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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE RESOURCES AND SERVICES OVERVIEW 
AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE, 

HELD ON WEDNESDAY, 9TH JULY, 2025 AT 7.30 PM 
IN THE COMMITTEE ROOM, TOWN HALL, STATION ROAD, CLACTON-ON-SEA, 

CO15 1SE 
 

Present: Councillors P Honeywood (Chairman), M Cossens (Vice-Chairman), 
Bensilum, Goldman, Harris, Newton and Steady 

 

Also Present: Councillors M E Stephenson (Leader of the Council; Portfolio Holder 
for Finance & Governance), Kotz (Portfolio Holder for Assets & 
Community Safety and Baker (Portfolio Holder for Housing & 
Planning) 

In Attendance: Ian Davidson (Chief Executive), Lee Heley (Corporate Director 
(Place and Wellbeing) & Deputy Chief Executive), Lisa Hastings 
(Corporate Director (Law & Governance) & Monitoring Officer), 
Richard Barrett (Corporate Director (Finance and IT) & Section 151 
Officer), Katie Koppenaal (Democratic Services Officer) and 
Rebecca Catchpole (Leadership Support Officer) 

 
 

7. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND SUBSTITUTIONS  
 
Apologies for absence were received from the Deputy Leader of the Council and 
Portfolio Holder for Economic Growth, Regeneration and Tourism (Councillor I 
Henderson). Apologies were also received from Councillor J Henderson with no 
substitution.  
 

8. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING  
 
It was moved by Councillor Steady, seconded by Councillor Goldman and:- 
 
RESOLVED that the minutes of the last meeting of the Committee held on 4 June 2025 
be confirmed as a correct record and be signed by the Chairman. 
 
Note: Councillor Honeywood asked a question on whether ‘Autumn’ had been given as 
a response for the CCTV completion, at the last meeting, as the statement had not been 
recorded in the minutes, those Members who had been present could not confirm either 
way, and therefore, no amendment was made to the minutes. 
 

9. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
There were no Declarations of Interest made by Members on this occasion. 
 

10. QUESTIONS ON NOTICE PURSUANT TO COUNCIL PROCEDURE RULE 38  
 
No Questions on Notice pursuant to Council Procedure Rule 38 had been submitted by 
Members for this meeting. 
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11. REFERENCE FROM CABINET - A.1 - ANNUAL CAPITAL AND TREASURY 
STRATEGY FOR 2025-26  
 
The Corporate Director (Finance & IT) introduced the report and explained to the 
Committee the importance of Treasury Management to Local Authorities, especially 
considering challenges faced by other Councils over previous years.  
 
It was highlighted that due to the Council’s risk adverse approach, it had been largely 
unaffected by fallout with issues in Thurrock and other District Council’s. This had meant 
that the Council’s approach to Treasury and Capital Investment remained unchanged. 
The two main drivers for change were highlighted as being local change and changes to 
the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy’s (CIPFA) Prudential Code 
and the CIPFA Treasury Management Code of Practice. The Corporate Director 
(Finance & IT) reported the Council’s ‘quiet year’, which had meant the changes 
displayed in the strategy outlines, were limited.  
 
At its meeting held on 11 April 2025 (Minute 161 refers), the Cabinet had considered a 
report of the Corporate Finance and Governance Portfolio Holder (A.3) which had 
sought Cabinet’s agreement of the Annual Capital and Treasury Strategy for 2025/26 
(including Prudential and Treasury Indicators) for submission to Full Council.  
 
Within the Cabinet report referred to above, it had been highlighted that in terms of the 
reporting process associated with the Strategy, this would have ordinarily been based 
on obtaining the agreement of the Portfolio Holder for Corporate Finance and 
Governance for consultation with the Resources and Services Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee, following which it would have been submitted to Cabinet and then onto Full 
Council. However, due to the timetable of meetings and the continuing work pressures, 
including those associated with clearing the backlog of outstanding Statement of 
Accounts that had been due to external audit delays, a revised timescale had been 
proposed.  
 
This revised timescale had been based on seeking Cabinet’s agreement to the strategy 
along with a recommendation for it to be presented to Full Council for approval and 
adoption. In terms of consulting with the Resources and Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee, it had been proposed to undertake this as early as possible in 2025/26.  
 
It had been felt that the above reflected a pragmatic approach to ensure that the 
strategy could be approved ahead of the financial year it related to or as soon as 
possible thereafter. However, it had also recognised that if the Resources and Overview 
and Scrutiny Committee had any comments, which could also require further exploration 
/ investigation, then they could be considered and reported to Full Council later, where 
potential in-year revisions to the Strategy could be considered.  
 
In terms of the Cabinet meeting on 11 April 2025, it had been “RESOLVED that the 
Annual Capital and Treasury Strategy for 2025/26 (including Prudential and Treasury 
Indicators) be recommended to Full Council for its approval, acknowledging that 
consultation with the Resources and Services Overview and Scrutiny Committee will be 
undertaken during 2025/26, subject to inclusion within that Committee’s Work 
Programme.”  
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Full Council had duly considered the Strategy at its meeting held on 20 May 2025 
(Minute 33 refers) and had resolved: -  
 
“That the annual Capital and Treasury Strategy for 2025/26 (including Prudential and 
Treasury Indicators), as set out in Appendix A to the reference report (A.5), be approved 
and adopted.”  
 

Questions by Members: Answers: 

In relation to the ‘risk adverse approach’ 
that was mentioned, is this Officer led, 
Cabinet led, or a mixture of both? Have 
alternative approaches been 
considered? 

Richard Barrett – I would describe it as 
a joint position between myself, Senior 
Managers, and Cabinet Members. 
 
Ian Davidson – The success we have 
had with Treasury Management is down 
to risk management, but we are also led 
by Government guidance on what we 
can and can’t invest in. It is a Member 
decision, but the reason Members have 
Officers is to provide professional 
advice. 
 

In terms of the Capital Strategy and 
economy forecasting, how do we 
foresee Government decisions 
impacting our District? There is also a 
mention in the report of Section 106 
money. Considering the new local plan 
and surge for building, is there a 
process within planning that can be 
updated that would mean obtaining 
S106 money sooner? 

Richard Barrett - Planning adhere to 
statutory deadlines when dealing with 
planning applications, so in my view, the 
mechanism to deal with planning 
permissions within a set deadline, is 
already in place.  
 
Ian Davidson – In relation to the 
vagaries of planning for the budgeting, 
this would affect the revenue budget as 
opposed to the Capital Strategy. We 
have seen increased costs in things like 
labour and materials, therefore within 
certain projects, the costs may increase.   
Regarding S106 money, some 
authorities do lose S106 money due to 
not having used it within a certain 
timeframe. For reassurance, this is not 
the case with TDC.  
  
Lisa Hastings - S106 money would not 
improve the Council's cashflow as it is 
ringfenced for the purposes for which it 
is received.  
 

The Capital Programme spans several 
years and contains a mix of individual 
schemes. Do you think that is a 
problem, and if so, how would we 
mitigate that? Is achieving best value for 

Ian Davidson – For differentiation, the 
Capital Programme and Annual Capital 
Strategy is about what we do with our 
capital, whereas the Capital Programme 
is what we do with spending. In terms of 
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residents going to become an issue? spending, it is about the speed in which 
we can deliver projects. A lot of the 
money involved in these projects is not 
our money; it comes from various types 
of funding. 
 

In terms of expenditure in relation to 
homelessness in the District, can we 
look at building more facilities like 
Spendells to save on costs upon project 
completion? Is any of the strategy going 
to be affected by LGR in terms of 
forecast? 

Ian Davidson – In terms of the wider 
issue around homelessness and that 
investment, we are looking at a number 
of options, which is not suitable to be 
broadcast currently. Spendells has 
saved a considerable amount of money, 
and homelessness in terms of spot 
purchasing as well as the families 
involved, is not the best thing to do. For 
these reasons, to be investigating the 
next investment opportunities is the 
right thing. Due to the Council not 
carrying external debt and still delivering 
on things like Spendells and therefore it 
is reducing our commitment to our 
revenue budget, means that the gearing 
for that borrowing is even greater. LGR 
is likely to have an effect, however, we 
have been tasked by Council to put the 
Council in the best possible position and 
looking at some of those things, we will 
be seeking to carry them out before 
2028. 
 

Regarding the new waste contract and 
the additional funding of between two 
and four million pounds per annum, 
where is the money coming from? 
Looking at the books, the money is 
potentially coming from reserves. 

Richard Barrett – As in the Cabinet 
report, there are various options we 
could take. The wording in the report 
refers to ‘One off funding' which could 
mean taking money from reserves. It 
could also mean rediverting cash from 
other places. The 3-year contract gives 
a lot more stability but until the figure is 
known, it is difficult to say exactly where 
the money will come from. Once we 
understand that figure, the report that 
will come back to Cabinet will outline 
and itemise where the money is coming 
from.  
 

If the tender for Carnarvon Terrace 
comes in above the £20 million budget, 
what would happen? Where would the 
funds come from? It is a concern that 
we may be overcommitting financially. 
Is there the headroom for this? 

Richard Barrett - The key milestone is to 
obtain the figures. The risk level is then 
assessed and of course, there is still the 
option not to go ahead with the project if 
need be.  
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Which one is coming back first? Richard Barrett – Based on timescales, 
I understand that the Waste Contract 
figures would be received first.  
 

Upon introduction of the report, it was 
mentioned that one of the main changes 
to the Strategy is the way that we 
handle leases. Please could you 
elaborate on this?  

Richard Barrett – It is a very technical 
change and does not make any 
difference to the Council’s financial 
position. The change in rules mean that 
operating leases must now be brought 
on to balance sheets, whereas 
previously we would pay them off and 
they would not be required to. The 
operational lease payment has been 
replaced with a notional interest and 
principal, so nothing changes with what 
we are producing, just what is on paper 
and balance sheets.  
 

 
It was moved my Councillor Harris, seconded by Councillor Steady and RESOLVED 
that the Committee:- 
 

(a) thanks Officers for the work dedicated to the Annual Capital and Treasury 
Strategy; and 

(b) recommends to Cabinet that Councillors be provided with a detailed briefing 
beforehand prior to considering this item in future 

 
12. REPORT OF THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL - A.2 - UPDATE ON CORPORATE 

PROJECTS  
 
It was reported that this report of the Leader of the Council had implemented the 
commitment given at the 17 December 2024 meeting of the Committee by the Leader 
(Minute 64 referred) to “pull together a comprehensive list of all of TDC’s current 
projects” and to have submitted these at a meeting of the Committee. The list had 
originally been submitted to the 14 April 2025 meeting of the Committee. However, the 
Leader had submitted his apologies as he could not himself attend that meeting. 
Consequently, the Committee had deferred consideration of the report submitted. 
Following letters between this Committee’s Chairman and the Leader, it had been 
agreed that the Leader would attend this meeting of the Committee on 1 July 2025 to 
review progress with the projects. Appendix B to that report had been updated from that 
submitted to the 14 April 2025 meeting.  
 
Members were reminded that the 14 April 2025 meeting of the Committee had also 
considered the outcome of the Chief Executive’s internal report, through Internal Audit, 
of the issues around unauthorised expenditure associated with the works at Spendells 
House (in Walton-on-the-Naze) to provide 32 rooms for temporary accommodation for 
homeless families. Although that report had been solely that of the Chief Executive, the 
Committee had considered that there were matters that it wanted to address to the 
Leader. Through that report, the opportunity had been provided for the Committee to 
ask those questions. 
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Questions by Members: Answers: 

Given the impending inevitable LGR 
impact, are we trying to stretch 
ourselves too far to deliver the 
Carnarvon Terrace project? 

Councillor Mark Stephenson – Despite it 
being the biggest current project that 
TDC are running, I do not think we are 
overstretching. The Project Delivery 
Unit are delivering this project, and 
updates are provided regularly, the next 
one being in five days. As we have 
been discussing, there is always an 
element of risk with larger projects, 
however, until the price comes in, we 
are not able to fully risk assess the 
project. 
 

Following the presentation we 
previously received from them, can we 
be given an update on Spendells from 
the Project Development Unit (PDU)? 

Councillor Mark Stephenson – We will 
liaise with Officers to provide an update 
for an All Member Briefing as soon as 
possible. 
 

There have been concerns with 
overspends on projects. How can we be 
reassured that issues won't repeat 
themselves? What due diligence is in 
place? What changes of process have 
been put in place to ensure that the 
same mistakes aren't made? 

Councillor Mark Stephenson - The 
problem with the overspend on 
Spendells was not in the process, it was 
that the process was ignored. We now 
have a document implemented as part 
of the process that ensures processes 
such as Finance, Governance and 
Decisions, are all followed, which the 
PDU have provided. Also, all projects 
have a project lead, and the reports now 
have a higher level of detail, showing 
how up to date we are. Following the 
issues with Spendells, this has 
prompted more inquisition on projects 
being delivered. 
Ian Davidson - When an officer makes a 
significant error, there have been 
processes that have been completed 
and there have been ramifications. The 
reassurance is in that when the 
processes aren't followed, there are 
measures in place, which we have seen 
unfold and outcomes as a result of that. 
 

What was it that made the £380,000 up, 
for example, was it things that were not 
picked up on the original specification? 

Ian Davidson - This has been previously 
discussed and answered and was 
contained within the report that I 
submitted to the Committee in April 
2025. 
 

There are some projects listed that the 
Project Delivery Unit are overseeing, 

Lee Heley – Primarily, the PDU is 
overseeing the projects being funded by 
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and some they are not. What are the 
criteria for this? 

the MHCLG (Ministry of Housing, 
Communities and Local Government). 
 

Would Spendells have been overseen 
by the PDU had it been in place at the 
time? 

Ian Davidson – It is a possibility, but it is 
impossible to say definitively because 
we did not have it in place at the time. 
 

Is there any reassurance that Portfolio 
Holders can give us from a lessons 
learned perspective? 

Councillor Peter Kotz - Every time I 
meet with Officers, the first thing to be 
discussed is risk management and risk 
mitigation. That is a standing item 
purely because the one thing we can do 
when assessing ongoing projects is to 
minimise risk by asking these questions. 
By having these questions answered it 
allows me the knowledge to make the 
best decisions. 
 
Councillor Andy Baker - I will be asking 
some very searching questions at the 
very beginning of the process. Mistakes 
have been made, and we have learned 
from them. What has happened before, 
will form parts of questions and 
discussions that will be had through the 
process. 
 
Councillor Mark Stephenson - Every 
project has risks, but there are projects 
such as the award-winning Sunspot and 
Honeycroft that have been a success, 
which are not spoken about. It is worth 
remembering that Spendells still came 
through and is providing support for our 
residents, having had a minimum of 27 
families gone through and now in their 
own homes. This is something to be 
proud of. Risk is part of it, but we can't 
make it the enemy, otherwise we won't 
do anything. 
 
 

Looking at Spendells from a Cabinet 
perspective, the oversights came to light 
on 8th February 2024, but Cabinet didn’t 
know until the end of February 2024, 
why not? 

Councillor Mark Stephenson – A written 
response will be provided. 

What action did the Portfolio Holder 
take at the time? 

Councillor Andy Baker - Conversations 
were had with the Corporate Director 
and the Leader to question what we 
knew, how we had planned to deal with 
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it, and how it was going to be done, but 
until the full report was received in May, 
and we knew exactly what the cost was, 
I was in a position to possibly mislead 
this Committee or the Cabinet.  
I have weekly meetings with my 
Corporate Director and Director for 
Planning and Community and Spendells 
was top of the agenda every week. 
 

The list set out a vast amount of 
exciting, diverse and beneficial projects 
across the District and I feel the Cabinet 
should be commended for the work they 
are doing. Do you agree? 
  

Councillor Mark Stephenson - I do 
agree. There are 54 projects and over 
£60 million being spent. There are also 
a lot of other daily tasks that Officers 
and Cabinet Members face alongside 
the management of these projects 
. 

Are we still going to be looking for new 
sources of funding as the Councils 
merge? If we do get the funding, how do 
we assure that the funding stays in 
Tendring and doesn't get spent 
elsewhere? 

Councillor Mark Stephenson - When we 
take on funding, we must ensure it 
meets our Core Priorities and make 
sure we have capacity and that time 
scales can be met. We are very good at 
partnership working and we are already 
working with who we anticipate being 
the Councils that will form our new 
Unitary Authority. This is something I 
feel the Committee should take forward 
as part of the LGR discussions as 
currently it is impossible to say how 
specific things will be affected. 
  
Ian Davidson – Regarding isolated 
funding to individual areas, when we get 
funding, it is usually specified for a 
particular project. In terms of local 
funding, there is already a lot of work 
going into these discussions. I have 
spoken with Town and Parish Councils 
as well as external groups, to begin to 
explore what may be possible at a local 
level, however, there is still a lot of work 
to be done between now and 2028. 
 

Is there any money available to help us 
work with Town and Parish councils and 
other organisations? 

Ian Davidson - It depends on the 
project. It will be a mixture but whatever 
we do, it will take the capacity of the 
organisation to do it. We will continue to 
work with organisations going into LGR 
because it is going to be so important. 
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The meeting was adjourned for approximately 40 minutes at this stage for the 
Committee to consider their recommendations to Cabinet.  
 
Councillors Stephenson, Baker and Kotz, as well as Ian Davidson, Richard Barrett and 
Lee Heley, left the meeting at this point. 
 
Upon the resumption of the meeting it was moved by Councillor Bensilum, seconded by 
Councillor Harris and RESOLVED that the Committee recommend to Cabinet that:- 
 

(a) due to the reliance on the newly established Project Delivery Unit for the larger 
Capital Delivery projects, Cabinet should give consideration to how non-Project 
Delivery Units projects are being managed and risk assessed;  

(b) the criteria for projects within the Project Delivery Unit currently depends upon its 
funding source, Cabinet is requested to confirm this and consider expanding the 
scope of the Project Delivery Unit to other Capital Delivery Projects; 

(c) Cabinet members should be reminded of their roles and responsibilities on 
managing projects, budget controls and risk assessments; and  

(d) Cabinet should give consideration to not only risk management in relation to the 
individual projects but the totality of what Cabinet is seeking to seeking to 
achieve, based on the projects list presented to the Committee.   

 
 The meeting was declared closed at 9.46 pm  
  

 
 

Chairman 
 

 


