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Minutes of a meeting of the PERFORMANCE MONITORING PANEL held in Meeting 
Room 1, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding, on Tuesday, 11 December 2012 at 
6.30 pm. 
 

PRESENT 

  
B Alcock (Chairman) 

D J Wilkinson (Vice-Chairman) 
 

 

S M Booth 
C J T H Brewis 
A Casson 
 

R Clark 
R Perkins 
M D Seymour 
 

S-A Slade 
E J Sneath 
 

  
 
In Attendance:  The Joint Performance Team Leader and the Interim Housing 
Manager 
 
Apologies for absence were received from or on behalf of Councillors M Howard, 
J L King, R M Rudkin, A C Tennant and S Wilkinson  
 
 

47 MINUTES  

 
The minutes of the meeting held on 6 November 2012 were signed by the Chairman 
as a correct record. 
 

48 KEY DECISION PLAN  

 
Consideration was given to the current Key Decision Plan, which had been issued on 
30 November 2012. 
 
DECISION: 

 
That the current Key Decision Plan be noted. 
 

49 UPDATE ON THE EAST LINCOLNSHIRE COMMUNITY SAFETY PARTNERSHIP 

AND THE COUNTY WIDE ARRANGEMENTS  

 
Consideration was given to a report by the Community Development Manager which 
provided an update on both local and county wide arrangements in relation to 
community safety.  There had recently been changes in the way that this was 
delivered across the District and across the County.   The Portfolio Holder for 
Localism and Big Society provided the Panel with details of the changes and an 
explanation of the tiers of Groups and Panels that delivered community safety and 
what each of them was responsible for.  At the bottom of the tier were the Police 
Panels (who dealt with local issues); above them, the Joint Area Groups (JAGs, who 
each dealt with different issues, such as anti-social behaviour); above them, the local 
Community Safety Partnership (CSP – the local CSP being the East Lincolnshire 
Community Safety Partnership, made up of South Holland District Council, Boston 
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Borough Council, East Lindsey District Council and other statutory partners. The 
CSP’s role was to develop and implement strategies to protect local communities 
from crime and to help people feel safe); above the local CSPs were the County 
CSPs who dealt with strategic direction; and at the top of the tier was the Police and 
Crime Panel, who monitored the Police Crime Commissioner and the Strategic Plan.   
 
The Portfolio Holder advised that with regard to CCTV, a paper would be considered 
by the County CSP who would be considering the issue from a county-wide 
perspective.  Information from this meeting would be fed back to the Panel in due 
course. 
 
The Portfolio Holder advised on two further pieces of information:  
 

• Firstly, should a domestic homicide take place in an area, a Domestic Homicide 
Review would be set up after the Chairman of the CSP had been informed.  This 
was quite a costly exercise, running alongside the prosecution of the person 
involved.  £10,000 was currently held for this eventuality, but a further £10,000 
was required.  Each district had a duty to take part in a Review if it occurred in 
their area, and due to the potential cost, reserves had to be put aside.     

• Secondly, anti-social behaviour was a big political item.  The police were 
struggling to cope and wished to appoint an Anti-Social Behaviour Coordinator at 
County level. £30,000 was required towards the cost of this position and 
contributions were being sought from partners. 

 
Members considered the information provided in both the report and presentation, 
and the following issues were raised: 
 

• How could it be demonstrated what the CSPs and the JAGs achieved? 
o The Portfolio Holder for Localism and Big Society advised that statistics could 

be found.  It could be difficult to provide data for the JAGs as there would be 
data protection issues however, generic data could be provided.  The CSPs 
should have performance data with regard to what they achieved in alignment 
with their priorities.  The Portfolio Holder commented that he would find out 
and report back the information required by the Panel.  

 

• Could Panel members be provided with a chart showing the hierarchy of the 
various Groups and Panels that provided community safety, as detailed by the 
Portfolio Holder? 
o The Portfolio Holder agreed to provide this information to members. 

 

• Were particular crimes specific to Lincolnshire or country-wide? 
o Some crimes, such as anti-social behaviour and domestic abuse were county-

wide. However there were crimes more specific to Lincolnshire and rural 
areas, such as hare coursing. 
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• What drove the whole system of community safety and how this was delivered 
across the District and across the County? 
o The Portfolio Holder commented that it should be driven from the bottom up.  If 

issues were not picked up locally, then they could be fed upwards. 
 

• There was a perception that some Police Panels did not work well. 
o The Portfolio Holder advised that this was the responsibility of the local police 

and community. 
 
DECISION: 

 
a) That the report provided by the Community Development Manager, and the 

information provided by the Portfolio Holder for Localism and Big Society, be 
noted; and 

 
b) That the Portfolio Holder for Localism and Big Society provide updates to the 

Panel every six months on progress with community safety and how this was 
being delivered. 

 
50 GYPSY AND TRAVELLER SITES  

 
Consideration was given to the report of the Interim Housing Manager which 
informed members about progression on the provision of Gypsy and Traveller sites 
within the District.  At the last meeting of the Panel, under consideration of the Key 
Decision Plan, Members had stated that they were anxious that issues at the 
Holbeach site were concluded before any further work progressed.  The Panel had 
agreed that if Members’ concerns were not answered at the next meeting of Cabinet, 
a report should be provided detailing the current position.  The issues had not been 
considered at Cabinet resulting in the report now being considered. 
 
The  Panel received an update on the current situation with regard to the Holbeach 
site and the two further proposed sites.  Members considered the information 
provided and the following issues were raised: 
 
Holbeach 
 
The Interim Housing Manager advised that with regard to the Holbeach site, the 
transfer of title would be taking place and the Audit Commission had advised that it 
would be prudent to secure a letter from the Secretary of State sanctioning the 
transfer with differential values, in order to mitigate against any possible future legal 
challenge. 
 

• Would there be a difference in value between the new site at Holbeach and the 
vacated site at Cranmore Lane? 
o Yes 
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• Where would the £200,000 cost fall within the budget? 
o The grant money from the Department for Communities and Local 

Government (DCLG) was ring-fenced to provide sites for gypsies and 
travellers.  Any monies from the sale of the Cranmore Lane site would be over 
and above budgeted expenditure. 

 

• Was this a possible area for audit again? 
o It had not been made clear that the outcome would be the transfer of higher 

value land for lower value land however, this was now explicit.  There was the 
possibility of a legal challenge, but a letter of sanction from the Secretary of 
State would mitgate against such action.     

 

• Had there been a legal challenge? 
o There had been no legal challenge however, a Freedom of Information (FOI) 

request had been received.   
 

• The Interim Housing Manager advised that with regard to the transfer of title, the 
DCLG had advised that a more up to date valuation than that given in November 
2012 was required, and this had now been provided.  Approval from the Secretary 
of State should be received by Christmas 2012.   

 

• What would be the final figure for the cost of the Holbeach site? 
o The substantive costs of development work had previously been provided, but 

a final figure could not yet be confirmed until final solicitor costs in relation to 
the land transfer had been confirmed.  These costs would be confirmed by the 
solicitor at the end of January 2013 and the Panel would be advised of the 
final figure once these costs were known. 

 
Gosberton Clough 
 
The Interim Housing Manager advised that residents were anxious for this issue to be 
resolved.  Officers had met with travellers and residents and a site had been 
identified that had met the criteria.  Cabinet had considered this in June 2012 
however, some members had concerns over the site suggested and had asked that 
officer explore alternative sites.  This had been done, and an answer should be 
received by the end of the week as to whether a party with an existing option for this 
alternative site was willing to relinquish that option.  Cabinet would then consider the 
issue in January 2013.  If the alternative site was not viable, the original site still was 
and remained within budget. 
 

• Was the residents’ association being kept advised of progress?   
o Yes, there was regular contact with the residents’ association.  The 

postponement of the choice of site may not materially affect the site as work 
would not have been undertaken over the winter in any event.   

 

• Had timescales been fed back to the residents association? 
o Yes, this had been done. 
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• In view of the specifications at the Holbeach site, was there a possibility that the 
travellers at the Gosberton Clough site could demand a better replacement site? 
o An agreement had been reached that the facilities at the new site would be 

like-for-like.  The travellers were happy with this. 
 

• Did costs include the clearing of the existing Gosberton Clough site?  How would 
items be cleared from the vacated site? 
o Yes, part of the agreement was that this would be cleared.  However, it was 

still necessary to negotiate issues such as the taking up and reinstatement of 
roads.  How it would be cleared would also form part of the agreement. 

 

• What would happen to the original site once the Authority had taken it over? 
o It was not likely to have any development potential and would most likely have 

an agricultural use.  No money would change hands, it would be simply a 
transfer of title of land. 

 

• Occupation of the land should not be allowed until title had been received.  Firm 
contracts and agreements needed to be in place before the transfer took place. 
o The Authority was keen to have a seamless transfer.  Much had been learned 

from the issues at the Holbeach site. 
 
Transit site at Sutton Bridge 
 
The Interim Housing Manager commented that the resolution of a site at Gosberton 
Clough was the most pressing issue and that a transit site at Sutton Bridge would not 
be pursued until this had been resolved.  The Sutton Bridge site contract could not be 
pursued until the cost of the Gosberton Clough site was known.  A cost assessment 
had been undertaken on the Gosberton Clough site however and it was still felt that a 
transit site in a basic form could be undertaken within budget. 
 
DECISION: 

 
That the report of the Interim Housing Manager and the ensuing issues raised by the 
Panel be noted.   
 

51 QUARTER 2 PERFORMANCE REPORT  

 
Consideration was given to the report of the Assistant Director of Democratic 
Services which provided Members with information on the Performance of the 
Council in accordance with Priorities set out in the Corporate Plan. 
 
Attached to the report was the new style Quarterly Performance Report which had 
been generated by the new Performance Management system ‘Performance Plus’, 
and which showed the position at the end of Quarter 2 (30 September 2012). 
 
Included at the front of the report was a high level overview of the Council’s 
performance against each of its corporate priorities outlined in its Corporate Plan 
2011-2015. 
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The main body of the report contained a summary of each service which included – 
Actual/Forecast spend versus Revised Budget; Performance indicators; Projects; 
Audit Recommendations; and Risks.  It was followed by a detailed three month 
overview of performance indicators and projects, reported on by exception (under 
and over performing items only).  Commentary was also provided by Service 
Managers/Portfolio Holders, to give further information on potential areas of concern.  
 
Portfolio Holders and Service Management would now be managing performance 
through live access to individual reports within Performance Plus. 
 
Further appendices to the report included the Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
report which reported performance against the Council’s Carbon Management Plan 
and the savings that were being achieved, and a report on the outturns from 
Procurement Lincolnshire for South Holland, which provided a summary of savings to 
date, the current in year position and future expectations. 
 
Members considered the report and raised some general questions on specific items 
within the report.  In addition, the following issues were raised: 
 

• With regard to the ‘target’ representation of whether the Authority was delivering 
the Corporate Priorities and Key Aims that supported each of them, Members 
commented that this only showed areas within each priority that were being met.  
Members requested that in future, a list of the Corporate Priorities, together with 
the Key Aims under each Priority, be provided within this section in order to show 
more clearly which areas were not being delivered. 

 

• Members questioned how some of the more ‘nebulous’ priorities could be 
measured?  The Joint Performance Team Leader responded that although these 
may not be measurable, reporting could show whether they had been delivered or 
not. 

 

• The method of reporting could give a false impression, advising of what was being 
done but not what wasn’t being done.  

 

• Page 64 of the agenda (in the Housing Overview section of the report) – Indicator 
SH-HL-KI-11, Average time to re-let SHDC property.  The comment on this item 
was that the target was not met due to the high volume of voids.  Members 
commented that targets/indicators for this area need to be devised that not only 
looked at the time it took to re-let a property, but also addressed the cost of void 
properties. 

 

• Page 79 of the agenda, Appendix B, graph showing Castle Sports Complex 
Energy Use.  Members requested that this information be separated out to reflect 
the wet-side and dry-side usage.  

 
The Joint Performance Team Leader highlighted to Members that Scrutiny 
recommendations could be built into the new system.  She also requested that at 



- 45 - 

 

PERFORMANCE MONITORING PANEL - 

11 December 2012 

 

 

 

future Panel meetings, Members forward questions they had regarding the 
Performance Report to her prior to the meeting in order that a full response could be 
provided at the meeting. 
 
DECISION: 

 
That the report be noted and the changes raised within the meeting be highlighted 
within the Performance Report which would be presented to Cabinet in January 
2013.      
 

52 PERFORMANCE MONITORING PANEL WORK PROGRAMME  

 
Consideration was given to the report of the Assistant Director (Democratic Services) 
which set out the Work Programme of the Performance Monitoring Panel.  The Work 
Programme consisted of two separate sections, the first setting out the dates of 
future Panel meetings along with proposed items for consideration and the second 
setting out the Task Groups that had been identified by the Panel. 
 
Members raised concerns regarding their IT provision and the following issues were 
raised: 
 

• Was delivery of IT to Members as good as it should be? 

• Was the current provision of Members’ IT value for money? 

• Members were unhappy with the way in which problems and issues with their 
laptops were resolved and how long it sometimes took to resolve (or not, as was 
sometimes the case). 

• Members were unhappy with the required frequency of password changes. 
 
Members required answers to these issues and requested that an officer from the IT 
Department (now part of Compass Point Business Services) attend the next meeting 
of the Panel to answer these questions.  
 
DECISION:  
 
a) That both sections of the Panel’s Work Programme, as set out in the report of the 

Assistant Director (Democratic Services), be noted; and 
 
b) That an officer from the IT Department (Compass Point Business Services) attend 

the next meeting of the Performance Monitoring Panel to answer members’ 
questions and concerns regarding their IT provision. 

 
(The meeting ended at 8.55 pm) 
 
(End of minutes) 
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