RECORD OF EXECUTIVE DECISION (THE DECISIONS LIST)

Date: Decision Maker: Subject to
Call-in*
25 July 2025 Cabinet Yes

SUBJECT OF DECISION:

Matters Referred to the Cabinet by a Committee - Reference from the Audit Committee - A.1
- Proposed New Corporate and Housing Complaints Policy and Adoption

Decision:

RESOLVED that —

(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

the recommendation made by the Audit Committee be accepted and that the response
of the Portfolio Holder responsible for Housing and Planning thereto be endorsed;

the new Corporate and Housing Complaints Policy, as set out in Appendix 2 to this
report, be approved and adopted with effect from 1 September 2025;

the Assistant Director (Corporate Policy and Support) be authorised to make minor
adjustments to the Policy, following consultation with the Portfolio Holder designated as
the Member Responsible for Complaints to address such matters as amendments to the
Code of Complaints Handling by either the Housing Ombudsman or the Local
Government and Social Care Ombudsman (or both); and

the Portfolio Holder for Housing and Planning be nominated as the Council’s Member
Responsible for Complaints under the Policy and provide monitoring throughout the
year, highlighting and addressing reoccurring themes to Cabinet and/or the Leader of
the Council where necessary to do so.

Reasons for Decision:

Having duly considered the recommendation made by the Audit Committee and the contents
of the proposed Corporate and Housing Complaints Policy.

Alternative Options Considered:

(1)

(2)
3)
(4)

Not to endorse the response of the Portfolio Holder responsible for Housing and
Planning to the recommendation made by the Audit Committee;

Not to approve the new Corporate and Housing Complaints Policy as presented;
To amend the Corporate and Housing Complaints Policy;

To nominate a different member of the Executive as the Council’'s Member Responsible
for Complaints under the Policy.



Conflicts of Interest Declared
(and Dispensations Granted by the Monitoring Officer)

None
Consultation with Ward Member:
N/A

Contact Officer: Keith Simmons, Assistant Director (Corporate Policy & Support)

Date: Decision Maker: Subject to
Call-in*
25 July 2025 Cabinet No

SUBJECT OF DECISION:

Matters Referred to the Cabinet by a Committee - Reference from the Community
Leadership Overview and Scrutiny Committee - A.2 - Community Governance Review of
Clacton-on-Sea, Holland-on-Sea and Jaywick Sands

Decision:

RESOLVED that the recommendation made by the Community Leadership Overview &
Scrutiny Committee be noted and that the response of the Leader of the Council thereto be
endorsed.

Reasons for Decision:

Having duly considered the recommendation of the Community Leadership Overview and
Scrutiny Committee.

Alternative Options Considered:

Not to endorse the response of the Leader of the Council to the recommendation made by
the Community Leadership Overview & Scrutiny Committee.

Conflicts of Interest Declared
(and Dispensations Granted by the Monitoring Officer)

None
Consultation with Ward Member:
N/A

Contact Officer: Keith Simmons, Assistant Director (Corporate Policy and Support)



Date: Decision Maker: Subject to
Call-in*

25 July 2025 Cabinet No

SUBJECT OF DECISION:

Matters Referred to the Cabinet by a Committee - Reference from the Community
Leadership Overview and Scrutiny Committee - A.3 - The Council's Crime and Disorder
Task & Finish Group - Concerning Crime and Disorder (Familial Violence/Abuse)

Decision:

RESOLVED that the recommendations made by the Community Leadership Overview &
Scrutiny Committee be noted and that the response of the Assets and Community Safety
Portfolio Holder thereto be endorsed.

Reasons for Decision:

Having duly considered the recommendations made by the Community Leadership
Overview and Scrutiny Committee together with the contents of the Task and Finish Group’s
final report.

Alternative Options Considered:

Not to endorse the response of the Assets and Community Safety Portfolio Holder to the
recommendations made by the Community Leadership Overview & Scrutiny Committee.

Conflicts of Interest Declared
(and Dispensations Granted by the Monitoring Officer)

None
Consultation with Ward Member:
N/A

Contact Officer: Damian Williams, Corporate Director (Operations and Delivery)

Date: Decision Maker: Subject to
Call-in*
25 July 2025 Cabinet No

SUBJECT OF DECISION:

Leader of the Council's Items - Options for Local Government Reorganisation in Greater
Essex



Decision:

RECOMMENDED TO COUNCIL that —

(a) following an update to be provided by the Leader and Chief Executive, at its meeting on
14th August 2025, Council considers the available information on the options for Local
Government Reorganisation in Greater Essex, as they have been announced and
formulated; and

(b) indicates its views on those options, and the preference of the Leader, based upon
Council’s previous decision “to ensure that the District of Tendring is in the best possible
position” and “the voice of Tendring (and north Essex more generally) is as strong as
possible ... recognising its opportunities and challenges”.

Reasons for Decision:

Having duly considered the Leader of the Council’s proposal.

Alternative Options Considered:

To not approve the Leader of the Council’s proposal.

Conflicts of Interest Declared
(and Dispensations Granted by the Monitoring Officer)

None
Consultation with Ward Member:
N/A

Contact Officer: lan Davidson, Chief Executive

Date: Decision Maker: Subject to
Call-in*
25 July 2025 Cabinet Yes

SUBJECT OF DECISION:

Cabinet Members' Items - Report of the Assets and Community Safety Portfolio Holder - A.4
- Freehold Disposal of Redundant Office Site at Weeley

Decision:
RESOLVED that Cabinet —
(a) after assessing the various options set against the current associated on-going costs

and in the context of obtaining the best consideration reasonably possible, determines
that the vacant Weeley Office site is no longer required for planning purposes to deliver



Co

uncil Housing and approves its freehold disposal;

(b) subject to resolution (a) such disposal to take a phased approach as set out:

(i
(ii)

(iii)

sell the site via auction with a reserve price reflecting current market conditions;

If during the period the property is being advertised for auction, an offer is received
which meets the Council’s requirements as set within resolution (c) below, the
Leader of the Council and the Portfolio Holder for Assets and Community Safety
can determine whether or not to proceed with the auction;

subject to (i) above, in the event that the reserve price is not met and/or best
consideration cannot be reasonably demonstrated, agrees to market the site via an
open market tender; and

(iv) subject to (i), (i) and (iii) above, if best consideration obtainable cannot be

reasonably be demonstrated via the above two options, then a further report be
presented to Cabinet that explores / revisits potential alternative options.

(c) subject to (a) agrees that the necessary decisions required through the phased
approach be taken by the Leader of the Council and Portfolio Holder for Assets and

Co

mmunity Safety, following receipt of professional valuation advice, and in consultation

with the Section 151 Officer and the Monitoring Officer.

(d) del

egates authority to the Portfolio Holder for Assets and Community Safety, in

consultation with the Leader of the Council, the Section 151 Officer and the Monitoring
Officer to withdraw the property from auction and agree an alternative disposal and
enable necessary consents to be obtained and legal agreements completed in the
circumstances that an alternative proposal is received the meets the following criteria:

(i)

(i)
(iii)

The financial benefit to the Council is more than could be reasonably anticipated at
auction;

The financial benefit to the Council demonstrates best value for the site; and

The proposer agrees and signs a legally binding agreement prior to the date of the
auction.

Reasons for Decision:

Acknowledging that the proposed action provided a definitive end date for sale and disposal;
reduced ongoing holding costs and uncertainty; transparent and efficient process and whilst
there was a small risk that it might not maximise the financial return, an auction provided

best va

lue by way of the process itself, selling the site ‘as seen’ at auction would remove the

Council’s future risks and ongoing financial liability of the site.

Alternative Options Considered:

Option
housin
Pros:

1: Continue with Disposal for consideration being additional units of Council
g

Would remain in-line with the original Cabinet decision and the already agreed
Heads of Terms.

Avoids restarting the disposal process from scratch.

Could still be a direct route to disposal if the legal issues are resolved.

Negotiations within the current bidder are at a stalemate after 3.5 years, with
no resolution in sight.



e Legal disagreement over highway rights is unlikely to be resolved quickly, if at
all.

e Continuing would likely incur further legal and staff costs with no guarantee of
success.

e Significant legal and practical complexities, which would likely be encountered
with existing bidder if seeking amended heads of terms or an alternative
bidder

e The Council could potentially retain responsibility for the site and therefore on-
going costs for a protracted period, as the ownership of the land could not be
transferred until such time as the additional units of housing were completed
and handed over to the Council.

Conclusion: Given the protracted and unresolved legal issues, this option carries
high risk with diminishing returns. Further legal and property officer resource would
be required in order to attempt to work out the ongoing disputed items and this is
considered unlikely to be easily resolved. In April 2025 Cabinet decided to no longer
pursue further negotiations with the preferred bidder and consider alternative
disposal options.

Option 2: Stop Negotiations and Go to Open Market Tender
Pros:
e Opens the opportunity to multiple interested parties who have previously
enquired.
e Could result in competitive bids, potentially increasing sale value.
e Allows the Council to set clear parameters and timelines to avoid drawn-out
negotiations.

¢ Risk of lengthy negotiations with a new bidder.

e Winning bidder could withdraw before legal commitment, repeating past
issues.

e Requires careful management to avoid similar delays.

Conclusion: Offers a balanced approach with potential for good value, but needs
strong governance to avoid repeating past delays. There are however no
repercussions, other than withdrawal, if a new bidder doesn’t fulfil their agreement,
or the Council’s timeline. There would be a resource requirement to put together a
tender and advertising package for the site and evaluate bids received. On agreeing
a new purchaser, further legal and property officer resource would be required in
order to negotiate and put in place the agreed heads of terms, depending what is on
offer. It is likely any offer will be subject to planning permission being achieved and
then further legal resource required to address the existing tenant and complete the
sale.

Option 3: Stop Negotiations and Demolish the Buildings
Pros:

e Eliminates ongoing NNDR liability.

e Clears the site for future development or sale.

¢ Removes any safety or maintenance concerns with existing structures.
Cons:



e Estimated cost of £250,000 for demolition.
e Loss of vacant building credit for planning purposes.
e Reduces flexibility for future buyers who may have repurposing plans.

Conclusion: A costly option that may limit future value unless redevelopment is
imminent. Procurement resource would be required to tender for a demolition
contractor and officer resource to write the procurement specification and manage
the demolition contract would also be required.

Option 4: Stop Negotiations and Redevelop for Social Housing

Pros:
¢ Aligns with Council’s social objectives and addresses housing need.
e Long-term community benefit.
e Council retains control over the site’s use and development.

1. Resource-intensive and requires significant internal capacity as well as high
upfront costs and delayed financial return.

2. Likely a 5-year project from design to completion.

3. Being a rural location with limited amenities and public transport, may not be
the right location for a social housing development.

Conclusion: A socially valuable option, but only viable if the Council has the
resources and long-term commitment. Likely to be a 5 year resource heavy project
requiring procurement resources to instruct demolition contractors, architects and
building contractors, carry out all necessary site surveys and investigations and
achieve planning consent, as well as significant property officer time to manage the
project. The rough estimated project cost is £8Million.

Conflicts of Interest Declared
(and Dispensations Granted by the Monitoring Officer)

None
Consultation with Ward Member:
Yes

Contact Officer: Gary Guiver, Corporate Director (Planning and Community)

Date: Decision Maker: Subject to
Call-in*
25 July 2025 Yes

SUBJECT OF DECISION:

Cabinet Members' Items - Report of the Corporate Finance & Governance Portfolio Holder -
A.5 - Overview of the Financial Outturn 2024/25 and Proposed Allocation of the General
Fund Variance for the Year and other In-Year Budget Adjustments 2025/26



Decision:

RESOLVED that -

(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

(€)

(f)

9

the high-level Financial Outturn Position, as set out in this report (A.5), and the
favourable General Fund Revenue variance of £5.417m for the year, which is currently
held within the Revenue Commitments Reserve be noted;

the use of the General Fund Outturn for the Year of £5.417m, as set out in Appendix A
(Section 1), be approved;

in respect of the additional £1.000m set aside to support the delivery of savings /
efficiency plans and wider corporate priorities, the Chief Executive, in consultation with
the Portfolio Holder for Corporate Finance and Governance, be authorised to utilise this
funding during the year;

in respect of the additional £1.000m set aside for Coast Protection Works, this be added
to the remaining budget of £0.970m associated with earlier decisions, and that the
Corporate Director (Operations and Delivery), in consultation with the Portfolio Holder
for the Environment & ICT, be authorised to utilise this funding during the year;

the budget adjustments for 2025/26, as set out in Appendix A (Sections 2 and 3), be
approved;

the Council's Section 151 Officer, in consultation with the Corporate Finance and
Governance Portfolio Holder, be authorised to adjust the outturn position for 2024/25
along with any corresponding adjustment to earmarked reserves as a direct result of any
recommendations made by the Council’s External Auditor during the course of their
audit activities relating to the Council’'s 2024/25 accounts; and

Officers, in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Housing and Planning, be
requested to continue to explore opportunities to support the Council in addressing the
increasing financial challenge associated with the demand for homelessness /
temporary accommodation, and to present reports to future meetings of Cabinet,
including the potential options associated with the possible levying of charges, balanced
against various issues such as the circumstances of those seeking support.

Reasons for Decision:

Having duly considered and noted the financial outturn position for 2024/25 and to allocate
the overall General Fund favourable outturn variance for 2024/25 and to agree a number of
proposed budget adjustments in 2025/26.

Alternative Options Considered:

These are broadly set out within the Portfolio Holder’s report.

Conflicts of Interest Declared
(and Dispensations Granted by the Monitoring Officer)

None

Consultation with Ward Member:



N/A

Contact Officer: Richard Barrett, Corporate Director (Finance and IT)

Date: Decision Maker: Subject to
Call-in*
25 July 2025 Cabinet Yes

SUBJECT OF DECISION:

Cabinet Members' Items - Report of the Economic Growth, Regeneration & Tourism Portfolio
Holder - A.6 - Acceptance of Funding from the Plan for Neighbourhoods Programme

Decision:
RESOLVED that —

(@) the updates on the new Plan for Neighbourhood programme which replaces the Long
Term Plan for Towns, and the ongoing role for Tendring District Council as the
Accountable Body be noted;

(b) the £200,000 Capacity payment (subject to the conditions on which the grant is made)
for the Plan for Neighbourhoods, offered by the Ministry of Housing, Communities, and
Local Government, which is formally expected to be provided on 31 July 2025, be
accepted;

(c) the allocation of £450,000, as proposed by the Clacton Town Board, be approved; and

(d) the Corporate Director (Place and Wellbeing) be authorised to approve variations of the
Plan for Neighbourhoods (including Long Term Plan for Towns) capacity payments,
upon receipt of minuted approval by the Clacton Town Board, and following consultation
with the Council’s Section 151 Officer.

Reasons for Decision:

Acknowledging that the Council was committed to building pride in the District, championing
the local environment and regenerating the area; that the funding provided by Government
under the Plan for Neighbourhoods would support the Council to implement its priorities in
Clacton; that the Council had agreed in March 2024 to take forward the programme’s
predecessor, Long Term Plan for Towns, in its highlight priorities for 2024-25; that the
planned physical improvements and regeneration initiatives in Clacton were ready to bring
substantial benefits not only to their residents but also to visitors from across the District and
beyond.

Alternative Options Considered:

Not accepting the capacity funding 2025/26

Not accepting this funding offer from Government would allow Officer time to be focused on
other projects and would reduce any financial or delivery risk to the Council being the



Accountable Body and assisting with the running of a long-term investment programme.
However, not accepting the funding would also reduce the opportunity for long term
investment in Clacton at a significant scale, with the benefits that will bring, and have a
negative reputational implication.

Not allocating the existing and new capacity funding

Not allocating the funding: The decision to allocate the funding has been made by the
independent Clacton Town Board; for which Tendring District Council acts as the
accountable body. Not allocating the funding in the way set out by the Board, without a
governance or procedural reason to do so, would impact project delivery, could damage the
relationship between TDC and the Board, and undermine the established Terms of
Reference and operation of the independent Board.

Conflicts of Interest Declared
(and Dispensations Granted by the Monitoring Officer)

None
Consultation with Ward Member:
N/A

Contact Officer: Lee Heley, Corporate Director (Place and Wellbeing)

Date: Decision Maker: Subject to
Call-in*
25 July 2025 Yes

SUBJECT OF DECISION:

Cabinet Members' Items - Report of the Housing and Planning Portfolio Holder - A.7 -
Adoption of Five Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plans

Decision:
RESOLVED that —
(a) the outcome of the consultation, as summarised within the report (A.7), be noted; and

(b) the formal adoption of the final Conservation Area Character Appraisal and
Management Plans for the following areas (found at Appendices A - E) be approved:-

» Ardleigh;

» Bradfield;

» Great Holland;

* Ramsey; and,

* Tendring Village.



Reasons for Decision:

In order to progress projects specifically identified in the Council’'s Heritage Strategy.
Alternative Options Considered:

To not formally adopt all or some of the Conservation Area Character Appraisal and
Management Plans. To take this approach would mean that the Council could not give
weight to the Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management Plans as a material
consideration in planning decisions. The Council’s ability to conserve and enhance the
District’s historic environment would be reduced.

Conflicts of Interest Declared
(and Dispensations Granted by the Monitoring Officer)

None
Consultation with Ward Member:
Yes

Contact Officer: Gary Guiver, Corporate Director (Planning and Community)

Date: Decision Maker: Subject to
Call-in*
25 July 2025 Cabinet Yes

SUBJECT OF DECISION:

Cabinet Members' Items - Report of the Housing and Planning Portfolio Holder - A.8 -
Consideration and Adoption of a Housing No Access Policy

Decision:

RESOLVED that —

(a) the Housing No Access Policy be adopted for implementation;

(b) the Corporate Director (Operations and Delivery) be authorised to make future updates
or amendments to the policy in consultation with the Portfolio Holder responsible for
Housing; and

(c) the policy will be reviewed every two years.

Reasons for Decision:

To ensure that the policy was appropriately adopted, in accordance with the Council’s
Constitution and to evidence compliance with regulatory standards.

Alternative Options Considered:



The policy is designed to assist the Council in meeting the Regulator of Social Housing’s
revised Consumer Standards which came into effect on 1 April 2024 as well as the
requirements and recommendations of the Housing Ombudsman. Failure to meet the
Consumer Standards could result in the Regulator using its enforcement powers which
include requiring a registered provider to submit a performance improvement plan or to take
particular actions set out in an enforcement notice. The Regulator will also be able to
authorise an appropriate person to enter a social housing premises to take emergency
remedial action and issue penalties or require the housing provider to pay compensation.
The absence of suitable and published policies makes the day-to-day operation of the
service more difficult with the potential for inconsistencies in approach and increases the
likelihood of complaints.

Conflicts of Interest Declared
(and Dispensations Granted by the Monitoring Officer)

None
Consultation with Ward Member:
N/A

Contact Officer: Tim Clarke, Assistant Director (Housing and Environment)

* The call-in procedure will not apply to a decision where the Chairman of the relevant
overview and scrutiny committee’s agreement has been obtained that any delay likely to be
caused by the call-in process would seriously prejudice the Council’s or the public’s interest,
(Rule 18 of the Overview and Scrutiny Procedure Rules) or any decision made where such
decision is to be referred to the Council or one of the overview and scrutiny committees for
their consideration.



