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To the Chairperson and Members of the Board

Notice is hereby given that a Meeting of the Board will be held at the offices of the Board
on Tuesday, 14" June 2022 at 2pm at which your attendance is requested.

There will be an induction for the newer members of the Board, commencing at 11:30am.
All members of the Board are invited to attend this, if they wish, as a refresher. If you could
please contact the office to let us know if you intend to attend this session.

A buffet lunch will be available from 1pm, for all members of the Board, to encourage and
facilitate Members, Staff and Officers discussion.

Please also find enclosed your Mileage Claim Form. It would be appreciated if you could
please complete and return at the meeting.

Chief Executive




AGENDA

Recording the meeting.
Apologies for absence.
Declarations of interest.

To receive and, if correct, sign the Minutes of the Meeting of the Board held on 8"
February 2022 (pages 1 - 9)

Matters arising.

To receive and confirm the Committee Minutes and Matters Arising of the following
meetings:-

(a) Environment Committee on 18 March 2022 (pages 10 - 19)
To adopt the following:
(i) Policy No. 11: Biodiversity Action Plan (under separate cover
(b) Structures Committee on 22" March 2022 (pages 20 - 30)
To adopt the following:
(i) Structures Committee Terms of Reference (page 31)
(i) Policy No. 09: Structures Replacement Policy (pages 32 - 35)
(c) Audit & Risk Committee on 12t April 2022 (pages 36 - 47)
To adopt the following:
(i) Audit & Risk Committee Terms of Reference (pages 48 & 49)
(i) Policy No. 01: Risk Management Strategy (pages 50 - 71)
(iii) Policy No. 03: Financial Regulations (pages 72 - 76)
(iv) Policy No. 10: Delegation of Authority (pages 77 - 80)

(v) Policy No. 13: Emergency Response Plan - Documentation
provided by the Environment Agency outlining the operation
of the Black Sluice Complex (for inclusion within the Plan) (pages 81 - 85)

(vi) Policy No. 17: Members Code of Conduct (pages 86 - 93)
(vii) Policy No. 18: Whistle Blowing Confidential Reporting Code (pages 94 - 99)
(viii) Policy No. 19: Anti Bribery (page 100)
(ix) Policy No. 43: Electronic Information and Communication Systems (pages
101 - 107)
To approve the following:
(x) Internal Auditors Report 2021/22 (pages 108 - 117)
(xi) Audit Programme 2022/23 (pages 118 - 120)
(d) Executive Committee on 17t May 2022 (pages 121 - 134)
To approve the following:
(i) Period 12 Management Accounts (pages 135 - 142)
(i) 10 Year Schemes Budget (Amended) (page 143)
(i) 10 Year Plant Replacement Budget (page 144)

(iv) 10 Year Estimates to reflect Scheme updates
and 2021/22 year end position (page 145)



10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

To approve the Draft Unaudited Financial Statements for the year ending 315t March 2022
(under separate cover)

To review and approve the Annual Governance Statement (page 149)

To approve and authorise the Chairperson to sign the Annual Return for the year ending
31st March 2022 (pages 146 - 151)

To receive a report on Drainage Rates (page 152)

To receive the minutes of the ADA Joint Lincolnshire Branch and Nene Branch meeting
held on

(@) 2" December 2021 (pages 153 - 162)
(b) 23" February 2022 (pages 163 - 166)

To review the Risk Register (page 167)

To receive reports on the following:

(a) Monthly Accounts: February 2022 to May 2022 (pages 168 - 180)

(b) Monthly Accounts: Woldmarsh (pages 181 - 183)

(c) Schedule of Consents Issued: February 2022 to May 2022 (pages 184 - 192)
(d) Rainfall (pages 193 & 194)

Any other business.



BLACK SLUICE INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD
MINUTES
of the proceedings of a Meeting of the Board

held remotely on
8" February 2022 at 2pm

Members

Chairperson - * Mr K C Casswell

* MrW Ash Clir T Ashton

* Mr J Atkinson * ClIr R Austin

* MrV Barker * Clir P Bedford

* MrJ Fowler * Clir M Cooper

* Mr P Holmes Clir F Pickett

* Mr M Leggott * Clir P Skinner
Mr P Robinson * Clir M Head
Mr M Rollinson Clir P Moseley

* Mr R Needham * Clir S Walsh

* Mr C Wray * Mr M Brookes

* Member Present
In attendance: Mr | Warsap (Chief Executive)

Mr D Withnall  (Finance Manager)
Mr P Nicholson (Operations Manager)

Officers of the Board, the Chairperson, Mr J Fowler and Clir P Bedford were in
attendance at the offices of the Board, whilst all other Board Members attended
virtually.

1918 Recording the Meeting - Agenda ltem 1

Board Members were informed that the meeting would be recorded.

1919 Apologies for Absence - Agenda ltem 2

Apologies were received from Mr M Rollinson and Mr P Robinson.

1920 Declarations of Interest - Agenda ltem 3

There were no declarations of interest received.

1921 Minutes of the last Board Meeting - Agenda ltem 4

The Minutes of the last meeting of the Board held on the 23™ November 2021,
copies of which had been circulated, were considered and it was AGREED that
they should be signed as a true record with the following amendment:

e Minute 1891 - Spelling mistake of ‘Operation’ in title



1922 Matters Arising - Agenda ltem 5

(a) The Black Sluice Outfall and Lock Operational Overview and Black Sluice
Operational Contingency Plan (OCP) from the Environment Agency (EA) -
Minute 1891

The Operations Manager explained that he has been chasing the
Environment Agency (EA) for a response and was hoping to have a draft
copy of the documentation (Black Sluice Outfall and Lock Operational
Overview and Black Sluice Operational Contingency Plan) to include within
the Board agenda. However, a response was only received the day before
the meeting, as follows:

From: Abigail Jackson (Asset Management Engagement Advisor
Effectiveness Initiative Lead at the Environment Agency)

‘Whilst the current procedures for operating the lock and sluice in an incident
are suitable for a FIDO/FODO use, we do recognise that this is not the best
format for sharing with the IDB — for example, triggers levels are on
SWANTEL which is the EA Lincolnshire telemetry system. As such, the
proposal is to provide a bespoke document on operational summary, similar
in format to the IDBs current Emergency Response document (Paul, if you
have a word template for this please do send it through to me).

As summarised in the Q&A briefing provided in November, this will detail the
considerations for when and how to operate both structures, but the caveat
will continue to be that procedures are dependent on the specific event. We
can set out the key principles for ‘how, why and when’ which guide the Duty
Officer(s) in their decision-making at the time, and as already noted in the
Operational Contingency Plan (with the Catchment Engineer for comment).
This will address the bullet points noted below in one document.

In terms of timescale, the aim is to have this with the IDB by March, but
given this is a very busy time for FCRM staff (being the end of the financial
year for projects) the Boards continued patience and flexibility is
appreciated. Please be assured the procedures are there, albeit in a
different format.’

The Chief Executive noted that the next Audit & Risk Committee meeting is
being held on 12" April and so therefore the documentation should have
been received in time to present it to the committee.

Mr M Brookes, Audit & Risk Chairperson, agreed it would be a good idea to
include this matter on the Audit & Risk agenda.

Clir P Skinner also noted that it could be raised with the Flood and Water
Partnership.

(b) Breach of Board Consent - Coles Lane, Swineshead - Minute 1897(a)(i)

Clir M Head questioned if this had been resolved?



The Chief Executive responded that the solicitors are dealing with it currently
and confirmed that the occupiers will be paying the costs involved.

(c) Dates of meetings for the calendar year 2022

The Chief Executive noted that the next meeting is of the Environment
Committee being held on 15t March 2021. He welcomed opinions on whether
this meeting should be held remotely or in person.

Mr P Holmes, Chairperson of the Environment Committee, responded that
he would feel comfortable to attend the meeting in person and would
recommend to the Environment Committee that it is a face-to-face meeting.

Mr R Needham and Mr W Ash, members of the Environment Committee,
both echoed that they would prefer the meeting to be held face-to-face at
the offices of the Board.

1923 To receive the minutes of the Executive Committee - Agenda ltem 6

The Chairperson presented the unconfimed Minutes of the Executive
Committee meeting held on the 18" January 2022, copies of which had been
circulated.

The Board RESOLVED that the Minutes should be received.

Matters Arising:

(i)

(ii)

Future use of the Black Sluice Pumping Station (Boston) - Minute 1915

Clir R Austin explained that they are currently trying to get movement on
it, the Environment Agency (EA) are currently finding it difficult to find the
money to decommission it.

The Chairperson noted that Clir R Austin had questioned whether the
Board would be willing to contribute, of which the Executive Committee
were of the opinion they would be willing to make a small contribution if
the Board were to have a stand. Clir R Austin noted that they have moved
away from that proposition.

Byelaws - Minute 1917(a)

The Finance Manager noted that the byelaws have been acknowledged
as received by Defra.

(a) 2022/23 Budget & Ten Year Estimates Report

This report was included for information as it was presented to the Executive
Committee on 18t January 2022.

Mr V Barker referenced the highland water carriers that the Board are now
managing, noting his assumption that the Board are not receiving any
income for them, questioning if the proposed percentage increase is enough
with this in mind?



The Operations Manager noted that there is no income for their
maintenance, but an initial asset payment was received upon taking them
on, which is still currently being used for their maintenance.

Mr V Barker expressed his concern for having more drains to maintain,
therefore more expense and receiving no more income for them.

The Chairperson noted that it was a risk, but that it could be mitigated, if
necessary, by passing responsibility for some of the smaller watercourses
back to farmers.

() Budget with 10 Year Estimates
This report was included for information as it was presented to the
Executive Committee on 18" January 2022.

(i) 2022/23 Summary Budget by Month
This report was included for information as it was presented to the

Executive Committee on 18" January 2022.

(iii) 2022/23 Detailed Budget by Month
This report was included for information as it was presented to the
Executive Committee on 18t January 2022.

(iv) 10 Year Capital Schemes
This report was included for information as it was presented to the
Executive Committee on 18t January 2022.

(v) 2022/23 Wages On-cost Reserve Budget
This report was included for information as it was presented to the
Executive Committee on 18" January 2022.

(vi) 10 Year Plant Replacement Budget
This report was included for information as it was presented to the
Executive Committee on 18" January 2022.

(vii) 2021/22 Cumulative Solar Panel Report
This report was included for information as it was presented to the
Executive Committee on 18th January 2022.

(b) Guidance from ADA regarding Red Diesel

Mr P Holmes noted that he had spoken with a member of South Holland IDB
who had heard that a lot of IDBs are not going to continue using red diesel
because of the associated ‘risk’. Mr P Holmes noted the need for solidarity
in continuing to use red diesel, following the guidance from ADA, adding that
if some IDBs are using white diesel only, then it may be questioned why ali
IDBs can't do so.

The Chairperson responded that at the ADA meeting, held this morning, it
was reiterated that IDBs should react to the guidance that has been given.
The Chairperson further noted the agricultural area of the Board being
93.08% and added that Robert Caudwell, ADA Chairman, outlined that there
will be agricultural water running through the remaining 6.92%.



Therefore, the Chairperson noted that he was happy to continue with the
original stance, to continue using red diesel on the grounds of agriculture,
outlined in the ADA guidance. The Chairperson also added that they are
possibly going to employ a QC to clarify the position, if it is not clarified in
the coming few months.

Clir M Cooper noted that at the Board meeting of the Welland & Deepings
IDB a few weeks ago, the plan was to stop using red diesel and move
completely over to white diesel from 1%t April 2022, for both plant and pumps,
the reasoning being that they were told as a mainly urban IDB, that they
would have to use white diesel. This is resulting in an increase of 8 - 8.5%.

The Finance Manager responded that, although he doesn’t have detailed
knowledge of the Welland & Deepings IDB catchment, he believed that there
would be a higher proportion of agricultural land than urban. Further
emphasising that it should be based on land area and not in monetary terms.

The Chairperson added that he felt, with the guidance from ADA, that there
is no need to go to white diesel and would be irresponsible to do so, when
it would require such an increase in the rate.

Clir M Head agreed with the Chairperson, noting that the guidance has been
written in typical ‘government language’ which could be open ended, but that
he is of the view that IDB’s work is agricultural and so sees no problem in
using red diesel. Also adding that he feels all IDBs should be taking this
stance and that, perhaps, some are a little too frightened.

The Chairperson added that if farmers were maintaining the watercourses,
it would be done using agricultural vehicles using red diesel.

Mr C Wray noted the concern raised by all sectors affected by the new fuel
regulations, expressing his support to continue using red diesel, being of the
opinion that the Board would be able to legally argue their interpretation of
the guidance.

All AGREED to support the decision to continue using red diesel, in line with
the guidance from ADA and the Board being 93.08% agricultural land.

1924 Final Budget with 10 Year Estimates (Amended Penny Rate) - Agenda ltem 7

The Finance Manager explained that the Executive Committee were of the
opinion that, as a result of the fuel duty (£35,000) being able to be removed
from the Board's expenses, the increase in rates should therefore also be
adjusted accordingly.

The Finance Manager noted that he has also completed site inspections (for as
at 31 December 2021), for any developments that can be moved from
agricultural rates to the council's Special Levies. 117.93 acres have been
identified to be transferred to Special Levies, the biggest proportion of this being
the Viking Link convertor station (86 acres, increasing the Special Levy income
by £24,225).



Once the transferable to Special Levies sites had been taken into account, this
meant that the penny rate could be further reduced, with a proposed increase
of 4.18% for April 2022/23 and then taken 0.56% off the following two years

increase.

This increase and budget meets the Board’s objectives;
e Maintain the general reserve above 20% of expenditure
¢ Increase the general reserve to 30% over the ten year period, to allow
for uninsured pumping station risks
e Achieve a balanced budget by the end of the ten year period

The Chairperson thanked the Finance Manager for all his work on the budget.
All AGREED the rate increase of 4.18% for April 2022/23.

1925 Pericd 09 Management Accounts & Quarter 3 Forecast - Agenda ltem 8

The Finance Manager noted the following points from the Period 09 and 10
management accounts, that were produced at the end of last week:

e Pumping Station Maintenance expenditure - £47,000 overspend at
period 09, compared to a reduced £28,000 overspend at period 10. One
of the big influences on this being that year-to-date the electricity bill is
currently at around £90,000, whereas at this time last year the electricity
bill was £196,000.

e Drain Maintenance - £60,000 underspent at period 10. £40,000 is
attributed to the summer cutting that finished early. The desilting that
was delayed starting has brought it back to just over £1,000 within
budget and has had the desired impact. The remaining £20,000 will be
reallocated for bushing and jetting in periods 11 and 12.

e Balance sheet — the outstanding payments for the Bakkavor Foods
discharge and Chestnut Homes development fee have now been paid.

The Finance Manager noted the following points from the Quarter 3 forecast:

e Income — 5 studies additional grant income, Sempringham Pumping
Station and North Forty Foot Drain have works that are running into the
next financial year, the Finance Manager will adjust the Schemes
budget, once he is aware how much of that grant money is left, to ensure
that accounts aren’t distorted (can only show grant income in the year it
is received and the related expenditure in year spent).

o |tis estimated that £17,000 less will be taken from the reserve compared
to what was estimated in version 1 of the budget.

1926 Review the Risk Register - Agenda item 9

It was noted that following a response from the Environment Agency regarding
the Black Sluice Outfall and Lock Operational Overview and Black Sluice
Operational Contingency Plan (OCP), Risk 1.1(b) will, hopefully, be able to
change.

The Board RESOLVED that the Risk Register be accepted.



1927 Reports on the following: - Agenda ltem 10

1928

1929

(a) Monthly Accounts (November 2021 - December 2021)
The Board’s monthly accounts, inclusive of November 2021 — December
2021, were circulated. The Board RESOLVED that this report be noted.

(b) Monthly Accounts (November 2021 - December 2021)
The Board’s monthly Woldmarsh invoices, inclusive of November 2021 -
December 2021, were circulated. The Board RESOLVED that this report
be noted.

(c) Schedule of Consents (November 2021 — January 2022)
The Chief Executive presented the Schedule of Consents, consisting of
November 2021 - January 2022, copies of which had been circulated. The
Board RESOLVED that this report be noted.

Mr V Barker referred to consent 2022-B01 regarding the planting of a
hedge and trees within 9 metres of a BSIDB watercourse, being of the
opinion that the applicant should also be informed that they must maintain
the tress and hedges within the area, foreseeing difficulty getting
machinery past for maintenance.

The Operations Manager confirmed that it is a condition as part of the
approval of the application with planting hedges and trees, that they are
told to maintain within the approved area. Also adding that in this specific
case, there is already restricted access and so this section of watercourse
is always maintained from the opposite side anyway.

(d) Rainfall
The rainfall figures at Swineshead and Black Hole Drove were presented,
copies of which had been circulated. The Board RESOLVED that this
report be noted.

Receive the ADA Lincs Branch Minutes - Agenda ltem 11

The Board RESOLVED that the draft Minutes be received.

Authorise the Sealing of the Rate for 2022/23 - Agenda ltem 12

It was RESOLVED that the Chairperson and Finance Manager be authorised
to seal the Drainage Rate and Special Levies for the year 2022/23 as follows:

(a) DRAINAGE RATES

Rate in the £ Estimated Amount
of Drainage Rates
Payable
Sub-District No 1 — Being so 6.86p

much of the said Internal
Drainage District as comprises
the area of the Borough of Boston
as constituted and in existence
immediately before 15t April 1974,




Sub-District No 2 - Being the 13.71p
remainder of the Internal
Drainage District.

£1,139,520.36

(b) SPECIAL LEVIES

Boston Borough Council £ 885,734.14
South Holland District Council £ 166,133.38
North Kesteven District Council £ 75,250.35
South Kesteven District Council £ 63,232.70

£1,190,350.57

1930 Any Other Business - Agenda ltem 13

(a) Rates Brochure April 2022
The Chief Executive explained to the committee that the brochure to be

circulated with the drainage rate demands sent out in April 2022 is currently
being designed, inviting input from Board members on topics they feel
should be included.

(b) Emergency Response Plan
Mr R Needham noted that at the previous Board meeting held in November
2021, there was a list within the Emergency Plan of Board Members and
farmers who can be contacted to hire tractors, noting his concern that
tractors are evolving, with different PTO splines, shaft sizes etc., feeling that
it may be advisable for somebody to review this list with the farmers if it was
made years ago. Mr P Holmes agreed.

it was noted that the list of farmers cannot be included within public papers
due to confidentiality, which is why there was no information in that list in the
November 2021 Board agenda. It was also noted that there is an
accompanying list within the Emergency Plan that details what PTO splines
etc. are required at each of the pumps.

(c) South Lincs Water Partnership (SLWP) and South Lincs Reservoir (SLR)
The Chief Executive noted that the Chairperson of Water Resources East
(WRE) has left, for a role at Anglian Water. He was also the Chairperson of
the SLWP and the partnership now believe an independent Chairperson is
required.

With regard to the SLR, the process of fine screening the potential reservoir
locations is ongoing but is still classed as confidential information at this
time.

Mr V Barker noted the proposed intention to deepen and widen the South
Forty Foot Drain (SFFD) and the amount of soil that will have to removed.
The Chief Executive gave an indication of the soil quantities being
calculated, the area required for a 50 million cubic metre reservoir covers a
5km? area and the excavation would be 17 metres below existing ground
level, with the material needed for the embankments of the reservoir.

(d) Monmouthshire Building Society
The Finance Manager noted that Monmouthshire Building Society have

requested that the mandate be updated, as part of their regular process.




The Finance Manager noted that it is two signatures and can only come
back into Board accounts, questioning if the Board are happy for himself
(noting the current restricted duties of the Chief Executive) and the
Chairperson to be the signatories? All AGREED.

There being no additional business the meeting closed at 14:58.



1931

1932

1933

1934

1935

BLACK SLUICE INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD
MINUTES

of the proceedings of a meeting of the Environment Committee

held at the office of the Board on
18t March 2022 at 2pm

Members

Chairperson - * Mr P Holmes

Mr W Ash *  MrJ Atkinson

*  MrV Barker *  MrKC Casswell
Mr M Rollinson Mr P Robinson

*  Mr R Welberry *  MrR Needham

*  Clir P Skinner

* Member Present

In attendance: Mr | Warsap (Chief Executive)
Mr P Nicholson (Operations Manager)
Ms T Smalley (Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust)
Mr S Harrison (Works Manager)

Recording the meeting - Agenda ltem 1

Board Members were informed that the meeting would be recorded.

Apologies for absence - Agenda Iltem 2

Apologies were received from Mr W Ash, Mr M Rollinson and Mr P Robinson.

The Chairperson welcomed and introduced Tammy Smalley (guest from
Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust), Mr R Needham and Clir P Skinner (new Environment
Committee members).

Declarations of interest - Agenda ltem 3

There were no declarations of interest.

Minutes of the last meeting - Agenda item 4

The Minutes of the last meeting of the Environment Committee held on the 3™ March
2021, copies of which had been circulated, were considered. It was AGREED that
they should be signed as a true record.

Matters arising - Agenda ltem 5

There were no matters arising.

10



1936

1937

To review the Biodiversity Action Plan (Policy No. 11) - Agenda ltem 6

The Chairperson presented the Biodiversity Action Plan, noting that it is a fluid
document.

The Chief Executive highlighted that it had just been noted that figures relating to
the Board's district (4.1, page 9 in the action plan) are now incorrect due to the recent
extension of the Board’s extended area. Therefore, these changes will be made.

The Chief Executive also highlighted the documents fluidity, encouraging members
to ask any questions regarding it and provide feedback at any time.

The Committee RESOLVED to recommend that the Biodiversity Action Plan (Policy
No. 11) be approved at the next Board meeting.

To receive a report on_environmental work completed in 2021/22 and
recommendations for proposed works for 2022/23 - Agenda ltem 7

The Operations Manager presented this agenda item, highlighting particular points
as follows.

Completed Works 2021/22

Owl Boxes
Photos were displayed on screen; it being noted that the squirrel in the barn owl box
has been bred in the box.

Mr R Welberry noted the cost of the owl boxes (£245) and that the owner of the pet
shop opposite the offices of the Board has expressed that he thinks he would be
able to make them cheaper.

RSPB Water Abstraction for Frampton Marsh

The Chief Executive noted that the RSPB Frampton Marsh have noted that the pump
used to abstract water from the Wyberton Marsh Drain for water level management
at the Frampton Marsh Nature Reserve is failing, they may discuss with the EA about
a larger capacity.

Mr K Casswell questioned if water is pumped out of the counter drain for Willow Tree
Farm or if it just done through gravity? Ms T Smalley responded that she didn't think
it was pumped but will find out and confirm.

Operation Fly Swat

Photos were displayed on screen of some of the cases of fly tipping in 2021. The
contribution of £3,454.78 was noted as invaluable for the service provided, it being
further added that most of what they collect is collected without requiring assistance
from the Board.

Invasive Species

The Operations Manager noted that the Board’s plant vehicles are equipped with
Tom Toms, which facilitates easy reporting of invasive species, reported to the
Lincolnshire Environmental Records annually.

11



Yellow Flower — The Operations Manager reminded the committee of the 3-year trial
around the control of yellow flower growing on watercourse banks. Comparative
‘before’ and ‘after’ photos were displayed on screen, however, the Operations
Manager noted that the photos are not representative of the results due to the time
of year taken. He highlighted that the controls trialled have shown a reduction in the
growth of yellow flower, and presented the following estimated costs to complete
this trial work as part of the Board’s maintenance:

Estimated machine cost to the Board to complete 3 x cuts c£750,000
Not included:
e estimated cost of ground nesting bird surveys c£100,000 x 3 = ¢£300,000
e estimated cost of compensation c£100,000 x 3 = ¢£300,000

(50% of 800km @0.25p/m)

The Operations Manager added that, in some cases, prevention is more cost
effective than cure, however, if the growth of yellow flower was to cause a bank slip,
for instance, it would cost considerably less to repair the bank slip than it would to
control its growth in the first instance.

Mr R Welberry questioned the main cause of concern of yellow flower? It was
confirmed that some landowners are concerned about the cross contamination of
the yellow flower with crops of oil seed rape.

Mr V Barker noted that a chemical spray would be the most viable option,
questioning if there are any chemicals that would kill the yellow flower that is able to
be sprayed next to a watercourse?

The Chairperson responded that this has been investigated and there is no chemical
(ground mounted or water mounted) available. The Chairperson further expressed
his opinion that the trial has proven that it can be controlled, however, if a farmer is
concerned about cross contamination with a crop, then it should be the responsibility
of the farmer to control the growth of the yellow flower, it being unfeasible for the
IDB to control it.

Mr J Atkinson questioned how the costs had been established? Noting that the
Board already own the machines and employ the operatives. The Operations
Manager acknowledged this but added that the machines do not have a cost when
stood in the shed i.e., fuel, mileage. The drivers are paid anyway, but if they are
doing work to control the yellow flower it takes them away from the current
maintenance workload that needs doing. It would still be an additional cost outside
of the budget.

Mr J Atkinson further suggested sowing grass after cut in the second year, as the
grass would become more dominant and therefore prevent the growth of the yellow
flower, further adding that birds won't nest in yellow flower.

The Chairperson noted how many years this topic has appeared on the agenda, and
that it needs concluding, adding that the Board have trialled to see if it is controllable
but that it is just too expensive for the Board to do and so should be up to the farmer.

Mr J Atkinson agreed, adding that it would be beneficial to notify some of the farmers
who have an issue with yellow flower.

12



The Chairperson questioned if the Board has any authority to enforce the
maintenance of riparian drains? It was confirmed that the Board can only enforce
when there is an obstruction to the conveyance of water.

Mr R Welberry questioned that there is no chemical available? It was confirmed
there is no chemical and that also there is no machine available to apply the
chemical.

Mr R Needham questioned if the arisings deposited on the drain side effect the
growth of yellow flower? Mr J Atkinson noted that he felt it made it worse. The Chief
Executive noted that he has never seen any yellow flower grow through the water
and that when the excavators lift the arisings from the drain, they shouldn’t be pulling
it up through the yellow flower and so should be bringing any yellow flower seed in
it.

Mr J Atkinson referred back to his suggestion of spreading grass seed. The
Chairperson noted that there is still a cost associated with that. It was suggested
that a trial be carried out with the grass seed.

Mr K Casswell suggested it would be beneficial to show the famers what it would
cost the Board to control the yellow flower so that they understand how unviable it
is.

The Chief Executive also added that other Lincolnshire IDBs are encountering the
same problem with yellow flower and also can't find a feasible way to control it.

Bat Boxes
Photos were displayed on screen, there being no confirmed sightings of cccupancy
to date.

Badger Setts
Photos were displayed on screen. The Operations Manager explained to the

committee that the operations workforce all hold a CL27 Licence that allows for the
interference with badgers for the purpose of IDB work. The Operations Manager also
noted the potential dangers badger setts can cause to machinery. The Board have
a mapping layer to keep a record of all the known badger setts in the catchment.

Mr J Atkinson noted that Dunsby Fen Road is giving way because of a badger sett
in the drain bank, questioning who's responsibility this is? It was confirmed that it is
the responsibility of the County Council Highways, it being suggested to upload
photos to ‘Fix my street'.

Pollution

Photos were displayed on screen, showing incidents of pollution in watercourses. It
was further noted that Environment Agency (EA) follow up incidents and find the
source of pollution, adding that it is also not within the Board’s remit to tackle the
offender, which is also a role of the EA.

Proposed works 2022/2023

Water Vole Surveys

A map showing the proposed water vole location surveys was presented on screen.
It being noted that the purpose of the surveys is to locate and identify if the Board's
works are going to disturb them.

13



Winter Bushing and Cleansing
Photos were displayed on screen, with the Operations Manager noting that the
works on the North Forty Foot Drain (NFFD) are now nearing completion.

The Chairperson referenced the photographs, questioning if the slipway had to be
made for the machine to enter the water? It was noted that the slipway was already
there, installed in 1996. It was noted that the dredger did bring some stone out from
it, the lagoon has been checked over for stone, and will be checked again when
spread.

Mr V Barker referred to a previous complaint from one of the adjacent residents
about the maintenance of the bushes / vegetation, noting this work should have
satisfied them, but it will be their responsibility to keep it maintained.

It was noted that there is drone footage of ‘before’ and ‘after’ the NFFD works, should
anybody be interested.

Owl Boxes

The Operations Manager confirmed that the proposed budget of £2,000 for the owl
boxes for 2022/23 is for the repair and replacement of three existing boxes and to
clean out the existing nesting boxes.

Recording by Machine Drivers

The Operations Manager noted that the nine machines are fitted with Tom-Tom units
to enable recordings of environmental sightings. The proposed budget of £1,500 is
for repairs and updates to this system.

High Profile Watercourse Banks
A map identifying the high profile watercourses was displayed on screen. These
watercourses are deemed as important enough to require enhanced maintenance.

Invasive Non-Native Species (INNS)
Attention was drawn to mink; it being noted that other IDBs are actively trapping
mink and it is something the Board should also be doing.

The Works Manager explained that the Board has now got involved with the
Waterlife Recovery East Project, alongside other IDBs, to help address the issue
with mink. South Holland IDB have reported the capture of 90 mink to date this year.

The Works Manager continued that four mink rafts have been constructed, in
addition to 2 remote control traps. These send a radio signal when triggered to the
phone app, alerting that it has been triggered, so that somebody is able to go and
check the trap. The non-remote-controlled traps must be checked every day,
compared to the remote units only having to be checked once a month. The remote
units are £95 per unit, inclusive of two years monitoring.

The first trap will be put near Frampton Marsh Nature Reserve this week and will be
disguised using reeds.

Ms T Smalley noted that they have been trialling the remote mink traps for over a
year, a project funded by Viking Link and run by Lincs Pest. A gentleman named
Tony Martin was also noted, who is collecting the carcasses of the mink, to take
DNA samples from, as it is believed there are only a few families of mink all related.
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The proposed budget of £1,700 is for the remote units and to build the rafts. The
committee felt the remote units were invaluable for saving time having to check the
rafts every day.

Mr R Needham questioned if there would be an opportunity for others to join this?
The Works Manager confirmed that others could join, as many volunteers as
possible being encouraged, and it could all be linked up to the same system. Mr R
Needham felt there would be a good uptake from landowners and farmers. It was
suggested it be included in the rating brochure.

Pollinator Project

Organised by the Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust, the Board have identified two sites, one
at Gosberton Risegate and the other at Kirton Marsh pump drain to introduce
pollinator species. Photos of the proposed sites were displayed on screen.

The Works Manager noted that the project is still in early stages, adding that the five
plugs that have been taken have grown well.

Environment Budget 2022/23

The committee AGREED the budget as below:

Water Vole Surveys £1,750.00
Winter Bushing & Cleansing £2,000.00
Barn Owl Box Replacements £2,000.00

Tom Tom Repairs/Updates £1,500.00
High Profile Watercourse Banks £3,500.00
Mink Control £1,700.00
Operation Fly swat partner £3,454.78
Big Boston Clean Up £2,750.00
Grass Snake Sites £250.00
Wild Meadow Maintenance £250.00
Pollinator Project £250.00
WNNMP £398.00
GLNP £265.23
Total £20,068.01

To receive a report on Barn Owl Nesting Boxes for 2021 - Agenda ltem 8

The Chairperson presented the Barn Owl report for 2021, further noting that he has
recently spoken to Alan Ball who has advised that 2022 is looking fer-positive for
Barn Owils so far.

To receive a report on the 2021 butterfly records from Windmill Lodge Butterfly
Conservation and Wildlife area, Amber Hill - Agenda Item 9

The Chairperson presented the 2022 butterfly records from Windmill Lodge Butterfly
conservation and wildlife area at Amber Hilll the committee noting how
commendable the achievements of this area are.

The Chairperson added that another butterfly conservation and wildlife area has
been established at Kirton Marsh.
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North Norfolk coast - Agenda Item 10

The Chairperson presented this report, there being no further comments or
questions.

To receive a report from Tammy Smalley on Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust (LWT) and
Greater Lincolnshire Nature Partnership (GLNP) updates - Agenda ltem 11

Ms T Smalley gave an update on the Greater Lincolnshire Nature Partnership
(GLNP) and Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust (LWT) as follows.

The work of the GLNP is determined by the partners. Having secured a significant
increase in funding, Natural England (NE) are undertaking a large scale recruitment
process, meaning that the Board will have a named catchment advisor at NE. In
addition, they are also starting to update all of their national habitat inventories,
starting with ancient woodland, to which they have given the GLNP a budget to
undertake the ancient woodland inventory within Greater Lincolnshire. The other
element is the remote water vole project.

Due to circumstances, the LWT are recruiting for 9 roles, currently in the process of
appointing for these roles. One of the grants achieved is the Biffa award, along with
additional funding from Anglian Water, which has enabled the purchase of Bourne
North Fen, which is now completed. A paper has previously been submitted to the
Board regarding supporting with the engineering work that will take place on site
next calendar year. A specification will be developed, liaising with the Board, over
the next calendar year. It will not be a nature reserve in its purest sense, it will be
about the eco system services the site can produce, in order to try and help people
understand the value that nature can deliver.

Ms T Smalley next referred to the ELMs trial, one of which is in South Lincolnshire,
which has particularly involved the Board’s catchment. The South Lincolnshire trial
is coming to an end, a natural capital assessment at landscape scale has been
undertaken and are currently looking into private investment and buying credits in
eco system services which could be stacked against agri-environment.

Ms T Smalley next referred to the Natural Environment Investment Readiness Fund
(NERF), of which the full £100,000 grant was achieved to undertake the green
investment in Greater Lincolnshire project. There is a conference being held on the
16t March 2022 at Woodhall Spa which would be of interest to both the Board and
private landowners, looking at biodiversity net gain and what landowners could
potentially offer for people such as building developers who will likely not be able to
meet all of the biodiversity net gains on site. A register is therefore to be composed
to compile a list of those landowners who could potentially deliver.

Mr V Barker left the meeting.

Mr R Needham questioned how the two elements i.e., the person / company needing
to provide the biodiversity net gain and the landowner who could deliver it? Ms T
Smalley noted that there is a suite of guidance and a standardised way of
ecologically assessing land (UK HABS assessment), therefore the landowner will
know what credits they have to sell. The developer will have to have the same
assessment, mitigate, and compensate for any biodiversity lost and deliver 10%
above.
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Discussion next turned to offsetting carbon footprints, with Ms T Smalley
recommending AHDB as a tool to calculate a farm’s carbon footprint.

The Chief Executive noted that ADA National have identified the Board as ‘carbon
leading experts’ in the IDB industry because of our solar panels and electric pumps
because of this the-Board has been sent a trial carbon emissions spreadsheet that
was completed and submitted yesterday, which in turn will go out to the other IDBs.

Ms T Smalley next gave an update on Willow Tree Fen, noting that the middle track
has been taken out and are currently in discussions with the county council about
the access road. Further noting, that the cranes are back.

Ms T Smalley next referred to the Nature for Climate Peatland Discovery Grant of
£800,000 to assess the state of peat across Lincolnshire, Cambridgeshire, Norfolk
and Suffolk. Work will be starting imminently to look at the potential around how to
restore peatlands — they are far more effective at capturing carbon than woodlands.

Ms T Smalley noted that she is the appointed Marks and Spencer’s biodiversity
advisor and so can offer farm assessment advice.

Ms T Smalley next referred to seed planting and plant propagation with the
University of Lincoln. Ms T Smalley referred to plant plugs, noting that they have
local provenance plants and so could potentially help supply.

The Chairperson thanked Ms T Smalley for the update.

To receive the minutes from the ADA Lincolnshire Branch Environment Committee:
- Agenda ltem 12

The Chairperson presented the minutes form the ADA Lincolnshire Branch
Environment Committee Meeting held on 16" December 2020 and 16" December
2021.

The Wash and North Norfolk Marine Partnership Project Update - Agenda ltem 13

The Chairperson presented update on the Wash and North Norfolk Marine
Partnership Project, there being no further comments or questions.

Any other business - Agenda ltem 14

(a) Resident's concern for loss of habitat - Holland Road Farm, Threekingham

The Operations Manager noted that the site was identified for desilting and bank
works, with the correct notification given. There were well established bushes
and small trees along the bank, for approximately 300 metres, which were
removed. A local resident raised concern with the Board about these works, in
respect of the possible disturbance of a badger sett after desilting, reprofiling and
works to remove self-set trees and bushes on watercourse 36-1 south of Holland
Road Farm between Threekingham and Swaton.

Following discussion with the lady who had raised the complaint and email
correspondence, the Operations Manager, Works Manager and Works
Supervisor visited site, on Monday 7t" February, and met with, her partner and
the gamekeeper and discussed the works (NB: unplanned meeting).
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There was discussion about the Natural Flood Management (NFM) scheme that
the Board are delivering on behalf of the Environment Agency, and the NFM
schemes currently being developed in the Upper Catchment, which then led on
to the possibility of mitigation for this site as a way of replacing the loss of habitat,
the question being raised if a hedge be planted along the top of the bank?

The reason for the removal of the vegetation on the banks and the Board’s
access for maintenance wherever possible to both sides for biodiversity was
explained to the concerned resident. It also being explained that no mitigation is
completed by the Board for these types of works. Ms T Smalley (Lincoinshire
Wildlife Trust) also provided a response to the resident to support the works of
the Board and echo why the work is necessary.

The Operations Manager added that he has spoken with the landowner, and he
does not agree with any proposals to provide any mitigation on any Crown Estate
(CE) land he currently tenants.

Mr R Welberry questioned how the bushes / trees became that established in
the first instance?

The Operations Manager noted that previously, the ‘easiest’ route was taken with
the Board’s machinery, however, following the adoption of the alternate bank
cutting programme, this is no longer the case, hence it now being removed.

The Chairperson believed the Board had operated within the appropriate
guidelines to carry out the work and didn’t believe it necessary to plant a new
hedge etc. Also noting not to set a precedence.

The Chief Executive referred back to the resident’s concern regarding the badger
sett, noting that it is believed the badgers are still there, as new diggings have
been sighted. A camera has been set up opposite the set to capture sightings of
the badgers.

The Environment committee were happy that work was carried out as it should
be and that no mitigation, such as hedge planting, is necessary.

(b) Use of bio-hydraulic oil in Board’s plant
The Operations Manager referred to the Board’s 3 flail mowers — Twiga's. These
machines currently run on bio-hydraulic oil, which is environmentally friendly.
This oil is not changed, it lasts the machine its lifetime.

The Operations Manager noted that problems have been experienced with these
machines, in particular, the 17 plate machine, which is currently at Irelands Farm
Machinery (IFM), with a fault where it slows down when travelling down the road
for no apparent reason. IFM cannot diagnose the cause of this fault. However, it
has been suggested that it may be a result of the bio-hydraulic oil, breaking down
and effectively ‘clogging’ the system. It therefore being suggested by IFM to try
the mineral oil (£450 per barrel changed every 1,000 hours).

The Operations Manager therefore noted the potential need to try the mineral oil,
but the disadvantage of it not being environmentally friendly. However, he did
note that, arguably, if the mineral oil works, it may prevent repairs and parts being
required, therefore hopefully reducing the cost and environmental impact of
those repairs and parts.
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Clir P Skinner noted that there can sometimes be a growth in bio-oil.

Members of the committee felt that the bio-oil was going against the principles of
oil by not changing it.

The Operations Manager noted that Witham Oil are due to collect a bio-oil
sample tomorrow to analyse.

There being no further business the meeting closed at 16:20.
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BLACK SLUICE INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD
MINUTES
of the proceedings of a meeting of the Structures Committee

held at the offices of the Board on
22™ March 2022 at 2pm

Members
Chairperson - * MrJ G Fowler
Mr W Ash * MrV A Barker
Mr P Holmes (virtual) * Clir M Cooper

Mr P Robinson *  Clir P Skinner
Mr C Wray

* % % *

* Member Present

In attendance: Mr | Warsap (Chief Executive)
Mr P Nicholson (Operations Manager)
Mr M Gildersleeves (Assistant Director — Planning &
Strategic Infrastructure for Boston Borough Council, East
Lindsey District Council and South Holland District
Council)

Recording the Meeting - Agenda ltem 1

Members were informed that the meeting would be recorded.

Welcome guests and receive apologies for absence - Agenda ltem 2

There were no apologies received.

Invited guest, Mr M Gildersleeves, was welcomed, in addition to Mr C Wray in
attendance at his first Structures Committee meeting.

Declarations of Interest - Agenda Item 3

Declarations of interest were received from Mr V Barker in relation to Minute
1954 — to discuss the cost and viability of additional access culverts for the
Board’s machinery.

Minutes of the last Structures Committee Meeting - Agenda ltem 4

Minutes of the last meeting held on the 24" March 2022, copies of which had
been circulated, were considered and it was AGREED that they should be
signed as a true record with the following amendment:
e Minute 1759(d) — paragraph 15 — spelling error ‘Mr V Barker felt that
two seasons is very admiral...’ should be ‘admirable’
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1949 Matters Arising - Agenda item 5

(a) Small Drove — No. 718 — FX1760 — Minute 1759(c)(vii)

Mr V Barker requested an update on this culvert.

The Operations Manager reminded the committee that this culvert is
under a highway and therefore the responsibility of Lincolnshire County
Council (LCC). LCC have completed a temporary repair and will replace it
when they have the budget to do so.

(b) Quadring Fen — No. 50 FX1761 — Minute 1759(c)(viii)

Mr V Barker requested an update on this culvert.

The Operations Manager reminded the committee that this culvert is
under a highway and therefore the responsibility of Lincolnshire County
Council (LCC). LCC have completed a temporary repair and will replace it
when they have the budget to do so.

The Chief Executive felt it may be worthwhile contacting the LCC to
remind them of these culverts.

1950 Byelaw Infringements and how can we engage more with our local planning
officers - Agenda ltem 6

The Chief Executive introduced this item, highlighting the high amount of land
that has been transferred from agricultural to special levy this year (118
acres) and therefore the increased amount of land being developed (although
a large proportion of the 118 acres is the Bicker Electricity Sub-Station
Complex.

The Chief Executive next referred to the Board’s 9 metre byelaw policy,
which protects a strip adjacent to the watercourse, for the Board's continuous
maintenance of the watercourse. However, there are becoming an increasing
number of issues whereby building developers are not complying with the 9
metre byelaw. Internal constant discussion takes place about how the Board
can ‘convince’' the planning applicant of the need for the 9 metre byelaw for
future maintenance or improvement works. The Chief Executive gave the
example of the use of heavy excavators tracking on surfaces that are not
designed for it, e.g., block paving, and causing damage. Further using the
scenario of when the watercourse is desilted and the spoil is left on the top of
the bank, it is not only unpleasant for the residents, but if there is nowhere to
spread it as it usually would be in the field, it will just keep building up over
time.

It was explained that the Board's Planning and Byelaw Officer, Operations
Manager and Mr M Gildersleeves have met prior to this meeting to have
initial discussions around this.

Mr M Gildersleeves introduced himself and his role, giving a brief background
to the planning regulations, explaining as follows.
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Certain works fall within permitted development rights, in which case the
individual does not require planning permission to complete the works, for
example, building a conservatory (which could be within the 9 metre byelaw
distance) could fall under this and therefore there is nothing the planning
authority can do about this. In terms of planning applications, they are
assessed against the local plan which has a number of policies within it, and
it is weighed up whether or not the application is in line with the plan. The key
driver of the current plan is around growth, delivery of houses and jobs.

Mr M Gildersleeves continued that the key obstacle with this problem is that
the planning authority can only operate within the legislation available to them
and that, from government direction, they are guided to let the other statutory
bodies deal with their own legislation. Continuing, Mr M Gildersleeves noted
that he can completely see the need for the work of the IDB and the benefits
and need to maintain the strip, however, the developer would want to make
efficient use of that land, adding that they must already meet particular
requirements including car parking, gardens, affordable housing, education
etc. and that it could be about making a trade off and using that 9 metre
byelaw strip for multiple purposes e-g-

Mr M Gildersleeves further explained to the committee that if the authority
doesn’t get enough houses built per annum on a consistent basis, they would
be put in ‘special measures’ which would then undermine their ability to make
planning decisions.

However, Mr M Gildersleeves highlighted the emphasis on partnerships and
trying to find a way forward, noting the planning authority has good policies
regarding design and so can refuse applications that are not acceptable in
design terms. Further referring to the national design guide, regarding using
the same piece of land for multiple purposes, i.e. biodiversity, surface water,
open space etc.

Mr M Gildersleeves next referred to some of the initial ideas discussed
between himself, the Operations Manager and Planning and Byelaw Officer:
e Starting the conversation with local developers in the form of workshop
that looks to identify what would work from all sides of the
development — the argument being that whilst the important work of
the IDB is recognised is it right and proper to leave a 9 metre strip
when houses are in demand, and it could be used for other purposes?
¢ Planning and drainage meetings — East Lindsey currently hold the
meetings to look at applications at an early stage. Can look to spread
it across to Boston if it would be of interest.
e Potential to look at some standardised wording to attach to the
permission.
e Commuted sum to offset long term costs, however, this is not
something that could be facilitated through planning.

The Chief Executive thanked Mr M Gildersleeves for the information given,
responding as follows:
¢ Planning and drainage meetings — unfortunately the meetings covering
Boston and Spalding have never really had much uptake.
e Multi-agency meetings — used to invited to, but unfortunately stopped
being invited to attend due to speaking up.
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e Commuted sum — a commuted sum has almost reached agreement
with Longhurst Housing Association for one of their developments

The Chief Executive further referenced the scenario of a conservatory being
constructed, noting that although it is out of the control of the planning
authority to give permission, is it not regulated by Building Regulations /
Development Control?

Mr M Gildersleeves responded that with development management, the
planning authority have very little control, adding that some works can take
place without regulations, with just a notice being served. Mr M Gildersleeves
suggested that it may be beneficial to see if the communication process could
be enhanced between our organisations to be able to flag any potential
issues to the IDB, noting that Boston Borough Council are behind in terms of
facilitating sharing data.

Mr M Gildersleeves further noted that there may be a role for this within the
wider planning officer group to come to some form of shared ambition and
best practice approach.

The Chief Executive added that the Board's officers are currently looking at a
planning application for a development that has an undeveloped strip of land
running through the middle of it, which is for the overhead high voltage
cables, it being his ambition that the same principle would apply for the IDB'’s
9 metre byelaw. Mr M Gildersleeves noted that this is something that has to
be done under the National Grid requirements and can see why the IDB
would aim for something similar.

Mr W Ash believed the process was being made more confusing than what
was necessary. He felt that it could be kept simple, and it be made clear that
the 9 metre strip is a necessity. The developer would then be able to bid to
purchase the land knowing that he would not be able to develop on that strip
of land. Mr W Ash raised his concern for the future and the risk of flooding if
maintenance can't be carried out. Further adding, that more land could be
identified for development to counteract for the 9 metre byelaw strips.

Mr M Gildersleeves acknowledged Mr W Ash, but highlighted the knock on
impact of leaving 9 metres on each required development, how much that
would add up to and the effect of trying to find further land for development
on factors such as biodiversity, landscape etc.

Mr W Ash argued that it is just a small proportion of the development area
and that there isn’'t a watercourse around every development, reiterating that
there will be a time when there is flooding, and it will not be accessible for the
machinery to help.

Mr M Gildersleeves responded by suggesting that machinery has developed
so much already and so it is possible that it wouldn’t require a large machine
to carry out maintenance in the future. Also adding that it is not an efficient
use of land and that if more land is then required, it then takes more land
from agriculture. Mr M Gildersleeves confirmed that the planning authority
does not have the power to enforce it, they can only encourage.
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The Operations Manager highlighted that once the site has been developed,
that is what the Board are left with for access, and it is often the case that the
Board are left to pickup the pieces afterwards. The Board want to be
recognised and involved in the early stages of proposed land development.
Realistically, 9 metres is not that much room in relation to the size of
machinery and depositing of spoil. The Board accept that they won’t be able
to stop these developments but would like to see them built in a way that the
Board can still do their job, which ideally is an unrestricted 9m access.
Ultimately, if not unrestricted access, it is going to cost the Board more to do
their job. The Chief Executive added that all UK IDBs have a standard of 9
metres, but it could be reduced in different cases.

Mr M Gildersleeves acknowledged this, noting that the development needs to
be designed in a way to allow this access and so it is about educating on the
requirements needed so that it can be designed accordingly.

Clir P Skinner noted that there is a handbook containing guidance on SUDs
which most developers use and abide by, suggesting that a similar handbook
for this byelaw matter may be useful.

Mr P Holmes supported the view of Mr W Ash and was disappointed in the
lack of support received from the planning authority. He noted that
agricultural land and building land have similar value, and famers are happy
to give up some of their land for the IDB to do their work in order to ‘keep our
feet dry’, being of the opinion that IDBs should be a first port of call, instead
of finding out retrospectively.

Mr M Gildersleeves acknowledged Mr P Holmes opinion, but outlined that the
planning authority can not enforce it because it is dealt with through separate
legislation. Mr M Gildersleeves also noted that if it was a ‘blanket no’ to using
the 9 metre byelaw for building on all developments, then the building targets
wouldn’'t be met and would therefore undermine the planning authority’s
ability to make the decision in the first place. It is going to have to be through
partnership and making developers aware through the early stages.

The Chairperson referred to it as being a matter of educating about the
necessity of long term resilience critical to prevent flooding, noting that he is
not sure the developers understand that or want to hear it.

Mr M Gildersleeves noted that it is regular developers in the area, referring to
the potential of a handbook and being able to distribute it to them.

Mr W Ash re-enforced that the 9 metre byelaw should not be negotiable as it
is vital to keep houses and land dry.

Mr C Wray questioned, once built, the powers of the byelaw and if the Board
would be liable for any damage caused?

The Chief Executive responded that these are discussions being had now. In
theory, in some cases, it could be maintained from the roadside, however,
there are additional costs involved in that, such as traffic management. The
liability is addressed through a commuted sum upfront payment from the
housing association.
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Mr C Wray suggested taking a charge on the land, as it could potentially
devalue the houses and therefore would be an incentive not to do it.

Mr M Gildersleeves highlighted that from a developer point of view, they will
argue that the Board will receive long term maintenance funding through the
special levy payment paid by the council.

The Chairperson added that he felt that the information flow between the
planning authority and IDB needs to be refined. Giving the example of a
case, where he noticed two trees that had been planted in the middle of the 9
metre byelaw strip, and only knew about them because he had driven past
and seen.

Mr M Gildersleeves acknowledged that he can pick up the communication
element. However, did argue what would be wrong with planting trees in the
access strips and that planning is not required for planting a tree, outlining
that he doesn’t want to set unreasonable expectations.

The Chief Executive noted that it would be good to agree to be invoived in
the early development with the planning authority and developer.

Mr V Barker questioned who would be responsible for damage after the 25
year commuted sum? Mr M Gildersleeves thought it might be the
responsibility of the IDB, but that the commuted sum should ease these
issues.

The Operations Manager referred to another development, Broadgate
Homes, where it will have a more of a sever impact because of the size of the
watercourse and where the silt arisings from the watercourse will be spread,
as they will just keep building up overtime.

Mr M Gildersleeves also referred to the local plan which outlines where the
future planning is going to be. He also noted that when the plan is reviewed,
it would be a good time for the IDB to get involved and try and build in their
requirements to the plan. Mr M Gildersleeves also referred to the concept of
developing a comprehensive guidebook.

The Chief Executive suggested that they will arrange a meeting to take this
further.

The committee thanked Mr M Gildersleeves for his attendance and
discussion. Mr M Gildersleeves left the meeting.

Review of the Structures Committee Terms of Reference - Agenda ltem 7

The Chairperson presented the Terms of Reference.

All AGREED that the Structures Committee Terms of Reference be
RECOMMENDED to the Board for approval.

Review of the Structures Replacement Policy - Agenda ltem 8

The Chairperson presented the Structures Replacement Policy.
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Clir M Cooper noted the set fee of £250 + VAT for inspections during the
construction phase (paragraph 6.8), questioning whether this needs
increasing due to rising costs of everything else? All AGREED to increase by
£50 to £300 + VAT.

All AGREED that the Structures Replacement policy (No. 9) be
RECOMMENDED to the Board for approval with the above amendment of
increasing the fee for inspections to £300.

Receive the Structures Report 2022 - Agenda Item 9

The Operations Manager presented the Structures Report 2022, with

accompanying photographs displayed on screen.

(i) Structures Replacement / Contribution Programme 2022/23

All AGREED the Structures Replacement Programme 2022/23 as below:

No. 635 | Swineshead 15m x 0.6m Armco £1k max
contribution

No. 1795 Kirton 12m x 0.6m Armco £1k max
contribution

No. 2880 Kirton 9m x 0.6m BAT | Potential to give this

up

No 1469 | Bicker Fen | 18m x 1200mm | Armco £1k max
contribution

No 2757 | Holland Fen | 12m x 600mm | Armco £1k max
contribution

(a) Boston West — No 2757 — FX1764 — 12m x 600mm Armco (Field

entrance, close to road)

The Operations Manager noted that he has been out to site, and it is
still in a similar state of disrepair. If it worsens and blocks the
conveyance of the watercourse, the Board will remove it.

(b) Bicker Fen — No 1469 — FX21769 — 18M X 1200MM Armco (Farm

track field entrance)

The Operations Manager noted that it was the extension of the
existing culvert that has failed, which is now causing the headwalls of
the existing culvert to start failing. The extension was placed by the
Board for access with machinery.

Mr V Barker highlighted the importance of having enough cover over
the top of the pipe — the larger the pipe the more cover required,
questioning if there is enough cover going on the top?

The Operations Manager responded that the Board only provide
specification for the invert levels of the pipe and for the fill material
around the pipe, but other than that, it is the landowners discretion to
what materials and quantity they wish, the Board only specify to
‘suitably fill'.
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The Operations Manager noted that these culverts were put in in the
1960's and specifications and size/weight of machinery have
changed a lot since then.

Mr P Robinson added that it is in the landowner’s own interest to do it
properly.

The Chief Executive added that the Board won't offer a specification
for it as it would then mean the Board were working under terms not
covered by their professional indemnity.

(i) Culvert Surveys Reports

The Operations Manager informed the committee of the new app that the
Board's GIS & Environmental Technician has developed, which means all
culvert surveys can be carried out using this GIS based app as opposed
to pen and paper surveys.

The Operations Manager further explained that, despite best intentions,
they have only managed to survey 53 culverts this year, noting that the
results of the surveys are included on pages 20 and 21 of the agenda, as
requested at a previous meeting. The Operations Manager referred to
those classed as ‘poor condition’ noting that if they are landowner
responsibility, they will inform the landowner, if it is blocking the
watercourse then the Board will remove it.

Mr P H Holmes questioned whether it would be beneficial to add another
column about the Board’s use of the culvert and potential contribution?
The Operations Manager noted that this can be added.

Mr J Fowler questioned if most of the surveys are carried out at this time
of year before weed growth becomes and issue?

The Operations Manager responded that it is difficult to establish an
optimal time of year to survey the culverts. This time of year, there is little
growth, which is beneficial, however, water levels are higher. Later in the
year, water levels are reduced but there is more growth. It also being
noted that some culverts are within a water level that will never reduce
enough to complete a survey so the water levels will need reducing in
those areas in order to complete the surveys.

The Chairperson questioned whether focus should be given to those that
are critical as opposed to area based? The Operations Manager
responded that the outstanding 950 culverts do need to be surveyed
soon, as it will then be a case to decide the remit time for repeating
surveying. The Operations Manager noted that they are done in
catchment areas currently so that when water levels are reduced all in
that area can be completed.

Mr V Barker referenced the culvert survey maps included within the
agenda, particularly noting the two culverts showing on the Dowsby Lode
drain, thinking this is incorrect. The Operations Manager noted that the
maps show all structures, not just culverts, but will investigate it.
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(iii) Culverts reported in a poor condition

(a) Morton Fen — No 16 — FX1772 30m x 900mm Armco

The Operations Manager explained to the committee that this culvert
has collapsed, which forms the driveway to a property. The
Operations Manager met on site with the landowner in December
2021 to discuss a way forward, an estimate of £30,000+ was provided
to replace the existing 30 m x 900 mm culvert. The landowner has
since asked if the Board would consider rerouting the drain around the
properties (shown by a red line on Fig. 1 on page 25 of the agenda).
The landowner was advised that they would require an application,
which has not yet been received.

Mr W Ash noted that he believes the landowner is looking to sell the
properties.

The Chairperson also referenced the suggestion from the landowner
for a 6 metre grass strip, noting the 9 metre byelaw previously
discussed.

(iv) Information _on investigations at Ewerby, South Kyme and Damford
Pumping Stations & Trinity College Pumping Station water seepage from

Long Skerth

The Operations Manager noted the technical information from Stantec
included within the report, acknowledging that it is a lot of information, but
felt that it was worthy of inclusion.

The Operations Manager explained that the investigation works have now
been completed, and a technical note from Stantec provided for each site
which outlines a recommendation about how to cure the problem.

The Operations Manager explained that funding of £50,000 from the
Environment Agency (EA) was secured. £14,250 has now been allocated
for Stantec to carry out investigation works at Trinity College Pumping
station, which will mean that almost all the £50,000 has been spent.

Stantec have noted that the next stage would be for them to provide a
design proposal for each of the sites, which would cost c£50,000. The
Operations Manager has discussed with the Chief Executive and Grant in
Aid Manager and can’t see what further information is required, and that if
that amount of money was spent, it would mean that £100,000 had been
spent without starting any of the works. The Operations Manager
therefore suggested that there is enough information in the technical
reports from Stantec to provide to a third party for a design, which either
the Board could implement ourselves if possible or take it forward to
tender. At this point, the funding would need to be considered, whether it
be out of the Board’s budget or trying to gain external funding, the
Operations Manager being of the opinion that they would go through the
Grant in Aid process to try and gain funding.

Mr V Barker referenced that they are all built on peat, sand and gravel
and that the gravel causing the issue, therefore noting that any
construction work needs to be below the gravel.
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The Chief Executive further noted that the recommended works within the
Stantec reports are works within the banks, which are owned by the EA
and therefore believed the Board has the right to ask for further funding,
adding that by providing funding for the investigation works, they have
already admitted responsibility.

The Operations Manager also noted that there is a possibility that in the
future, these sites may not be required, as a result of the South Lincs
Reservoir (SLR) project, which may make it more difficult to achieve
funding. The Chief Executive added that the preferred location for the
SLR will be released towards the end of April. Dependant on the location,
it could involve the reconfiguration of the catchment and pumping
stations.

Mr C Wray questioned how long it would be before the reservoir and
changes are made? The Chief Executive responded that the aim is to be
transferring water from the reservoir in mid-2030’s. Mr C Wray noted that
the pumping stations still needs to be operating for another 5 -6 years at
least.

Mr C Wray further noted the reference to using a bentonite slurry within
Stantec’s solution, noting that it could still wash out. Brief discussion took
place around sheet piling and construction methods.

The committee were of the opinion for the Board to source the design
from another company, cost the work up by the Board and externally if
required, whilst trying to achieve funding from the EA for it.

The Chief Executive noted, as a further matter of interest, that a number
of the Board’s sub-catchments are currently being surveyed, in order to
look at a ‘bigger picture’ and the possible future amalgamation of
pumping stations.

The Chief Executive further referred to the Lower Witham Catchment
Strategy, currently being undertaken on behalf of the Environment
Agency (EA), in addition to the survey data being undertaken, the Board
has requested that various ordinance data levels are taken at seven of
the Board’'s pumping stations, which will be able to be compared to the
construction levels on the original drawings to see if they have settled.

1954 To discuss the cost and viability of additional access culverts for the Board’s
machinery — Agenda ltem 10

The Operations Manager introduced this item, explaining that the current
route of the excavators has been reviewed and it has been identified that the
addition of four new culverts, presented within the agenda, would enable the
Board to complete their work more efficiently as it would provide a crossing
point to allow access to both sides of the watercourse. There is currently no
budget allocated for this, if approved, the Board would look to develop a
budget over the coming years.

Clir P Skinner noted that presumably there will be savings by constructing the
culverts.
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Mr V Barker noted that he has seen, on nhumerous occasions, the amount of
time that the excavator spends time waiting for the Unimog or the Unimog is
waiting for the- excavator. However, he noted another alternative and the
possibility of a purchasing a different machine that is more transportable.

Mr P Holmes suggested asking whether the landowner would use it and
asking for a contribution.

The Operations Manager noted that a 2022/23 budget of £20,000 has been
identified for alternative access works, this is also used to do additional
bushing works required for access.

Mr W Ash noted that the Board needs to keep improving the system and that
it would be a big benefit to be able to access and maintain from both sides.
Mr W Ash left the meeting.

Clir M Cooper echoed how much time it would save.

1955 Any Other Business - Agenda ltem 11

(a) Possible syphon at Dunsby Fen Pumping Station

Mr V Barker referenced the concept of pump amalgamation noted at a
previous meeting and his initial concern about the concept, but having
looked into it further, can now see the potential for it.

Mr V Barker next referred to Pinchbeck Pumping Station, visited at the
last Southern Works Inspection, where Mr J Atkinson noted he had a
problem with getting his water away, it being identified that the Dunsby
Fen pump is one metre lower than Pinchbeck, with consideration being
given to syphon. Mr V Barker felt it important this be documented on a
plan to indicate the plan to put a syphon there because of the potential
proposed deepening and widening of the South Forty Foot Drain (SFFD)
plans.

The Operations Manager noted that the whole catchment survey is
intended to commence in April, with a report of findings completed in

November, aiding the Board to be as well informed as possible when
discussions and decisions start taking place about these proposals.

There being no further business the meeting closed at 16:34.
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BLACK SLUICE INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD

STRUCTURES COMMITTEE — 22" MARCH 2022

AGENDA ITEM 06(b)(i)

TERMS OF REFERENCE: STRUCTURES COMMITTEE

1. GENERAL
The Committee shall have EIGHT members who will be appointed by the Board.

The Chairperson shall be elected by the committee at the triennial general meeting of the
Board, being the first board meeting following an election.

2. MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE

The Committee shall meet at least once in every 12-month period and a quorum shall be
FOUR members.

No one other than the Committee members shall be entitled to attend Committee
Meetings, but any other persons may attend meetings if invited by the Committee.

3. POWERS OF THE COMMITTEE

If a Board replacement structure benefit contribution cannot be agreed between the
Officers and an Owner/Occupier the Committee will have final determination as
highlighted in section 6.6b(i) & 6.9 of The Structures Replacement Policy.

Delegated powers are given to the Chief Executive and the relevant Structures or Works
Committee Chairpersons to reconstruct structures as long as the budgets are not
exceeded and the Owner/Occupier pays a contribution towards the cost in line with the
guidelines in the Structures Replacement Policy. In all other cases, the power to
determine applications is delegated to the Structures Committee, the appropriate Works
Committee or the Executive Committee, unless a Board meeting is more timely.

4. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COMMITTEE

The responsibilities of the Committee shall include:

a) To operate within the guidelines of the Structures Replacement Policy.

b)  To determine all other relevant decisions relating to structures and report these to
the Board.

5. REPORTING

Minutes of meetings of the Committee shall be presented to the next meeting of the
Board.

The Committee shall review its terms of reference after every triennial general meeting
and its own effectiveness and recommend any necessary changes to the Board.

REVIEWED BY THE COMMITTEE: 22 MARCH 2022
APPROVED BY THE BOARD:
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Black Sluice Internal Drainage Board
Policy No: 9
Structures Replacement Policy

Review Dates:

Board Approved
Reviewed by the Structures Committee 22" March 2022

PURPOSE

This document sets out the policy of the Black Sluice Internal Drainage Board
concerning the repair or replacement of structures where the integrity of the structure
deteriorates to such an extent that it is unable to convey the necessary flow in the
drainage channel, or if it becomes unsafe for either vehicle or pedestrian traffic to
cross the watercourse.

In the first instance, if a structure has deteriorated to such an extent that it is holding
up the flow of water, then the obstruction shall be removed by the Board.

INTRODUCTION

The structures that will be included in this policy include:

a) Clear span bridges constructed to take all types of vehicles.

b) Clear span bridges for pedestrian use only.

c) Culverts constructed to provide access across the watercourse.

d) Culverts constructed for the purpose of maintaining the flow in watercourses
where there is instability to the banks.

BLACK SLUICE POLICY

This policy is concerned with the replacement of existing structures only.

The Board has a separate policy which addresses applications to place new structures
in/over watercourses.

REASONS FOR THE POLICY

The policy formalises the baseline conditions above and gives written guidelines for
more specific instances. The benefits of the policy are:

e Fairness and uniformity in the Owner/Occupier contributing to the cost of
reconstructing sub-standard structures.

e The provision of clear guidelines to the Owners/Occupier.

e Powers are delegated giving a more efficient and timely service.

However, this policy is not intended to cover every eventuality and the Board (in formal
meeting) may waive the policy and make a determination on the basis of reasonable
fairness to all parties.
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6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

DELEGATED POWERS

Delegated powers are given to the Chief Executive and the relevant Structures or
Works Committee Chairpersons to reconstruct structures as long as the budgets are
not exceeded and the Owner/Occupier pays a contribution towards the cost in line with
the guidelines in this policy.

In all other cases, the power to determine applications is delegated to the Structures
Committee, the appropriate Works Committee or the Executive Committee, unless a
Board meeting is more timely.

GUIDELINES

Guidelines are given below on the following types of structures:

a) Structures carrying Highways maintained by LCC.

b) Structures used by the Owner/Occupier.

c) Structures used by both the Board and the Owner/Occupier.

d) Structures constructed by the Board to allow free drainage of the land.

Structures Carrying Highways

It is generally the case that all clear span bridges and culverts carrying LCC highways
are owned and maintained by LCC. If replacement is required because the structure
is substandard then LCC will be responsible for the total cost of the reconstruction.

Clear Span Foot Bridges
It is generally the case that all clear span footbridges which carry footpaths over Board
maintained watercourses are owned and maintained by LCC. If replacement is

required because the structure is substandard, then LCC will be responsible for the
total cost of the reconstruction.

Clear Span Access Bridges

These in general provide access for farm machinery to fields or to individual
properties. They are mostly constructed in large watercourses.

If refurbishment or replacement is required because the structure is substandard, then
the Owner/Occupier will be responsible for the total cost of the reconstruction.

These in general will not be used by Board's machinery to gain access to the opposite
side of the watercourse.

However, if a substandard structure is infrequently used by the Board, and the
Owner/Occupier of the structure proposes to refurbish or reconstruct the bridge, the
Board may offer a contribution in line with clause 6.6 (b) towards the cost of this work.

Structures owned by the Board and Used for Access by the Owner/Occupier

These structures are required by the Board as well as the landowner to gain access
for maintenance of watercourses.

The cost of any reconstruction of substandard structures in this category will be paid
for by the Board and the structure will remain as a structure to be maintained by the
Board.
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6.5 Structure Used by all Parties

6.6

a)

b)

d)

9)

h)

These structures are required by the Owner/Occupier to gain access to their land
and could be used by the Board for their maintenance activities.

If a structure has been inspected and reported as substandard and in need of
reconstruction the landowner will be notified in writing.

(i) Provided there is an accepted need for a structure at this location, the
Owner/Occupier and Operations Manager will meet. A reconstruction
quotation will be offered along with a benefit contribution in relation to the
Board’s use of the structure as a crossing point.

(i) After the structure has been reconstructed, it will be deemed that the
landowner will be responsible for its future maintenance.

(iii) If a benefit contribution cannot be agreed the Operations Manager will send all
the relevant information to the Structures Committee for further review and
determination.

Before any consideration is given to the reconstruction of the structure, the
Owner/Occupier should be approached to ascertain if there is a future need for the
structure. Consideration should be given to removing two or more accesses into a
field and the provision of one in the future.

A culvert shall be constructed with a top width of 6.0 metres. If the
Owner/Occupier requests a culvert with a wider top width, then they shall pay for
the total extra cost of this work.

After the culvert has been replaced, the Owner/Occupier will be responsible for
any future maintenance, or reconstruction of the structure.

If a structure has been constructed in a Board maintained watercourse, and there
is clear evidence that the Board has written to the Owner/Occupier confirming the
future maintenance arrangements, then the Owner/Occupier shall be totally
responsible for the reconstruction of the structure.

If a structure is removed by the Board because it is holding up the flow of water,
and has not been replaced by a new structure within a period of five years, then
the offer of contribution will no longer be applicable and the Owner/Occupier will
be required to pay the full cost of the construction of a new structure at this
location.

If the Board undertake a watercourse improvement scheme which includes the
reconstruction of a structure, the Board will pay the total cost of the reconstruction,
but the Owner/Occupier will be required to be responsible for the future
maintenance of the structure.

Culverts Used for Free Drainage

Examples of these lengths of culverts are:-

Lengths of watercourse culverted instead of undertaking revetment works.
Lengths of watercourse culverted to allow disposal of excavated soil.
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6.7

6.8

These are the Board’s responsibility, and any reconstruction required will be paid for
by the Board. Responsibility for the future maintenance of the asset will remain with
the Board.

Redundant Structures

If the Board agrees with the Owner/Occupier that a structure is redundant, the Board
will remove the structure and all backfill material and deposit any suitable materials on
fields adjacent to the location of the culvert.

If agreed and required, the Board will dispose of the excavated material at an agreed
cost with the Owner/Occupier.

Further Guidance

If the Owner/Occupier is unhappy about the circumstances of a particular structure
designation, then this should be referred to the Structures Committee for final
determination.

Contractors may be appointed by the Owner/Occupier to complete the works, the
Board will set an invert level on site, offer specification suggestions and inspect the
works during the construction phase, a set fee of £300 + VAT will be offset against any
contribution made by the Board.

Inspection’s frequencies to be completed by the Board, adequate notification time to
be received from the contractor:

e when excavation to invert level and bases for headwalls is complete.
e when the pipe is laid prior to being backfilled, invert level checked and verified.
e when the headwalls are being constructed.

The next stage of construction should not go ahead until the previous stage has been
inspected / approved by the Board.
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BLACK SLUICE INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD
MINUTES
of the proceedings of a meeting of the Audit & Risk Committee

held at the offices of the Board on
12t April 2022 at 2pm

Members

Chairperson - * Mr M Brookes

* MrW Ash * MrV Barker
* Mr M Leggott * MrJ Fowler
Clir R Austin * Clir S Walsh
* Member Present
In attendance: Mr D Withnall (Finance Manager)

Mr C Harris (Internal Auditor)

The Chairperson welcomed the Internal Auditor, Mr C Harris, to the meeting. The
Chairperson also welcomed two new committee members, Mr M Leggott, and Mr J Fowler.

1957

1958

1959

1960

1961

Recording the Meeting - Agenda Iltem 1

Members were informed that the meeting would be recorded.

Apologies for absence - Agenda Iltem 2

Apologies for absence were received from the Chief Executive, Mr | Warsap.

Declarations of Interest - Agenda ltem 3

No declarations of interest were received.

Minutes of the last meeting - Agenda Item 4

Minutes of the last meeting held on 12" October 2021, copies of which had been
circulated, were considered and it was AGREED that they should be signed as a true
record with the following amendment:

¢ Minute 1869(c) — Spelling error of ‘Manager’ in the first sentence.

Matters arising - Agenda Item 5

(a) Policy (B) — Land Drainage Byelaws — Minute 1869(b)
The Finance Manager informed the committee that the byelaws have now been
signed by the Minister and adopted by the Board.
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(b) CONFIDENTIAL - Update on the Chief Executive — Risk Register — Minute 1871

It was agreed and thereby RESOLVED to exclude the public from the next part of
the meeting due to the confidential nature of the business to be transacted, in
accordance with section 1(2) of the Public Bodies (Admission to Meetings) Act
1960.

(c) Insurance arrangements - Minute 1872
The Finance Manager reported to the committee that he met with two
representatives from the NFU Spalding Branch yesterday, with a view to working
with them over the summer, as new business.

The Finance Manager also referred to ‘The Risk Factor’, a company used by the
Witham & Humber Boards, with whom they have a group agreement, which has
been set up so that the Board could be a part of this agreement.

The Finance Manager explained his intention to get quotes from Towergate
(existing), NFU and The Risk Factor both including and excluding pumping
stations, for the renewal on 30 September.

The Finance Manager raised that the next Audit & Risk committee meeting isn't
until 25" October, which will be too late for the insurance renewal, and the
Executive Committee meeting is currently due to be held on 13" September,
which could be too early to review the insurance renewal.

The Chairperson suggested that the Executive Committee meeting be pushed
back a week, and the Audit & Risk Committee meet on the morning of the same
day so that their input can be relayed to the Executive Committee for their review
of the insurance arrangements. The committee felt this was a logical idea.

Mr W Ash joined the meeting, apologising for being late.

All AGREED to consult with the Chairperson of the Board, to amend the meeting
date of the Executive Committee in September to Tuesday 20" September
(afternoon meeting), with lunch provided, and have an additional meeting of the
Audit & Risk Committee on the morning (11am) of the 20t September (to review
insurance arrangements only).

Mr J Fowler noted the importance of relaying to the insurance companies the
definitive date the quotes will be required for. The Finance Manager agreed and
confirmed they will all be clearly made aware of when the quotes need to be
provided by.

1962 Review of the Terms of Reference — Agenda ltem 6

It was highlighted that the only changes are to the term of ‘Chairman’ to ‘Chairperson’
and to the frequency of the review of the format of the financial report and
management accounts, as agreed previously by the committee, to be reviewed every
three years as opposed to annually.

It was felt that clarification was needed within the Terms of Reference, to clarify that

it is only the format of the financial report and management accounts that are reviewed
by the committee, as opposed to the data.
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1963

All AGREED that 4(b) should be ‘To review the format of the financial reports and
management accounts, every three years'.

The Committee RESOLVED to recommend that the Audit & Risk Committee Terms
of Reference be approved at the next Board meeting, with the proposed amendment
as shown above.

Presentation from the Internal Auditor - Agenda ltem 7

(a) Internal Audit Report 2021/22

The Chairman welcomed the Internal Auditor to report to the committee.

The Internal Auditor informed the committee that he has undertaken the internal
audit for 2021/22 and expressed his thanks to the Finance Manager, Finance
Supervisor and anybody else involved in arrangements for the audit, noting that it
was a virtual audit again this year.

The Internal Auditor was pleased to inform the committee that the Board has
achieved ‘substantial assurance’ again this year, with no recommendations, giving
credit to the Finance Manager and team.

The Internal Auditor turned the committee’s attention to the ‘Operational
Effectiveness Matter (OEM) Action Plan’ on page 16 of the agenda, noting that he
has raised an observation across all IDB's this year around reserves and the
potential to increase them, in light of rising costs as a result of climate change and
increases in insurance, fuel, salary etc. meaning overall expenditure will rise, also
noting the importance that this is reflected in the rate increase, adding that a small
increase now could save a much larger increase in the future. The Internal Auditor
thought it prudent that the Board have already considered and agreed to increase
the reserve. A mistake was noted in the Internal Auditor’s report in the OEM Action
Plan, within the management plan, the Board meeting date referred to should be
2021, as opposed to 2022.

Mr M Leggott questioned what the average level of reserves across the IDBs are?
The Internal Auditor responded that most follow the ADA benchmark and are at
20% of expenditure.

The Finance Manager added that the ADA Practitioners Guide advises between 3
and 12 months of annual expenditure. The Finance Manager further noted that this
Board look at other forms of income, as opposed to cutting expenditure. Just taking
into consideration the rates and special levy income, would be about £2 million,
however, with the extra income streams through public sector cooperation
agreement work and grant work, it is expected to report between £3.1 - £3.2 million
this year and so the Board look to keep generating additional income.

Conversation turned to the move towards electric vehicles and consideration
around charging points, Mr V Barker of the opinion that multiple points should be
put in when they are.

The Internal Auditor noted that the report will be sent to the external auditor and

so the report is completed to ensure they can see that everything under the Annual
Governance and Accountability Return (AGAR) has been covered.
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1964

The committee expressed their thanks and congratulations to the Finance
Manager and whole team for the successful outcome of the audit.

(b) Audit Programme 2022/23

The Internal Auditor explained that the organisation has invested heavily in IT and
homeworking facilities for the continuation of virtual audits going forward, which
will reduce travelling and associated emissions. However, the Internal Auditor
noted that he will continue to attend meetings in-person.

The Internal Auditor continued that the audit programme doesn’t change year on
year, it is based on the Annual Governance and Accountability Return (AGAR).
The Internal Auditor noted that if anybody on the Board wants anything specific
looking at then this can be completed.

The Officers of the Board left the meeting in order for the committee to speak with
the Internal Auditor alone, after which, the Officers returned.

The Chairperson noted that conversation digressed to the potential of having
electronic agendas, as opposed to physical paper. It was noted that this has been
considered before, and that some members of the Board do have electronic
agendas only. It being noted that the financial cost to produce the agenda is
negligible, it is more about the environmental cost. Further discussion was held
around technology and software that allows the individual to write notes on the
electronic copy. The Finance Manager further noting that the Board has recently
invested in a book scanner that produces scans that are OCR readable, which will
be used to scan in all the minute books so that searches can be done online for
specific topics. Mr J Fowler noted that he prefers a paper copy, as did some other
members of the committee. It was concluded that it perhaps should be members
choice but will be brought to the attention of the Board as matters arising through
these minutes.

Thanks were expressed to the Internal Auditor for his help to the Board and for his
attendance today.

To review the following Board’s policies - Agenda Item 8

The Finance Manager explained that these are polices that have been identified for
review and any changes have been made in red, points to note highlighted in yellow
and any additional notes made in green.

(a) Policy No.1: Risk Management Strategy

Risk Assessment Matrix

The Finance Manager noted that the risk assessment matrix was written in 2010
and so suggested the committee review it. The committee considered the financial
classification of each impact.

At first, the committee felt that figures should be increased, considering inflation,
with high impact increasing from over £100,000 to over £250,000 (based on being
approximately 50% of the reserves), medium impact increasing from over £25,000
to over £50,000 and low impact being up to £50,000 (based on being the amount
the Executive Committee can authorise). The committee were of the opinion that
it should be monetary figures as opposed to stating a percentage of the reserves.
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The Internal Auditor noted that with the current matrix, there is a ‘gap’ which would
result in some figures not fitting into any category as low impact is currently ‘up to
£10,000’ and medium impact ‘over £25,000’, meaning that between £10,001 and
£24,999 doesn't fit in any specific category. Also adding that other IDBs have a
4x4 or 5x5 matrix opposed to the 3x3 the Board has but is not saying the Board
need to change the matrix.

Mr W Ash raised concern about the initial proposed increases to the figures, of
the opinion that £50,000 would be more than a low impact. The Chairperson
understcod and acknowledged this concern.

The Finance Manager noted that he can look at developing a larger matrix if that
is what the committee wanted?

Mr J Fowler felt consideration needed to be given as to whether it would be
worthwhile, noting that the matrix is a guide, suggesting that he believes the 3x3
matrix is sufficient. Clir S Walsh added that the 3x3 matrix will help drive
conversations around the risks and potentially prompt a more thorough review of
the risks than what a larger matrix might.

Further discussion took place, with Mr V Barker noting that the Executive
Committee will already be addressing and looking at detail at anything with large
sums of money.

The committee started to see the impacts as ‘bands’ and all AGREED on the
following:

¢ Low impact: up to £20,000

e Medium impact: between £20,000 and £100,000

¢ High impact: over £100,000

The Finance Manager reminded the committee that anything with a risk score of
9 is terminated and anything with a risk score between 6 — 8 is insured or the risk
reviewed with a view to mitigating the risk.

Risk Management Policy Document - Appendix B

The Finance Manager drew the committee’s attention to the paragraph highlighted
as proposed to be removed, this was included prior to public sector cooperation
agreement works and so the Finance Manager believed it wasn’t a perceived risk
anymore and therefore didn’t believe it was required.

Risk 1.1(b) — Fluvial flooding from failure or overtopping of defences
The Chairperson proposed that agenda item 8(i) also be addressed at this point
as it ties in with risk 1.1(b).

The Finance Manager reminded the committee that the Board has been waiting
for the documentation from the Environment Agency (EA) for the operation of the
Black Sluice Complex in emergency situations for years. The Finance Manager
guided the committee to the documentation received last week, included at item
08(i) of the agenda.

The Chairperson believed that it covered what was required to be included in the

Board's Emergency Response Plan (ERP), which would enable the committee to
reduce the risk score.
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The Finance Manager added that it is a summary of the EA’S operations manual,
which is very extensive. The Board only require the procedure for how the EA will
operate to keep the water level down, which the Finance Manager believed the
document achieves.

Mr V Barker referred to abstraction licences being taken at Black Sluice, of the
opinion that it is very difficult to read the board there, suggesting that abstraction
licences be taken where the board can be more easily read.

The Chairperson noted that he is conscious how long it has taken to receive this
document and didn’t want to end up in a situation of ‘ping pong’ backwards and
forwards for minor amendments, of the opinion that the document either needs to
be accepted or rejected, noting that if there are minor things to be tweaked then
there can be open dialogue about that between the Board and the EA.

Mr V Barker noted that he will take up his matter with them himself when they
come to do his abstraction.

Mr M Leggott felt that document should be accepted as it is, questioning the extent
of the telemetry on the South Forty Foot Drain (SFFD)? The Finance Manager
explained that the EA have three levels on the SFFD at Swaton, Donington Bridge
and Dowsby Fen. The Board have around 25 different levels and so have a lot
more data than the EA, enabling more precise monitoring. Mr M Leggott
questioned if we share this data with the EA and, if not, if we should be doing?
The Finance Manager noted that the EA would not want to receive the data, as
they work in such a way that they wait until the level at Donington Bridge hits a
certain point to trigger the action.

Mr V Barker noted that if water is ever taken from the Witham into the Board’s
system, then the Board should have the last say. The Chairman felt this was
outside of this document.

All AGREED to accept the document from the EA, to be included as an appendix
to the Emergency Response Plan.

Mr M Leggott felt the Board's thanks should be expressed to Abigail Jackson at
the EA for producing the documentation.

The Chairperson now turned to the committee’s attention to the current risk score
of 1.1(b), now that the document has been received and accepted.

The Chairperson suggested that the potential likelihood of risk could be reduced
to low, which would therefore give a risk score of 3. All AGREED.

The Finance Manager added that the note in ‘future work’ will now be moved into
the section about how the risk is managed, with a note that the document is an
appendix in the Emergency Response Plan.

Mr M Leggott made further reference to the condition of the banks of the Witham,
the EA are currently conducting a survey of the state of those banks, noting that
if there were to be a breach it would have a catastrophic impact on the Board’s
system. The Finance Manager suggested it be noted within the future work, to
engage with the Lower Witham Flood Resilience Project.
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1.1(c) — Flooding from failure of IDB pumping stations or excess rainfall
The Finance Manager noted the added paragraph which highlights the Board’s
comprehensive programme of maintenance works to pumping stations.

1.1(d) — Flooding from sewers or riparian watercourses

The Finance Manager noted the added paragraph which highlights the Board’s
responsibility for the overall drainage and flood risk within the Board's area, even
from riparian watercourses, and within the Board’'s extended catchment.

1.3 — Risk of pumps failing to operate
The Finance Manager noted the added paragraph which highlights the Board'’s

decision not to insure the pumping station buildings or plant, but that it will be
reviewed this year.

1.6 — Risk of claims from third parties for damage to property or injury
Mr M Leggott noted that Witham 4t IDB carry out all their risk assessments

electronically and are instantly reported back to the office. Mr M Leggott noted
that this could help this Board tighten up risk assessment practice and encouraged
the Board to engage with Witham 4t about this system, noting that they also got
funding towards it.

The Finance Manager noted that he feels health and safety procedures need
looking in more detail at, of the opinion that it could be done better. The Board do
have consultants, but the Finance Manager being of the opinion that responsibility
should be taken more in-house.

The Chairperson suggested that this is something the Internal Auditor could look
at in the next audit? The Internal Auditor noted he will include it in his programme
for all the IDBs.

1.8 - Loss of senior staff

The Finance Manager suggested that the potential likelihood will need to stay as
‘high’ until the circumstances surrounding the Chief Executive are concluded. The
Finance Manager highlighted the additional paragraph outlining additional
contingency work.

1.9 — Insufficient finance to carry out works

The Finance Manager noted the added paragraph which highlights the ongoing
liaison with the precept paying councils, noting how beneficial it has been,
especially this year in their activeness in lobbying central government regarding
red diesel.

The Chairperson noted that it is good practice and that the open dialogue works
both ways and helps the council plan.

It was noted that it should really be split out and separately identified, instead of
within council tax, as it would make IDBs accountable and those councils without
an IDB are at an advantage as they don’t have the burden of paying the precept.

Mr J Fowler questioned if there is any preparation work that can be done to access
the Bellwin scheme? The Finance Manager responded that the IDBs don’t have
access to Bellwin funds, the council of the relevant area claims all the funds and
then the IDB passes on their cost to the council.
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2.1 — Risk of prosecution for not adhering to environmental legislation

The Finance Manager explained that, for the purposes of the natural flood
management Environment Agency (EA) scheme, environmental impairment
liability insurance has been taken out at the request and instruction of the EA, who
are also paying for it. The Finance Manager noted that he has included some
additional information about the insurance, which will be taken out of the strategy.
The insurance is for £1million cover with £10,000 excess costing a premium of
£7,704.

The Finance Manager noted that he and the Chairperson have reviewed what the
policy covers and feel that the majority of it is covered within other policies the
Board already hold (Environmental clean-up liability insurance or the public liability
insurance).

The Chairperson echoed this, adding that the only reason the Board has the policy
is because the EA insisted on it for the natural flood management works. At the
point of renewal in November, it is thought that the EA will pay for the policy for
another year because the works will still be ongoing, but following that,
questioning whether the Board should continue paying for this insurance when the
majority is already covered by other policies?

The Finance Manager noted that it was the view of the Chief Executive to ask the
committee whether it would be best practice to continue with the policy? The
Finance Manager questioned if it provides any extra protection for the money.

Mr M Leggott felt to allow the EA to continue paying for it as they require it, but
not to continue with the Board funding it once it is no longer required by or funded
by the EA. He suggested having a document prepared ready to show third parties
that these aspects are already covered through the Board’s other policies.

The Chairperson questioned whether it would be worthwhile to ask the insurance
companies when renewing in September how much it would be? The Finance
Manager noted that he can include it as an annex to the insurance report in
September.

Mr W Ash noted that if the EA are paying for that insurance, can the Board remove
the elements from its policies that will be covered within the EA's policy? The
Finance Manager didn't think there would be much to gain doing that.

All AGREED to continue with the Environmental Impairment Liability Insurance
whilst the EA are covering the cost of it and enquiries be made about the cost of
the policy to be included within the review of the insurance arrangements in
September.

3.2 Insufficient Resources (Staff and Equipment)

The Finance Manager noted the suggestion of the addition of not being able to
recruit sufficient workforce, adding that there are currently three vacancies, one
of which has been advertised extensively for a few months. The further suggestion
for how this risk is managed being to review renumeration considering local
circumstances. Mr W Ash noted that if the salary is increased to attract new
applicants, then the same has to be done for current employees.
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Mr M Leggott questioned if there is a renumeration / staff committee? The Finance
Manager responded that the Executive Committee review on an individual
employee basis and the ADA Lincolnshire Pay & Conditions Committee
determines the annual pay award. Mr M Leggott highlighted the high inflation rates
and the importance of not lagging behind.

All AGREED to include the suggested addition about the risk of being unable to
recruit sufficient workforce and managing this through renumeration reviews.

3.3 Risk of Critical Incident Loss of Office

The Finance Manager noted that, as a result of COVID-19, the team have had
extensive practice at working from home procedures and are now well equipped
for that.

Mr W Ash questioned whether any employees have continued to work from home
or do a mixture? The Finance Manager noted that employees are encouraged not
to work from home, being of the opinion that so much more can be achieved when
working together in the office, but the option of working from home is there if
necessary.

6.2 Risk of not complying with all employment regulations and laws

The Finance Manager reminded the committee that the HR Administrator is
undertaking her CIPD Level 5 in People Management currently, emphasising the
additional resource within the Board that will be able to advise.

Mr V Barker noted that the workforce has been working in drains nearby and
asked them why they were not wearing a life jacket and it was dismissed,
questioning what the policy is for working near deep water? Mr V Barker also
referenced that he saw an incident whereby one of the members of the workforce
fell full length very close to the weedscreen. The Chairperson responded that a
near miss report should have been completed for that. The Finance Manager
noted that he will address this.

7.1 Risk of collecting insufficient income to fund expenditure

The Finance Manager noted that it was suggested at the last meeting to include
the increase in the general reserves target from 20% to 30% as a point of how the
risk is managed.

8.5 Risk of breach in cyber security
The Finance Manager noted the threat from Russia on networks, adding that they
are not even looking for money, they are simply encrypting and deleting data.

The Finance Manager continued that HBP found a system called ‘Duo’ where
multi-factor authentication would be required to access the network. The Finance
Manager was waiting for the 1t April to place the order for this system (£364 per
annum), and it is no longer available. An alternative system has been sourced;
however, it is nearly £1,000 per annum. The Finance Manager noted that it is
about considering whether that £1,000 is worth spending to protect the Board’s
network. It will also, in the long term, help with the updating of computers and
when the server is due to updated it will mean the option of a virtual server using
the cloud will be viable as opposed to a physical server.
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The Internal Auditor added that he knows of many organisations that have been
hacked and the cost and disruption of it is catastrophic, therefore suggesting that
this system sounds like a prudent action.

The Finance Manager noted that during lockdown the Board moved from physical
tape backups to cloud backups, however, as precaution, taking physical tape
backups has been resumed, on a monthly basis, in addition to the cloud backups.

All AGREED to recommend that this system be purchased and implemented.

The Finance Manager added that the replacement network switches that were
quoted to cost £8,000, are now only going to cost £3,000 as a suitable alternative
has been found.

The Committee RESOLVED to recommend that the Risk Management Strategy
(No. 01) be approved at the next Board meeting, with the agreed amendments.

(b) Policy No. 3: Financial Regulations
The Finance Manager noted that this was reviewed and approved by the Board
only last November, but as per the Internal Auditor's recommendation, it is
suggested that the increase in general reserves to 30% is reflected within this
policy.

The Committee RESOLVED to recommend that the Financial Regulations (No.
03) be approved at the next Board meeting.

(c) Policy No. 10: Delegation of Authority
The Finance Manager informed the committee that it was approved by the Board
on 8t" February for the expenditure allowance of the Executive Committee to be
increased to £50,000 and so this has been reflected within this policy.

Within the delegation of authority for the Chairperson of the Board, reflects the
addition of the approval of discretionary payments to employees over the overtime
limit, a duty approved by the Board on 23 November 2021.

The Finance Manager also noted the additional duties of the Finance Manager,
reminding the committee that he became the Board’s Data Protection Officer in
2018 when GDPR was introduced.

The Committee RESOLVED to recommend that the Delegation of Authority (No.
10) be approved at the next Board meeting.

(d) Policy No. 17: Members Code of Conduct
The Finance Manager noted his proposed amendment to include all of the nine
protected characteristics in paragraph 7 of the ‘Key Principles of Public Life’.

The Finance Manager next referred to the two paragraphs highlighted in yellow,
around procedures when a member has an interest in a matter, noting that the
two paragraphs give conflicting instructions; they are to achieve the same thing,
but different instructions.

Clir S Walsh noted that South Holland District Council use the second of the two
paragraphs, in which the Chairperson can decide the member’s participation in
discussion and votes, which allows for comment before exclusion.
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The Finance Manager added that, from his point of view, it doesn’t matter which
of the paragraphs is used, as long as it is only one.

The Chairperson felt it a personal responsibility to declare an interest, questioning
if the Chairperson should be able to override this and allow the individual to
discuss and vote.

ClIir S Walsh noted that he has experienced where a Chairperson has allowed an
individual with an interest to stay for discussion it is for their expertise and
knowledge.

The Finance Manager added that if it is a financial interest there should be no
interaction or voting and if it is a non-financial interest, does the committee want
to consider there will be no participation in discussion or determination unless
invited to by the Chairperson?

It was suggested that the first of the two paragraphs (Part 2 — paragraph 3 of
Personal Interests) be amended to the following:

‘You must remove yourself from the discussion or determination of matters in
which you have a financial interest. In matters in which you have a non-financial
interest, it shall be treated as set out in the Board’s Standing Orders, Order of
Debate: Members must declare where they have an interest in a matter to be
discussed, the Chairman then deciding what if any part the member can take in
any ensuing discussion and whether the member can vote.’ All AGREED.

It was suggested that the second of the two paragraphs (Part 2 — Effect of
prejudicial interests on participation of debate) remain as it is. All AGREED.

The Committee RESOLVED to recommend that the Members Code of Conduct
(No. 17) be approved at the next Board meeting.

Mr M Leggott noted that he joined the Board in November, and this is the first time
he has seen the Members Code of Conduct, suggesting that this should have
been given to him and perhaps an induction.

The Finance Manager noted that there would usually be an induction for new
members following the election but didn’t this time because of COVID-19
practices. The Finance Manager noted that an induction will be scheduled,
perhaps for the end of May / beginning of June, once the councils have re-
appointed their members.

(e) Policy No. 18: Whistle Blowing Confidential Reporting Code
The Finance Manager noted that the only proposed changes are from ‘Chairman’
to ‘Chairperson’ and updating contact details.

The Committee RESOLVED to recommend that the Whistle Blowing Confidential
Reporting Code (No. 18) be approved at the next Board meeting.

() Policy No. 19: Anti Bribery
The Finance Manager noted the only proposed change to terminology from
‘company’ to ‘Board’.

The Committee RESOLVED to recommend that the anti-bribery policy (No. 18)
be approved at the next Board meeting.
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(g) Policy No. 43: Electronic Information and Communication Systems
The Finance Manager noted the addition of the dual authentication system,
removal of any references to fax machines and the removal of reference to the
Board’s standardised disclaimer, it not being used within the Board. The section
about monitoring of the policy is also proposed to be removed as it is within the
header of the policy and the catalogue of Board’s policies.

The Committee RESOLVED to recommend that the electronic information and
communications systems (No. 43) be approved at the next Board meeting.

(h) Policy No. 47: COVID-19 Business Continuity Plan
The Finance Manager explained to the committee that it is proposed to withdraw
the policy, which can be reinstated by the Chief Executive in any form as required.

The Committee RESOLVED to recommend that the COVID-19 Business
Continuity Plan (No. 47) be withdrawn.

(i) Documentation provided by the Environment Agency outlining the operation of the
Black Sluice Complex (for inclusion within the Emergency Response Plan)

This matter was covered within agenda item 08(a) — minute 1963(a). It being
agreed to accept the document from the EA, to be included as an appendix to the
Emergency Response Plan.

To review the Risk Register - Agenda ltem 9

It was noted that the Risk Register has been reviewed through the Risk Management
Strategy and will be amended according to the changes made today.

The committee AGREED that the Risk Register be accepted.

To receive the catalogue of Board Policies with recommended approval dates -
Agenda Iltem 10

The Finance Manager noted the only change to this is a reduction in the frequency of
review of policy no. 30, pensions discretion. The Local Government Pension Scheme
want the pension discretion policy to reviewed more frequently than every 5 years,
with them suggesting annually. The Finance Manager noted that he believes this is
too frequent and so has proposed a review every 3 years. All AGREED.

It was noted that the review dates for this policy are incorrect within the catalogue,
which will be amended.

The Committee AGREED that the Catalogue of Board Policies be adopted.

Any other business - Agenda ltem 11

There being no additional business, the Chairperson thanked the Internal Auditor
and Committee Members for their input and attendance.

There being no further business the meeting closed at 16:07.
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BLACK SLUICE INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD

TERMS OF REFERENCE: AUDIT & RISK COMMITTEE

APPROVED BY THE BOARD.:

1. GENERAL

The Black Sluice IDB shall have an Audit & Risk Committee.

The Committee shall have seven members who will be appointed by the Board.
The Membership shall include:

Two elected members from Northern Works Committee.
Two elected members from Southern Works Committee.
Two appointed Members

One additional Member

The Chairperson shall be appointed by the Committee at the triennial general meeting.

2. MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE

The Committee shall meet at least once each year and a quorum shall be three
members. No one other than the Committee members shall be entitled to attend
Committee Meetings, but any other persons shall attend meetings if invited by the
Committee.

The external auditors may request a meeting if they consider that one is necessary.

3. POWERS OF THE COMMITTEE

The Committee is authorised:
e To investigate any activity within its responsibilities;
¢ Toseek any information that it requires from any Officer or employee of the Board
and all employees are directed to cooperate with any request made by the
Committee;
e To obtain outside legal or independent professional advice, and secure the

attendance of outsiders with relevant experience and expertise if it considers this
necessary.
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