clean up the disgusting town
2 Members and associated costs
3 Member services/expenses
4 Review councillors’ expenses and unnecessary ‘freebies’
5 Stop publishing the County News
6 review the facilities provided at the pool - in light of costs profile
7 Reduce payments to Lincoln C.C. reserves
8 Check out the payments for rents from/ to social landlords when there is no cap.
9 The Park
10 There should be a £10 a month voluntary contribution agreement for every rental

property managed by the big rental companies in the town. The boom profits made
from transient workers has not been shared with the Authority. The Authority pick up
the tab for the rubbish and decay, but the Landlords and Labour Bosses take all the
money for themselves

11 Stop excessive pay rises.  Stop creating jobs that aren’t advertised.

Theme 1 – Commercialisation

Q. Are there any services that you think the council should consider looking at
selling? What do you see as the pros and cons of the council becoming more
commercialised?

Twelve comments were received: -

1 How does selling off anything assist in the long term
2 Depends who will make the most money out of it. Those successful i the 'sales' will

be trying to get their money bakc plus a bit more so there will be little difference
seen

3 More fines for fly tipping. Compulsory purchase of long term empty properties for
renovation & either sell or rent out.

4 It would appear from the outside that Government departments spend way over the
odds for contracts, services and supplies.  Change your suppliers like businesses
have to remain competitive.

5 The Council should sell the grass cutting service more effectively. Being under cut
by private companies from outside the area is obscene

6 Chatge landlords of empty shops monthly to tidy areas of doorways and clean
windows. Charge private car parks for slip  trips and falls surveys 3 monthly

7 Extra administrative officers and possible lack of quality control – cons
8 The council is there to serve. The budgeting issues are now superseding the service

and welfare of locals. Any privatisation in part or full will mean reduced service. This
is not done. If we keep going at this rate, we will have no control over our own local
bodies and the sense of belonging will go too. I am against any such
commercialisation.  Scrap the councillors. That is a good idea.
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*All comments (either from survey or social media) appear as received.

9 1. Getting better value for money than direct employees - how can effective
assurance be evidenced? Direct employees have a direct reason to be efficient,
effective  loyal, responsive, responsible in comparisons to contracted workers where
the owner is solely seeking a profit from the contract. The workers have no
incentives and are often paid the absolute minimum (maybe even zero hour
contracts to achieve the ,lowest payroll cost to the contracted owner) so the
standard of work can be inferior. (See 3 below)   2. Getting the quality of work from
subcontracted services - especially when those tendering will be placing the lowest
bids that they can to get the contracts, leaving the contract subject to be poorly
delivered. This has happened nationally with high profile failures like G4 Olympic
and prison service contracts, there are many more!   3. difficulty to assure the public
and members - in proper and effective monitoring of the performance / work by sub-
contractors unless the monitor is skilled “in the art” of the contracted service. Extra
costs and personnel to achieve satisfactory monitoring and  performance to targets.

10 Sell. The Council Offices and build a more modern one out of town
11 Contractor's are going to cost more than to employ someone directly. If you sell the

services then residents should have a council tax cut because we would be getting
less for our money.

12 The Council should bring in a compulsory clean-up bond with all Landlords having a
portfolio of properties comprising more than 1 property. The tenant must lodge that
bond with the Council as integral to their rental agreement with the Landlord. When
the property is vacated, a Council inspector should review the property and
surrounding neighbourhood to ensure the immediate area is being left rubbish and
flytipping free. This inspection service fee should be subtracted from the bond, and if
necessary the bond forfeited if the area is not left clean.  This may help stop the
blight of flytipping as tenants swap over, and would allow the Council to raise funds
from inspections and from the boom in transient workers. This should be agreed with
the cooperation of the Landlords. They should help their local Authority and the
wider public, not just taking the profits without putting something back.

Theme 2 – Service Modernisation

Q. What do you see as the pros and cons to the council undertaking service reviews?

Thirteen comments were received: -

1 No pros and many many cons we the electorate are being swamped by tax and
additional costs

2 If they act on the reviews which show poor service and improve them - ok.
Otherwise a waste of time

3 It will reduce the number of staff as they are the biggest cost. However, services
should be as lean & efficient as possible, using all the technology available to them
to increase efficiencies. Having being a customer some services are much more
switched on to modern working (and give better customer service) than others that
still seem to work in the dark ages because that's the way they've always done It!

4 The review will take too long and cost a fortune.  It's not rocket science for a
manager to know if something is working properly, effectively, efficiently and
economically.  What do you pay your managers for?

5 The actual effort and resources taken to "review" the services could be better spent
delivering service.

6 Its a good thing, all services need to check they are value for money
7 None money outlay for little return
8 Pro - services remain but potential cost benefits and greater efficiency
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*All comments (either from survey or social media) appear as received.

9 Again, as far as I know the services are stretched to the max. Any more pressure
and it will fall apart. A spring can only be pushed to some extent. Then it will either
snap or bounce off.

10 A. Will the performance be at least equal the existing service?  If not, in what way
will it change  B. Who will be charged with monitoring and comparing to the
potential? C.  how will the performance be effectively and realistically monitored?  D.
Will the service be benchmarked 1. Against the (previous) existing service 2. Against
other services. Potential and Performance in other Councils /Districts. - in
Lincolnshire and from outside Lincolnshire?  E. Where is the expectation of the
potential and performance being evaluated and both who and how will it be set (by)
in the proposed minimum cost contract on offer?  .

11 Reviews are identical each year
12 Reviews are a good idea
13 Services will shrink.

Theme 3 – Income Generation

Q. What do you see as the pros and cons of the council looking at more options for
generating income?

Fourteen comments were received: -

1 Lobby the government we the public are saturated with costs and cannot afford ant
more

2 In other words you will be putting prices up. Why not just come out and say it?
3 Are the staff trained and conversant in running  commercialised services?

Traditionally  council staff dont have business background as evidenced by the lack
of customer service skills in some departments (NOT the front desk staff)  Pros are
that  if they are an extension of existing successful services there will be benefits
from the economies of scale.

4 This word "looking" keeps cropping up.  Your managers should know this
information.  Review your staff instead.

5 Introduction of additional risk when taking on extra burdens.
6 If they invested in places like the swimming pool rather than just the gym this would

bring more people in as the changing rooms and pool area are well over due a
refurbishment! Changes to the time table are going to lose the council money as
people with children are going to be turned away at certain times which is one way
of stopping people ever coming back. Well done council!!!

7 Pros - may make more money.  Cons - people may go elsewhere for services or
stop using them.

8 Waste prices increase will lead to more flytipping, more cost to council to clean up
9 Con - extra fees for green waste will encourage fly tipping, not everyone has access

to a trailer to go to the Council recycling centre, nor the extra cash to pay for the
service, especially as brown bins attracted an initial fee.  Con - increase in number
of unscrupulous white van tippers who con the elderly in paying for waste removal
Pro - crematorium cost increase only if improved parking, no penalty for slightly
longer service than allocated, and live web links to be introduced. The latter
important as many friends and relatives are often worldwide.

10 Garden waste, commercial waste, rates, parking charges, etc can be increased.
Crematorium should be left alone. It’s not an event to exploit money from.

11 Garden waste :  Seeking excessive higher charges (above the nett cost of the
service) will contribute to increasing - fly tipping! As garden waste it is biodegradable
people will not see any issues.   When one considers that all collections are now
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*All comments (either from survey or social media) appear as received.

fortnightly - many people do not fill a bin every week .... many other blue and green
buns are not filled - even every fortnight - for single home occupancy and flats....
and the “dustbin” service is again a council tax essential and paid for by all already.
The brown bin was a cashcow introduction / extension.  The public are aware that
there is a mass confidence trick going on with so-called segregated bin collections
and much of the rubbish is just dumped together and / or incinerated.  The export of
UK rubbish (recycled in particular) to other counties has stopped - they have ceased
taking so-called recycled rubbish e.g. India / China (who were simply burying it in the
ground anyway NOT burning or recycling).   There is an ignored, sustainable moral
commercial issue to just pass on and dump UK rubbish to another country that is
wrong. Big business exploited it and made vast profits from it until the other counties
refused.  There is a massive,  so-called and very profitable “recyclable” waste
business that has been exploited for years.   So-called sustainable, recycled
material is being stockpiled at huge levels as companies fail in attempts to dispose
or it.   Better to burn it all in high temperature, low emission units and use the energy
sustainably to local needs!     It’s hypocrisy to declare any other.... when the Drax
Power station is fed on carbon fuels - millions of tonnes of wood chippings being
imported from USA; shipped across the Atlantic in tar (bunker fuel) powered worst
polluting CO2 fuel with NO carbon tax charges whatsoever- to UK port,  then more
carbon use,  Diesel bulk goods trains delivering across west to east to the Drax
plant.    Crematorium  These fees (in comparisons to church burials) are already
high and increasing them to seek higher profits is morally wrong. The upkeep of the
used energy costs (benchmarked) and essential maintenance of the units and
buildings is one thing but a council cremation service is an essential need in every
district and must not be exploited..   Commercial waste  These charges should be in
line,  only, with benchmarking waste charges in other districts / regions / rural
counties.  They are a necessary business cost and business (as with rates) should
be welcomed, treated fairly, and not exploited.

12 Our Town should be advertised more widely
13 Fly tipping of garden waste has increased since charges began on brown bin. It

would make sense to not charge for the emptying as the cost to clean up probably
would be more than the charge.

14 More flytipping of waste

Q. Please detail the impact that raising the fees and charges on these services will
have on you

Eleven comments were received: -

1 Will have to choose eat or heat Council tax and other council fees now take up over
66% of my pension

2 Don’t know
3 Obviously it will impact my pocket
4 Increasing garden waste collection fees will increase fly tipping. Increasing

crematorium costs is debilitating at what is a stressful and difficult time.  You don't
need anymore worries including financial. If the council doesn't remain competitive in
the collection of commercial waste you'll lose customers.  That equals loss of
income generation not increase

5 I would have to think about the affordability of continuing with these services i.e.
garden waste

6 Increase in flytipping reports ultimately landing at the feet of the council
7 Getting less and less for our money.
8 I will not be able to afford my council tax
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*All comments (either from survey or social media) appear as received.

9 I don't use the commercial or brown bin service. I have a friend who uses the brown
bin but is not prepared to pay more. They will stop it and make alternative
arrangements  if the charges go up.

10 It will have impact but it can be reasoned. Rates, parking, Garden waste etc are not
basic services and can be used to generate income. Any basic need (like general
tax) should not be put up as it only creates half hardship for the less able.

11 Garden waste  price increase - increased carbon footprint due to many visits to
recycling centre  Cremation- if technological upgrades then we would use Boston
and not have to travel to nearer Spalding

Q. Are there any other services that you feel the council should look at when
considering raising fees and charges?

Ten comments were received: -

1 No we cannot pay any more
2 Yes - charge staff, including councillors and officers for parking at municipal

Buildings. Almost every one else in town - including nurses, doctors and staff at
Pilgrim - have to pay to work. Why not those working in West Street?

3 Fly tipping fines.
4 It should be looking in house at how finance and spending is managed.  For

example, if statements weren't sent out on the day your commercial waste in live
was due for payment you'd save a fortune on paper, stamps, envelopes  and time.
Use common sense.  I'm all for saving the environment but recycled paper costs a
lot more than non-recycled.  Should we be savings pennies or the environment?
Yes the environment in austere times but we're not in those times at the moment.

5 Enviroment charge on lorries and vans coming into town center
6 If the market place carparking bays were returned to how they were over 10 year

ago, thus almost tripling the current facility and making it safer for pedestrians and
drivers as they would both know where to walk and drive, fees could be reduced for
short stay and therefore increase footfall in the town and the more numerous parking
fees would increase overall income.  Many people only need to “pop into “ town and
the market place once offered this facility.   However, this lack of historical foresight
may make this impossible now due to a lack of major market place players.

7 Alcohol license should be made periodic. Every year need renewal and at a cost.
This will generate income and keep better control of the raft of alcohol shops around
town.

8 No.
9 Bringing back emptying the brown bin for free. Recycle more plastics
10 There should be a property/neighbourhood inspection service for transient

workers/tenants. This should be agreed with the Landlords in Boston. There should
be mandatory provision (with Landlord cooperation) in every short term tenancy
agreement involving transient workers and their families. There should be fees
passed on to the tenants as they revolve through the town.
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*All comments (either from survey or social media) appear as received.

Theme 4 – Policy Changes

Q. What do you see as the pros and cons of the council making policy changes of this
type?

Twelve comments were received: -

1 You will find out at next election
2 If you get rid of these will our council tax go down? No, I didn't think so. Your costs

go down, everyone else's goes upSee above
3 If these are not services that the  council MUST provide then they should be halted

during these times of austerity. The council needs to be innovative.  Perhaps the
community should come together through voluntary services. The settled migrant
population should be expected to contribute as much as the existing population to
tackle those who have little respect for our town. . Landlords of multiple occupancy
houses should be held responsible for the rubbish generated, anti social behaviour,
etc. They pocket high rents taking money out of the local economy and do not give
back but indeed create bigger burdens on the public purse because of their lack of
control.

4 If you transfer litter bin responsibility to parish councils it just means an increase in
our council tax by parish precept.

5 People will consider their Council Tax monies are being spent on folly projects not
the essentials. The expectation of being a Council that wastes money may be
realised.

6 its a shame that the council may not be able to support these type of things, but if
money is tight something has to be cut

7 Would rather cut numbers of councellors to just 20, as like [removed identifiable
information] paying out good money for no return

8 Con - if PCs are responsible for collections then the rate payer will still have to pay
an increase, unless the BC pays the PCs which will defeat the purpose   Con - out of
term activities are essential to keep children off the streets but perhaps token
charges could be made?

9 Not sure if its good or bad. Need to know exact list.  Holiday activity should continue.
Litter bins is a must, if parish councils fail, it poses more hazardous situations. It is
not wise

10 We pay council tax to the borough and they have paid employees.  Parishes do not.
They rely on volunteers.  Parish councils struggle to get volunteers now. There are
enough pressures on parishes. We already have too highly paid Council employees
Make all pension contributory and reduce the paid pension contributions from our
taxes. Pension take a huge part of council taxes.

11 Children of poor families will suffer without activities
12 Flytipping will soar

Q.  Please detail the impact that policy changes have on you

Eight comments were received: -

1 Poorer and poorer every year on
2 Probably not a great deal. Parish councils will pass the cost onto council tax.
3 Increased council tax.
4 Funding for chrildren activites is important for intergration. Council wasted lump sum

given for this
5 We would still have to pay for litter collections whoever is responsible.
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*All comments (either from survey or social media) appear as received.

6 Flytipping Watch will be very busy and so will the Council
7 Reduced income to live on.  We are already taxed high enough for local services.
8 Need to know these changes are to feel the imact

Social Media Comments

There were also a number of comments on the proposals received via social media, as
detailed below: -

Facebook comments

· Careful tho very pointed questions!

· Sorry but I don’t agree with paying anymore for garden bins to be emptied.  Who
agrees we have to pay for bins in the first place then they went up in price

· Lol… you could not make it up… oh open ye floodgates

· Why even bother asking when we all know you will do whichever makes the most
money, like council tax for example, how about instead of writing off peoples ct debs
over the last 15 years you actually get the money back owed I bet that could amount
to a huge amount of money.

· More of should complain to the government

· Is it true Brown bin collection charges are going up next term?

· Be cheaper soon to see your own brown bin stuff.

· Turn off street lights in Pets carpark during day time really useless energy/waste

· Stop fiddling expenses and drawing more money for meetings they don’t attend and
stop making up committees with ever more generous allowances

· Get rid of all the councillors.  They make the most ridiculous decision that they make
cost the tax payer a fortune in hundreds of millions.

· Get rid of a couple of councillors, job done

· Up the cost of the bins again

· Another point charge all councillors and employees parking fees like ulht

· What about all the hundreds of houses that have been built in the town? 100%
increase in your funding from those and 0% maintenance other than the bins being
emptied.

· I would like to know just how much is spent on pensions every year.  Also why some
positions get paid more than the prime minister a year.
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*All comments (either from survey or social media) appear as received.

· I think you should get rid of the Traffic wardens there is a waste of money, as there’s
no need to come to Boston Town.

Twitter comments

· Cut top executive pay in half  cut out ‘fake’ jobs like diversity and equality mangers
etc [removed identifiable information]
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CORPORATE AND COMMUNITY COMMITTEE – WORK PROGRAMME 2019/20 

 
The Corporate Priorities relating to the Committee’s remit: CP2 People CP4 Public Service 

 

MEETING AGENDA ITEMS showing links to the Council’s Corporate Priorities  
[Standing items - work programme/learning & development - not shown] 

  

PRESENTED OR 
FACILITATED BY 

PORTFOLIO HOLDER 

    

6th June 
2019 

1. The Committee’s Work Programme and Terms of Reference  
2. Annual Scrutiny Report 

Andy Fisher 
“ 

Not applicable 

    

17th July 
2019 

1. Overview of Housing Benefit and Council Tax Support / Roll Out of 
Universal Credit 

2. Controlling Migration Fund (CMF) – Interim Evaluation Report  

Gemma Creasey / 
Matthew Hall, DWP 

Andy Fisher 
Ivan Annibal, Rose 

Regeneration 

Councillor Spencer 
 

Councillor Griggs 
 
 

    

5th Sept 
2019 

1. Quarter 1 Performance Summary  
2. Transformation Programme – Refresh  
3. Homelessness Assistance Policy Development (Presentation)  

 

Andy Fisher 
CMT 

Andy Fisher  

Councillor Spencer 
“ 

Councillor Griggs 

    

16th Oct 
2019 

1. Corporate Plan 
2. Statutory Scrutiny Guidance and Cabinet / Scrutiny Protocol 
3. Keeping People Safe – Policy and Procedure  
 

Katharine Nundy 
Andy Fisher 

“ 

Councillor Spencer 
“ 

Councillor P Skinner 

    

19th Dec  
2019 

Parish Council Project – Update 
 
 

Michelle Sacks  Councillor P Skinner 

    

6th Feb 
2020 

 
 
 

  

    

2nd April 
2020 
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Future years: 
 
 
 

   

2020/21  
 
 

  

 
 

   

2021/22  
 
 

  

 
 

   

2022/23  
 
 

  

 

THE COUNCIL’S CORPORATE PRIORITIES: 
 

 

CP1 Prosperity         CP2 People 
 

CP3 Place           CP4 Public 
Service 
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