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Supplement 1

Dear Councillor

ORDINARY COUNCIL - WEDNESDAY, 5TH DECEMBER, 2018

I am now able to enclose, for consideration on Wednesday, 5th December, 2018 meeting of the 
Ordinary Council, the following reports that were unavailable when the agenda was printed.

Agenda No Item

4. Minutes of the previous meeting  (Pages 3 - 16)

8. Committee Chairs Reports and Members Questions  (Pages 17 - 24)

9. Housing Repairs and Maintenance Contract  (Pages 25 - 32)

10. Response to Lower Thames Crossing Consultation ((October-December 2018)  
(Pages 33 - 46)

12. Treasury Management Activity Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP) Policy  
(Pages 47 - 54)

Yours sincerely

Public Document Pack
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Minutes

Ordinary Council
Wednesday, 14th November, 2018

Attendance

Cllr Mrs Murphy (Mayor)
Cllr Parker (Deputy Mayor)
Cllr Aspinell
Cllr Barrett
Cllr Bridge
Cllr Chilvers
Cllr Cloke
Cllr Mrs Davies
Cllr Mrs Fulcher
Cllr Haigh
Cllr Hirst
Cllr Mrs Hones
Cllr Hossack
Cllr Keeble
Cllr Kendall
Cllr Kerslake
Cllr McCheyne
Cllr McLaren

Cllr Mrs McKinlay
Cllr Mrs Middlehurst
Cllr Morrissey
Cllr Mynott
Cllr Naylor
Cllr Nolan
Cllr Poppy
Cllr Mrs Pound
Cllr Reed
Cllr Ms Rowlands
Cllr Russell
Cllr Ms Sanders
Cllr Mrs Slade
Cllr Tierney
Cllr Trump
Cllr Tumbridge
Cllr Wiles

Apologies

Cllr Barrell 
Cllr Morrisey 
Cllr Russell  

Officers Present

Philip Ruck - Chief Executive
Steve Summers - Chief Operating Officer
Kim Anderson - Partnership, Leisure and Funding Manager
Philip Drane - Director of Strategic Planning
Claire Mayhew - Corporate and Democratic Services Manager
Lorne Spicer - Business Development and PR Manager

-

 Nara Dima                         -          Paralegal
Jacqueline Van 
Mellaerts

- Chief Financial Officer
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Chris Leslie - Executive Director of Commercial Services
Tracey Lilley - Enforcement Manager

190. Apologies for Absence 

Apologies were received from Cllrs Barrell, Morrissey and Russell.

191. Declarations of Interest 

No declarations were made at this stage.

192. Mayors Announcements 

The Mayor advised Members of the large number of engagements 
undertaken since the last Ordinary Council in June.

193. Presentation for Honorary Titles 

Presentations were made to past Councillors, Mr David Tee and Mr Alan 
Davies as “Honorary Aldermen” conferred in recognition of eminent past 
services to the Council under section 249 of the Local Government Act 1972.  

Both Alderman Tee and Alderman Davies were honoured to be recognised for 
this award and proud to accept the Honorary Title.

194. Minutes of the previous meeting 

The Minutes of the last meeting held on 27th June 2018 were approved as a 
true record.

195. Minutes of the 8.11.18 Extraordinary Council meeting 

The Minutes of the Extraordinary Council meeting held on 8th November 2018 
were agreed subject to the comment made on Page 196 where Members 
agreed to amend the process after 2300 hrs and end the meeting at 0030.   
Therefore, no debate would take place. Cllr Bridge asked for the Minutes to 
be amended to reflect this as at present it states a full debate took place after 
the process had changed.

Cllr Tumbridge asked for an explanation of the Minutes of the Extraordinary 
Council meeting held on 8th November 2018 on Page 191 where it states at 
Amendment 15 that the amendment was carried thus negating amendments 4 
and 15.  As Cllr Tumbridge understands, that is not constitutionally correct nor 
within the structure of the Council when they are standalone motions.  
Motions are consequential and will be negated depending on the 
circumstances of the way they go through.  Cllr Tumbridge asked why that 
decision was taken.
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Ms Dutton, Legal Adviser, advised that where there was a motion that 
Members accepted, then a subsequent motion would negate the subsequent 
motions that were being considered, and the motions would be taken as 
negated and not voted upon.

196. Public Questions 

Two public questions had been received and were put to and responded to 
the meeting as follows:

Mrs Gearon-Simm submitted the following question:

“The Local Government financial settlement will change in 2020 and the 
development of the Association of South Essex Authorities is not known.

Brentwood, Basildon, Thurrock, Southend, Castle Point and Rochford have 
between them over half the population of Essex County in approximately one 
fifth of the area.

How will our independent community values be supported?”

Cllr Mrs McKinlay responded as follows:

“I was somewhat unsure about the relationship between the three paragraphs 
so forgive me if I don’t answer in its entirely but will do my best.

The funding of Local Government is indeed changing as it has in the last 
decade.  We all know we are receiving less from the Government in terms of 
grant and are looking at alternative ways we can ensure we can receive 
necessary funding to deliver necessary services to residents.  Regarding the 
Association of South Essex Local Authorities or ASELA, that is a Grouping of 
the local authorities in the South of the County coming together to look at 
infrastructure growth development, physical or economic, to ensure we are 
working together, ignoring the municipal boundaries, for the benefit of the 
region.  However, what that means in terms of local decision making is that it 
does not affect that.  As a Council, the constitution we work to, our 
responsibilities remain the same and ASELA is not threatening that.  When 
we talk about the independent community values at independent council 
meetings, we will see in terms of decision making we are constantly looking at 
the vision and future of our borough, and that will be reflected in the policies 
that we put together and pass through the democratic process.  I do not 
believe we are at odds with each other.   We know there is a financial 
challenge, but some of those challenges can be met by coming together in a 
sensible way, and as mentioned at last Full Council we came together to put 
forward a bid to Government around the provision of broadband for the 
region.  That is a sensible joined up way we work together, but very different 
in the way we get things done as a Local Authority.”
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Mr Barrett submitted the following questions:

“The Council has been keen to promote the benefits of ‘Free First 30 minutes’ 
Parking. Why does this not apply on Sundays in car parks such as William 
Hunter Way and Coptfold Road?

Why is parking on Sundays free in the Chatham Way car park, yet charges 
apply at the other town centre car parks?”

Cllr Mrs McKinlay responded as follows:

“You are correct it does not apply to Sundays.  You may be aware that there 
was a flat rate £1 rate from 0600 to 1900 which applied on Sundays and that 
was put in place in response to requests from residents, partly those living in 
the area, partly from those using the car parks in the Town Centre on a 
Sunday.  We constantly review the charges and benchmark them against 
other local authorities and as part of the budget setting process that will 
happen again this year.  There will be a cost to that, but that will be looked at 
in the usual way.”

197. Memorials or Petitions 

Two petitions were received from Cllrs Mrs McKinlay and Mrs Davies relating 
to homelessness.  

198. Variation in the order of the Agenda

The Mayor proposed, and it was agreed to vary the order of the agenda and 
consider item 11, Time to Change Employer Pledge next.

199. Time to Change Employer Pledge

Ms Yvonne Edge, Regional Coordinator from Time to Change, gave a short 
presentation thanking Brentwood Borough Council for their support and 
dedication to this campaign and in promoting the well-being of their 
employees.

The Time to Change Employer Pledge sets out Brentwood Borough Council’s 
commitment to change how we think and act about mental health in the 
workplace and make sure that employees who are facing these problems feel 
supported. To support the Time to Change Employer Pledge an action plan 
has been submitted to Time to Change to review, provide feedback and be 
agreed. This action plan is set out in Appendix A of this report. Subject to 
Members support the pledge board was signed at the meeting. 
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Cllr Mrs McKinlay    MOVED   and Cllr Hossack   SECONDED    the 
recommendation in the report and following a discussion a vote was taken on 
a show of hands and it was

RESOLVED UNANIMOUSLY

1. That Members support the Time to Change Employer Pledge, and 
that delegated authority is given to the Chief Executive to sign the 
pledge board on behalf of Brentwood Borough Council. 

Reasons for Recommendation
All elected Members are signed up to be Mental Health Champions and 
Brentwood Borough Council is committed to promoting good mental health in 
the workplace. By supporting the Time to Change ethos, the Council will 
challenge stigma and discrimination surrounding mental health illness to 
promote the wellbeing of all of the employees. The Council will do this by 
appointing staff champions who will raise awareness of mental health in the 
workplace at campaign events, by embedding wellbeing in our policies, 
promoting a culture of conversation with our managers, and making 
information, advice and support easily accessible and readily available for 
everyone.

200. Committee Chairs Reports and Members Questions 

In accordance with the Council’s Constitution, a brief written report by each 
committee Chair covering their area of responsibility is included in the 
agenda.

Any Member is entitled to ask a Chair a written oral question on 

(a) Any matter included in a Chair’s written report
(b) Any matter in relation to which the Council has powers or 

duties or which affected the Council’s area, and which fell within the 
area of responsibility of the Chair’s committee.

However, as the Chairs’ reports were circulated on the day of the meeting, no 
written questions had been received before the prescribed deadline the Chairs 
responded to oral questions put to them by Members.

In response to a question from Cllr Tumbridge the Leader, Cllr Mrs McKinlay, 
advised that the Legal Services spend for 01.01.2017 to 31.12.2017 was: 
£52,200.25 and £134,572.07 for 01.01.2018 to 01.10.2018. This expenditure 
covered procurement of Repairs & Maintenance contract, Joint Venture 
procurement work, Local Development Plan legal advice. In addition the 
Council has a Legal shared service arrangement with Barking & Dagenham 
Council and have paid them: c £180k and c£100k respectively for the years 
requested. 
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Cllr McKinlay advised that the information relating to summary of transactions 
over £1500 for Legal Services for the periods 01/01/2017 to 31/12/2017 and 
01/01/18 to 01/10/18 will be provided to the member outside of the committee. 
This information is attached to these minutes.

201. Brentwood Town Centre Design Guide Consultation 

The Council published the Brentwood Town Centre Design Plan in November 
2017, which identified further work required to consider design guidance for all 
development proposals in the Town Centre.  

The Council’s strategy for sustainable growth through the emerging Local 
Development Plan identifies Brentwood Town Centre’s potential to intensify, 
accommodate new development, and meet projected demands for a range of 
uses.  However, it is important that new development contributes to creating a 
coherent Town Centre, ensuring that unique aspects and character are 
respected and retained.  

The Draft Brentwood Town Centre Design Guide (Appendix A) aims to 
provide the necessary tools to help with decision-making for new development 
in the Town Centre.  It proposes that new developments should adhere to its 
design guidelines to enhance and improve the setting of the town.  

For the Design Guide to be adopted as a Supplementary Planning Document 
(SPD), public consultation is required in line with national policy, guidance, 
and regulations.

Cllr Mrs McKinlay    MOVED   and Cllr Kerslake   SECONDED    the 
recommendation in the report and following a discussion a vote was taken on 
a show of hands and it was   RESOLVED 

1. That the Council approve the Draft Brentwood Town Centre Design 
Guide Supplementary Planning Document (Appendix A), to be 
subject to a period of public consultation in line with national 
policy and guidance.

Reasons for Recommendation
The increasing pressures that Brentwood Town Centre is under and evidence 
in recent years of increased development activity and planning applications, 
suggest the need for design guidance that can help protect, retain and 
enhance the local character.  For this reason, the Brentwood Town Centre 
Design Guide has been produced.
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For the Design Guide to be adopted as a Supplementary Planning Document, 
public consultation is required in line with national policy, guidance, and 
regulations.

At present, the published national Planning Practice Guidance note for Local 
Plans Paragraph 028 (Reference ID: 12-028-20140306), sets out that 
“supplementary planning documents should be prepared only where 
necessary and in line with paragraph 153 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF).”

Paragraph 153 of the NPPF sets out that “each local planning authority should 
produce a Local Plan for its area.  This can be reviewed in whole or in part to 
respond flexibly to changing circumstances.  Any additional development plan 
documents should only be used where clearly justified.  Supplementary 
planning documents should be used where they can help applicants make 
successful applications or aid infrastructure delivery and should not be used 
to add unnecessarily to the financial burdens on development.”

Regulations 11 to 16 (Part 5) of the Town and Country Planning (Local 
Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 set out the requirements for producing 
Supplementary Planning Documents.

202. Notices of Motion 

Five Notices of Motion have been submitted in accordance with Rule 3 in Part 
4.1 of the Constitution - Council Procedure Rules and are listed in order of the 
date received.

1.  Cllr Barrett had submitted the following Notice of 
Motion which he   MOVED   and Cllr Keeble   SECONDED   the motion. 

This council notes that:

Last year 1,230 young people (aged 16 or over) left the care of their Essex 
County Council and began the difficult transition out of care and into 
adulthood. 

A 2016 report by The Children’s Society found that when care leavers move 
into independent accommodation, they begin to manage their own budget 
fully for the first time. The report showed that care leavers can find this 
extremely challenging and with no family to support them and insufficient 
financial education, are falling into debt and financial difficulty.

Research from The Centre for Social Justice found that over half (57%) of 
young people leaving care have difficulty managing their money and avoiding 
debt when leaving care.
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There are statutory corporate parenting responsibilities towards young people 
who have left care up until the age of 25.

The Children and Social Work Act 2017 places corporate parenting 
responsibilities on district councils for the first time, requiring them to have 
regard to children in care and care leavers when carrying out their functions.

This council believes that:

To ensure that the transition from care to adult life is as smooth as possible, 
and to mitigate the chances of care leavers falling into debt as they begin to 
manage their own finances, they should be exempt from paying council tax 
until they are 25.

Care leavers are a particularly vulnerable group for council tax debt.

This council, therefore, resolves:

To exempt care leavers in the Borough of Brentwood from council tax at 
the earliest opportunity through an appropriate Budget mechanism.

To write to the county council’s Leader and Director of Children’s Services 
to urge them to use their convening powers and expertise in corporate 
parenting to work with all council tax collecting authorities within the 
county area to exempt all care leavers in the county from council tax up to 
the age of 25, sharing any arising costs proportionately.’

Following a full discussion, a vote was taken on a show of hands and the 
MOTION was   LOST.

(Cllrs Aspinall, Mrs McKinlay and Kendall all declared a non-pecuniary 
interest as they are all County Council Corporate Parent.)

2. Cllr Parker had submitted a notice of motion 
proposing the erection of a plaque at the newly renovated Town Hall 
commemorating the bravery and devotion to duty during the first World 
War of Sgt William Merrifield VC who had been born in Brentwood.  
However, in view of a plaque honouring Sgt Merrifield already having 
been installed on the War Memorial, Cllr Parker withdrew his motion.

3. Cllr Kendall submitted the following Notice of Motion 
which he   MOVED   and Cllr Chilvers   SECONDED      the motion. 

"The members of Brentwood Borough Council call upon the Government 
to legislate for a "Peoples Vote" on the final Brexit deal and to include 
the option of remaining in the EU on the ballot paper".
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Cllr McKinlay raised concerns regarding the timing of this motion as the final 
Brexit deal was still in the process of being finalised and none of the Members 
had been able to consider the deal and therefore not equipped to move the 
motion forward.

Cllr Kerslake   MOVED    a motion 8.3.12 to move to the vote and proceed to 
the next item of business and this was    SECONDED   by Cllr Rowlands.

A vote was taken by a show of hands and it was   RESOLVED    to proceed to 
the next item of business.

Cllr Kendall requested whether if he withdrew the motion would he then be 
able to move the same motion at the next Full Council in December.  Cllr 
Kendall was advised that he would not be able to move the motion at the next 
Full Council as it would fall within the six-month rule.

A vote was taken by a show of hands and it was   RESOLVED    to proceed to 
the next item of business.

A recorded vote was taken, and members voted as follows:

FOR:  Cllrs Aspinell, Barrett, Chilvers, Davies, Fulcher, Haigh, Kendall, 
Mynott, Naylor
AGAINST: Cllrs Murphy, Parker, Bridge, Cloke, Hirst, Hones, Hossack, 
Kerslake, McCheyne, McLaren, McKinlay, Middlehurst, Nolan, Poppy, Pound, 
Reed, Rowlands, Sanders, Slade, Tierney, Trump, Tumbridge, Wiles
ABSTAIN:  Cllr Keeble

The    MOTION   was   LOST.

4. Cllr Davies had submitted the following Notice of 
Motion which she   MOVED   and Cllr Aspinell    SECONDED      the 
motion. 

‘This council ensures all members are DBS (Disclosure & Barring 
Service) checked following the mandatory safeguarding members 
training.  The DBS chief executive states the importance of safeguarding 
linked to DBS to keep the public safe. In the course of councillors’ duties, 
we visit and assist elderly and vulnerable residents in their homes hence 
we need to be giving the public the reassurance of the councils high 
standards and good practice’.

Cllr Hirst was in support of the motion and proposed an amendment to 
change the wording:
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This council encourages all members to be DBS (Disclosure & Barring 
Service) checked following the mandatory safeguarding members 
training, subject to DBS agreement.  The DBS chief executive states 
the importance of safeguarding linked to DBS to keep the public safe. In 
the course of councillors’ duties, we visit and assist elderly and 
vulnerable residents in their homes hence we need to be giving the 
public the reassurance of the councils high standards and good 
practice’.

This amendment was accepted on the basis that all Members who are 
checked make it public knowledge that they have undergone the DBS 
checking process, but that the detail remain confidential.

Following further discussion Cllr Mrs McKinlay proposed an additional 
sentence to the amendment which calls for a report to be submitted to Policy, 
Performance & Resources Committee in February to look at the budget 
implications and review all the issues that had been raised.  If the motion is 
then taken forward this should be implemented in May after the elections, so 
all Councillors can be checked.

Mrs Davies accepted both the amendments.

Following a full discussion, a vote was taken on a show of hands and the 
MOTION   was   CARRIED as follows:

‘This council encourages all members to be DBS (Disclosure & Barring 
Service) checked following the mandatory safeguarding members 
training, subject to DBS agreement.  The DBS chief executive states the 
importance of safeguarding linked to DBS to keep the public safe. In the 
course of councillors’ duties, we visit and assist elderly and vulnerable 
residents in their homes hence we need to be giving the public the 
reassurance of the council’s high standards and good practice.  A report 
will be taken to Policy, Projects and Resources Committee in January, 
and if taken forward will be implementation in May 2019.’

5. Cllr Aspinell had submitted the following Notice of Motion which he   
MOVED   and Cllr Mynott   SECONDED      the motion. 

‘This Council resolves to urge Essex County Council to access 
Government Infrastructure funding (probably SELEP monies) for the 
purpose of creating a subway footpath underneath the A12 from the 
Brentwood Centre car park and acquiring the necessary land to 
construct a new footpath from the subway to a point in Sawyers Hall 
Lane.  This facility would provide a much needed drop off/collection 
point for coaches and other vehicles transporting parents, guardians 
and students to/from the schools in Sawyers Hall Lane.’

Following a full discussion Cllr Kerslake proposed an amendment:
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‘This council is delighted to work with Essex County Council to 
investigate funding to access Government Infrastructure funding 
(probably SELEP monies) for the purpose of creating a subway footpath 
underneath the A12 from the Brentwood Centre car park and acquiring 
the necessary land to construct a new footpath from the subway to a 
point in Sawyers Hall Lane.  This facility would provide a much needed 
drop off/collection point for coaches and other vehicles transporting 
parents, guardians and students to/from the schools in Sawyers Hall 
Lane, and this council wishes to explore how best this important piece of 
infrastructure can be delivered.’

Cllr Aspinell accepted the amendment.

A vote was taken on a show of hands and the MOTION   was   CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY.

(Cllr Mrs McKinlay declared a pecuniary interest as portfolio holder of 
Resources at Essex County Council and left the meeting.  Cllr Reed declared 
a non-pecuniary interest as an employee of Brentwood Leisure Trust (BLT) 
and left the meeting. Non-pecuniary interests were also declared from Cllrs 
Nolan, McLaren, Rowlands and Kerslake as Trustees of BLT.

203. Urgent Business 

There were no items of urgent business.  The meeting ended at 22.05.
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2017 Summary of Transactions over £1500

Supplier Area of Advice Total 
Clive Moys Planning 15,045.00
Mr Paul Shadarevian LDP 9,200.00
Sharpe Pritchard LDP 3,000.00
Stewart Law Solicitors Human Resources 2,500.00
Trowers + Hamlins Llp Shared Services 13,732.75

2018 Summary of Transactions over £1500

Supplier Area of Advice Total 
Anthony Collins Solicitors Corporate Governance Advice and training 20,994.58
Bevan Brittan Llp Corporate Governance Advice and training 2,300.00
Sharpe Pritchard Asset Regeneration and WOC 68,504.50
Trowers + Hamlins Llp R&M Procurement & Contract 27,107.33

2017 transactions over £1500

Supplier Name Department Nett Value
Clive Moys Planning 7,960.00
Clive Moys Planning 7,085.00
Mr Paul Shadarevian Planning - LDP 5,600.00
Mr Paul Shadarevian Planning - LDP 1850
Mr Paul Shadarevian Planning - LDP 1750
Sharpe Pritchard Planning - LDP 3000
Stewart Law Solicitors Human Resources 2500
Trowers + Hamlins Llp Section 101 frameworks 13732.75

2018 transactions over £1500

Supplier Name Department Nett Value
Anthony Collins Solicitors Corporate Governance Advice and training 6,424.50
Anthony Collins Solicitors Corporate Governance Advice and training 4,201.20
Anthony Collins Solicitors Corporate Governance Advice and training 4,138.50
Anthony Collins Solicitors Corporate Governance Advice and training 2,379.00
Anthony Collins Solicitors Corporate Governance Advice and training 2,310.88
Anthony Collins Solicitors Corporate Governance Advice and training 1,540.50
Bevan Brittan Llp Corporate Governance Advice and training 2,300.00
Sharpe Pritchard Asset Regeneration program 16,074.00
Sharpe Pritchard Asset Regeneration program 12,300.00
Sharpe Pritchard Asset Regeneration program 9,705.00
Sharpe Pritchard Asset Regeneration program 9,074.50
Sharpe Pritchard Asset Regeneration program 5,910.00
Sharpe Pritchard Asset Regeneration program 5,460.00
Sharpe Pritchard Asset Regeneration program 4,335.00
Sharpe Pritchard Wholly Owned Company 2,016.00
Sharpe Pritchard Contract Management 1,992.00
Sharpe Pritchard Asset Regeneration program 1,638.00
Trowers + Hamlins Llp R&M Procurement and Contract 16,623.00
Trowers + Hamlins Llp R&M Procurement and Contract 6,383.90
Trowers + Hamlins Llp Section 101 Framework 2,542.45
Trowers + Hamlins Llp Section 101 Framework 1,557.98
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5 December  2018

Ordinary Council 

Members’ Questions on Chairs’ Reports

Report of:   Philip Ruck – Chief Executive

Wards Affected: All

This report is:   Public

1. Executive Summary

1.1 In accordance with the Council’s Constitution a brief written report by each 
committee Chair covering their area of responsibility is provided for Members’ 
information at each Ordinary Council meeting.

1.2 Any Member may ask a Chair a written or oral question on
(a)  any matter included in a Chair’s written report; or
(b) any matter in relation to which the Council has powers or duties or which 
affects the Council’s area and which falls within the area of responsibility of 
the Chair’s committee.

1.3 Cllr Chilvers has submitted the following two questions:

1.    In June, Brentwood Council agreed that it would become a “zero 
tolerance borough” as far as parking in blue badge spaces by non-blue 
badge holders was concerned. Unfortunately, several issues persist with able 
bodied drivers abusing the blue badge spaces with no consequences. Can 
the Leader please outline exactly what steps have been taken to ensure the 
council’s decision is implemented throughout the borough.
 
2.    Thousands of people with a multitude of disabilities rely on Registered 
Assistance Dogs to live independently however with stories of handlers and 
their dogs being refused access to shops, services and taxis, discrimination 
exists as many people still only recognise guide dogs as Assistance Dogs. 
Would the leader be willing to assist disabled people in Brentwood and 
educate the wider public by changing our signage on all council-owned public 
buildings (approximately 15 properties) from “Guide Dogs Only” to 
“Assistance Dogs Welcome”?
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1.4 The period allowed for Chairs’ reports, written and oral questions and 
answers will not exceed 60 minutes without leave of the Mayor. 

2. Appendices to this report

Appendix A – Chairs’ reports (to follow)

Report Author Contact Details:

Name: Jean Sharp
Telephone: 01277 312655
E-mail:  jean.sharp@brentwood.gov.uk
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Chairs’ reports have been provided where the relevant Committee has met since the    
14 November 2018 Ordinary Council meeting or an update is appropriate.

Report to Ordinary Council – 5 December 2018 

Committee: Planning and Licensing 

Committee Chair: Cllr Olivia Sanders

Strategic Planning Update 

Local Development Plan

The Pre-Submission (Regulation 19) version of the Local Plan was approved, subject to 
amendments, at Extraordinary Council on 8 November.  Consultation will begin once 
the necessary technical documents have reflected amendments made, such as the 
Sustainability Appraisal.  

The Plan sets out a vision, strategic objectives, and spatial strategy to achieve 
sustainable growth in the Borough over the next 15-years, balancing the requirement to 
meet development needs and maintain our “Borough of Villages” character.  

Following consultation, the Council will collate representations made, along with all 
documentation, and submit to the Secretary of State, for an Examination in Public to be 
held by an independent Planning Inspector.

The project remains on course.

Brentwood Town Centre Design Guide

The Brentwood Town Centre Design Guide is before Members this evening, seeking 
approval to consult alongside the Local Plan.  The Design Guide provides further detail 
to the Local Plan, to inform development proposals in the Town Centre.  This will 
provide a vital tool in the decision-making process to ensure quality development is 
achieved with regards to a wide range of design principles.  

Consultation is to take placed so that the Design Guide can be adopted as a 
Supplementary Planning Document, which is a decision that would be made by Council 
Members following consideration of representations received.

The project remains on course.
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Brentwood Business Showcase

The third annual Brentwood Business Showcase took place on Thursday 1 November.  
The event was another huge success, with a wide range of businesses attending and 
enjoying networking opportunities.  We also had a range of speakers presenting their 
expertise on a number of topics; such as digital up-skilling, marketing, LinkedIn tips, and 
promoting Brentwood as a better place to be.  

Plans are already underway for the 2019 Showcase, with early commitment already 
expressed for sponsorship. 
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Report to Ordinary Council 5 December 2018

Committee:  Policy, Performance and Resources

Chair:  Cllr Louise McKinlay

It’s that time of year with our Lighting Up events – much loved by residents – starting on 
November 24 with Lighting Up Brentwood. Sponsorship for this event and exhibitor 
stalls sold out quickly and around 15,000 people are thought to have seen acts 
including a Fairy Godmother on stilts, the Black Eagles from Tanzania – an acrobatic 
troupe together with The Bee Gees and Fred the Christmas Tree! 
 
It is these events that Brentwood Borough Council can rightly be proud of. Lighting Up 
brings the community together ad is complemented with the Shenfield event. There is 
something for everyone that greatly benefits Brentwood as a Great Place to Be and 
supports businesses and our retail trade with a much appreciated boost. 
Community is central to Brentwood. Mindful of this, we have ensured that – despite the 
pressing times economically for all local authorities – we have committed to Our 
Community Fund. This sees £16,300 put aside for distribution to all sorts of community 
groups. Officers have been considering various applications with a wide selection now 
being assessed for funding. 

As we support our community, so we support our businesses. In the month since the 
Brentwood Business Showcase feedback has been extremely positive. All the exhibitors 
said that the event met their objectives with 92% making new and welcome 
connections. More than half felt they were now likely to do business with another 
organization that they met directly through the Business Showcase event. Our headline 
sponsor Wortley Byers Law has asked to lead the sponsorship again in 2019 which is a 
great accolade and it is worth noting that 75% of those who attended were also 
interested in pursuing sponsorship opportunities. Once again this event has 
successfully combined developing economic and business growth with potential income 
for the council over the long term. To quote a first time exhibitor at the Brentwood 
Business Showcase: 
 
“I was very impressed with the event indeed. It provided my company with the perfect 
platform to meet potential new clients and network with like-minded local companies. 
Thank you to all those involved - I've already decided to exhibit at the 2019 Showcase 
due to the quality of this event.”
 
In a wider context, ensuring Brentwood is ahead of the game and a key player for 
business has seen us lead with the Association of South Essex Local Authorities 
(ASELA). Planners from the representative councils, Essex, Brentwood, Basildon, 
Castle Point, Rochford, Southend and Thurrock are now working on very tight deadlines 
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in order to launch a consultation for the overall Joint Strategic Plan. This will provide the 
broadest of overviews looking in particular at transport and infrastructure. The first 
showing of the work to date which gives a feel for the ambitions of the group were on 
display at the Brentwood Business Showcase first, before moving on to Basildon. 
Response from business was positive with a general feeling that the ASELA approach 
“made sense” in order for Essex to grow economically as a whole. 
 
Pressures to create income streams continue and we are now starting to benefit from 
our robust approach to explore alternative revenue. Seven Arches Investments Limited 
will conclude the year having made its first successful purchase and work continues 
apace to invest in areas that will bring good, healthy but low risk returns. These 
decisions are not made lightly and within very strict parameters aligned with the expert 
advice from our specialists. As much as I am delighted with our first purchase, it is a 
careful balancing act and I am mindful that the sort of low risk returns we seek are, 
frankly, the same that many other councils, companies and indeed investors are looking 
for. Nevertheless I am confident from the information that is coming forward that further 
purchases will be possible in 2019. 
 
The Public Spaces Protection Order is now being publicized with banners in the high 
street outlining the area it incorporates and detailing the restrictions it contains. We now 
have 12 officers who are trained to patrol and take part in this initiative which has the full 
support of Essex Police. Chief Inspector Basford and myself recently got together with 
officers to publicise this and it was obvious that the public sees this as a positive and 
reassuring step. Community Safety and Enforcement are to take delivery of a new 
vehicle in the coming weeks that will bear enforcement decal and Brentwood Borough 
Council’s logo to enable this work to expand out across the borough. 
 
It has been an extremely busy year for us all. Members and Chairs have worked 
incredibly hard to represent their residents and their residents’ interests while taking on 
board the funding challenges we face. I must add that we would not have achieved the 
success we have, made the adjustments we needed and be ready for 2019 if it were not 
for the dedication of our Brentwood Borough Council officers. From the Town Hall 
transformation to the development of our assets, the rigorous challenge presented by 
the Local Development Plan to the balancing of budgets, maintaining our green spaces 
for all to enjoy to the reliable removal of household rubbish – our officers have ensured 
that Brentwood remains, as the Daily Telegraph noted, one of the top 10 places in the 
country to bring up a family. 
 
My thanks and congratulations to all who have played their part with such 
professionalism in 2018 and long may we build on this strength in the years ahead.
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Report to Ordinary Council 5 December 2018

Committee:  Regulatory and Governance

Chair:  Cllr Louise Rowlands

GDPR Update

A GDPR update was made to the November Regulatory & Governance meeting setting 
out in detail the works undertaken to date and the future work planned to embed 
compliance throughout the council. The Committee agreed to the actions identified in 
the report.

Mr Lee Henley, the Councils Data protection Officer, attended the meeting and 
answered members questions.

General Data Bodies – Website Accessibility Regulations 2018

Members received a report which update them on the Public Sector Bodies (Websites 
and Mobile Applications) Accessibility Regulations 2018 which came into effect on the 
23 September 2018.  The report provided detail on the key dates of the new regulations 
and the list proposed actions at this stage to assist with ensuring compliance.

Business Continuity Policy/Strategy

Members were advised that as the Council was a Category 1 Responder under the Civil 
Contingencies Act 2004 it had responsibility to put business continuity management 
arrangements into place.

Work had been undertaken to review and develop a new Business Continuity Policy and 
Strategy which was intended to ensure that the Council’s services can continue to 
operate and deliver essential services to the community as required. 

The Business Continuity Strategy outlines a 3-year programme of key actions for the 
continual development of business continuity plans, through the ongoing review and 
exercising of all plans.

Strategic and Operational Risk

The governance arrangements set out in the ‘Insurance & Risk Management Strategy’ 
and terms of reference of committees from the Council’s constitution require the 
Regulatory & Governance Committee to review the strategic risks every quarter and 
confirm they are confident that the risks associated within the register are those which 
are strategic and relevant to the organisation at this point in time and the considered 
future.

Page 23



As previously agreed by the committee as part of the revised Insurance & Risk 
Management Strategy 2018 a new risk ranking table had been developed. Due to this 
change only the Strategic Risks would be presented to this committee, as further work 
was required on the Operational risks.

The report updated the committee on the status of the Council’s 2018/19 Strategic Risk 
Register. As previously requested by the committee risks were added to the Strategic 
register for Brexit and Treasury Management.
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5th December 2018

Ordinary Council

Strategic Asset Management (Repairs and Maintenance) 
Contract Re-Procurement 

Report of: Steve Summers – Chief Operating Officer

Wards Affected: All Wards

This report is: Public 

1. Executive Summary

1.1 In 2014 Brentwood Borough Council entered into two contracts with Oakray 
and Wates to carry out repairs and maintenance to the Council’s Housing 
Stock. These contracts are due to expire in June 2019. 

1.2 As agreed at the Community Health and Housing Committee on the 4th 
December 2017 (Min 185 refers) Brentwood Borough Council wishes to 
enter into one contract through a re-procurement exercise. 

1.3 Following a detailed re-procurement exercise this report seeks approval 
from Council to award the new contract to Axis.

2. Recommendation(s)

2.1 That the Committee approve the award of the Strategic Asset 
Management (Repairs and Maintenance) Contract to Axis for an initial 
term of ten years with the option to extend for a further five years.

3. Introduction and Background

3.1 On the 19th June 2014 Brentwood Borough Council entered into two 
contracts for repairs and maintenance to Housing Stock. Oakray to be 
responsible for heating and electrical and Wates to be responsible for 
general repairs. 

3.2 These contracts were for an initial five-year term with the option to extend 
by a further five years. 
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3.3 The initial five-year period is due to expire in June 2019. 

3.4 The Community, Health and Housing Committee on the 4th December 2017 
noted that the Council would be entering a re-procurement exercise in 
relation to its repairs and maintenance contracts as the current contracts 
are not effective, manageable and cost efficient.

3.5 At this committee, members were advised that there were two options 
available to the Council in relation to the repairs and maintenance contracts

Option 1: To engage in a further five-year term with both Wates and 
Oakray.  

Option 2: To engage in a re-procurement exercise to have one repairs 
and maintenance contract. 

3.6 Option one had been dismissed due to multiple issues in the management 
of two contracts such as duplication of overheads, administration and 
associated costs, multiple contractors requiring access to one property to 
conduct works at the same time, confusion for tenants as it is not always 
clear which contractor should be conducting works in their properties.

3.7 Option two, was recommended to enter into re-procurement, which would 
allow the Council to demonstrate value for money, develop a more 
manageable contract and eliminate any confusion for residents when 
repairs are required.

3.8 Currently the average spend on Repairs & Maintenance Works is 
approximately £2.4 million on revenue Repairs & Maintenance. The Capital 
program for the housing stock ranges year on year from £1million to £3 
million. 

3.9 It should be noted that the prices submitted by all bidders are not 
comparable to current spend on repairs & maintenance. It is expected that 
the beginning of the contract will require more financial resources than 
currently expended. This is to improve the current condition of the housing 
stock as well as improve the current service.

3.10 The Scope of the contract includes the below workstreams for all the 
Council’s housing stock with the future potential for corporate property to 
be added at a later stage. 

Page 26



 Responsive repairs
 External decorations
 Roof renewals
 External wall insulation
 Domestic gas and oil appliances
 Kitchens/Bathrooms
 Electrical testing and upgrades
 Communal boilers
 Voids
 Handyman service

3.11 The objectives and aims of a new single contract are to;

 Provide value for money
 Improve the customer experience
 Reduce procurement costs
 Strategic and operational links between responsive repairs and 

planned maintenance
 Maximise Social Value
 Continuous improvement and innovation
 Provide a high performing contract that is viewed as best practice in 

the sector
 True partnering contract with the Service Provider

4. Issue, Options and Analysis of Options

4.1 The re-procurement process began in April 2018 and the Leasehold 
consultation process was entered into in April 2018 notifying residents of 
our intention to begin the re-procurement of a new repairs & maintenance 
contract. Several questions were raised as a result of the consultation 
process and formal responses were provided to these on the 9th May 2018. 

4.2 Following completion of the Leasehold consultation process the Council 
published the OJEU notice in May 2018 notifying contractors of our 
intention to re-procure a new repairs & maintenance contract.

4.3 A Total of ten Tenderers returned a Selection Questionnaire (SQ) which 
was evaluated and shortlisted to seven contractors who were invited to 
submit a detailed submission. These were;

 Axis
 Breyer Group
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 Mears
 Morgan Sindell
 Osbourne
 Wates
 Fortem (Willmott Dixon)

4.4 Following conclusion of the Invitation to Submit Detailed Solutions (ISDS) 
evaluation, four Tenderers were invited to participate in Competitive 
Dialogue, and subsequently invited to submit final tenders (ISFT) for the 
new contract.  These were:

 Axis
 Mears
 Morgan Sindall
 Wates

4.5 During the tender period, the bidders were able to raise queries, questions 
and clarifications. 

4.6 The basis of the evaluation of the tenders was an evaluation of Quality/Price 
on a 60/40 ratio.  This method of evaluation is standard approach to ensure 
a high standard of works and value for money. 

4.7 The tenders were assessed by the Procurement Project Group which 
consisted of Housing Managers, Corporate Services and Health & Safety 
Officers from Brentwood and Asset Management Officers from Basildon 
Borough Council particularly due to their experience in procuring repairs & 
maintenance contracts, by scoring individual questions relevant to their 
respective expertise of the method statement using a 0-5 scoring criteria.

4.8 The result of the assessment was that Axis emerged with the highest-
ranking qualifying score. The results and final scores of the procurement 
exercise are set out in the Confidential Appendix 1.  

4.9 The contract procured sets out to deliver works on a Price Per Property 
basis.  Works passed onto the new contractor will be classified as an 
inclusion or exclusion to the Price per Property (PPP) or Price per Void 
(PPV).

4.10 Bidders were asked to complete costings based on current data supplied 
on the repairs & maintenance works currently carried out by existing 
contractors. 
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4.11 The submitted Pricing schedules proposed an annual value for works based 
on the data supplied by the Council.

4.12 For works outside of the Price per Property model any works required 
outside of the PPP scope will be valued in accordance with the submitted 
SOR’s (Schedule of Rates) in the Pricing Schedule.
 

4.13 Following approval at Ordinary Council the next stage will be to issue Stage 
two leaseholder notification letters (Notice of Landlords Proposals) to all 
leaseholders on the 6th December 2018 notifying them of the award of 
contract to Axis.  

4.14 The award Decision Notice letters, pursuant to the Regulation 86 of the 
Public Contracts Regulations 2015 (the “Regulations”) notifying the bidders 
of the outcome were issued on the 21st November 2018.

4.15 Mobilisation of the new contract will begin in January 2019 subject to 
members approval with Axis.  Brentwood Borough Council will be facilitating 
an initial workshop to identify the key actions required to deliver a 
successful mobilisation output.  The Mobilisation Programme is set out in 
the Confidential Appendix 2.

5. Reasons for Recommendation

5.1 As a responsible landlord it is important that the Council demonstrates that 
it has vigorously explored and pursued the best services for our customers. 

5.2 The current contracts present many issues for the management and other 
more cost-effective options are available by re-procuring into one contract. 

6. Consultation

6.1 Tenant Talkback which comprises of both tenants and leaseholders had 
been consulted on the two options available. A presentation by the 
appointed procurement consultant was undertaken on the procurement 
process and experiences of the two options. 

7. References to Corporate Plan

7.1 To review the future delivery of housing services to provide the best 
outcomes for Brentwood residents. 

7.2 Look to reduce costs by streamlining services and processes.
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8. Implications

Financial Implications 
Name & Title: Jacqueline Van-Mallaerts, Deputy Section 151 Officer
Tel & Email: 01277 312 860 jacqueline.vanmellaerts@brentwood.gov.uk

8.1 All Costs associated from the procurement exercise have been funded from 
existing budgets and reserves in the Housing Revenue Account. 

8.2 The Pricing Schedule submitted by Axis will be used in setting the Housing 
Revenue Account 2019/20 budget and a basis to inform the 30-year 
Business Plan. (As attached in the confidential appendix)

8.3 Inflation is built into the contract, this is at CPI for the month of the 
September prior to review, i.e. the CPI to be applied in April 2020 will be 
the CPI index from September 2019. This inflation will be built into the 
budget setting and HRA Business Plan. 

8.4 The Service Provider (Axis) is required to keep an accurate record and 
provide a breakdown of actual costs incurred during the term and the Client 
(the Council) may request this information and are able to audit this data to 
ensure that the Council is obtaining value for money. 

8.5 The contract requires an Annual Review, this is to fulfil 3 main functions, to 
calculate adjustments to rates for subsequent years, to identify potential 
areas of performance management and to confirm the value received by 
the Client. 

8.6 As well as a requirement for an Annual review there will be quarterly and 
monthly reviews with the contractor and the Council to ensure, costs remain 
within budgets. Any significant variances to the contract price will be 
reported to Policy, Finance and Resources with HRA budget update 
reports. 

8.7 Profit from the contract has been split into guaranteed and variable, with 
the variable portion being paid in relation to the performance against 
specified set of KPI’s, this demonstrates that the Council has contract and 
financial control over the contract to ensure the contractor delivers the best 
service possible. 
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Legal Implications 
Name & Title: Daniel Toohey, Monitoring Officer
Tel & Email: 01277 312 860 Daniel.toohey@brentwood.gov.uk  

8.8 The Council has been guided by the advice and assistance of external 
Legal Advisers and procurement consultants who have advised throughout 
the exercise to ensure compliance with procurement regulations and 
requirements.

Other Implications (where significant) – i.e. Health and Safety, Asset 
Management, Equality and Diversity, Risk Management, Section 17 – 
Crime & Disorder, Sustainability, ICT.

8.9 Section 20 consultations with leaseholders were issued on 26th February 
2018. 

9. Background Papers (include their location and identify whether any are 
exempt or protected by copyright)

9.1 None 

10. Appendices to this report

 Part 2 Confidential – Appendix 1 – Tender Evaluation Results and Axis 
Pricing

 Part 2 Confidential – Appendix 2 - Mobilisation programme 

Report Author Contact Details:

Name: Angela Abbott

Telephone: 01277 312568

E-mail: angela.abbott@brentwood.gov.uk
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05 December 2018

Ordinary Council

Response to Lower Thames Crossing Consultation 
(October-December 2018)

Report of: Phil Drane, Director of Strategic Planning

Wards Affected: All

This report is: Public

1. Executive Summary

1.1 Highways England are inviting views on the Lower Thames Crossing, a 
proposed new motorway connecting Essex and Kent through a tunnel 
beneath the River Thames to provide additional road capacity.

1.2 Consultation on the project and route took place most recently in March 
2016, which the Council responded to.  The route and structure that was 
eventually chosen were the same as the Council’s preferences.  

1.3 Since then, there have been several design changes that are published 
for comment as part of this 2018 consultation.  Proposals include 
improvements to M25 junction 29.  Whilst these proposals will help to 
improve traffic flows through the junction and benefit surrounding roads, 
they constrain access to Brentwood Enterprise Park; a fundamental part 
of the Council’s strategy for economic growth published in the Pre-
Submission Local Plan Regulation 19 (October 2018).  In addition, the 
proposed highway route through Thurrock does not maximise 
opportunities for growth with new connections that could be delivered 
through the South Essex Joint Strategic Plan (JSP). 

1.4 A response from the Council to the Lower Thames Crossing consultation 
is proposed at Appendix A.

2. Recommendation

2.1 That the Council approve the response to the Lower Thames 
Crossing Consultation, as set out in Appendix A.
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3. Introduction and Background

3.1 The Lower Thames Crossing is a proposed new motorway connecting 
Kent, Thurrock and Essex through a tunnel beneath the River Thames.  
According to Highways England it will provide much needed new road 
capacity across the river east of London.

3.2 On the south side of the Thames, the new road will link the tunnel to the 
A2 and M2 in Kent.  On the north side, it will link to the A13 and junction 
29 of the M25 in the London Borough of Havering, and adjoining the 
Brentwood Borough south-western administrative boundary.  According to 
Highways England the crossing and the new connecting road network will 
provide quicker and more reliable journeys locally, regionally and 
nationally.

3.3 This is the most ambitious project of its kind in the country.  It is the 
largest single road investment project in the UK since the M25 was 
completed more than 30 years ago.  The crossing under the Thames will 
be the longest road tunnel in the country.  At 16 metres in diameter, it will 
be one of the largest bored tunnels in the world.

3.4 The Lower Thames Crossing will have:

a) Approximately 14.5 miles (23km) of new roads connecting the tunnel 
to the existing road network;

b) Three lanes in both directions with a maximum speed limit of 70mph;
c) Improvements to the M25, A2 and A13, where the Lower Thames 

Crossing connects to these roads;
d) New structures and changes to existing ones (including bridges, 

buildings, tunnel entrances, viaducts and utilities such as electricity 
pylons) along the length of the new road;

e) Two 2.5 mile (4km) tunnels, one for southbound traffic, one for 
northbound traffic crossing beneath the river; and

f) A free-flow charging system, where drivers do not need to stop but 
pay remotely, similar to that at the Dartford Crossing.

3.5 Several options have been explored before reaching the current proposal, 
including consultation in 2016 that the Council responded to.  Highways 
England consider the current proposal to be the best option, offering the 
right balance between providing value for money, moving traffic 
effectively, and reducing the impact on local communities and the 
environment.  One of the main ways that the environmental and 
community impact is being reduced is by building a tunnel, as it has fewer 
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visual and noise impacts.  It also avoids sensitive and valuable habitats 
such as the Thames Estuary and Marshes Special Protection Area and 
Ramsar sites (a wetland of international importance).

3.6 Highways England has committed to make sure local road users still have 
good connections to the nearby roads, and that the design will discourage 
‘rat running’.  Highways England are complying with all relevant design 
and technical standards, and are getting plans reviewed by external 
agencies, including the Design Council.

3.7 When Highways England submit the Development Consent Order (DCO) 
application, this will include an Environmental Statement outlining how it is 
proposed to minimise the impacts of the project.

3.8 The Lower Thames Crossing is part of the biggest investment in the 
country’s road network for a generation, including £15 billion that is being 
invested in motorways and major A-roads between 2015 and 2020.  A 
further multibillion pound investment programme will be announced in 
autumn 2018, covering the period 2020-2025.

3.9 According to Highways England, the project is important because it will 
help to deliver:

a) A boost to the economy: Good transport connections are vital for 
economic growth.  The areas of Kent, Thurrock and Essex, which 
the Lower Thames Crossing will serve are already home to key 
economic hubs, vital ports and thriving neighbourhoods.  The 
crossing will provide new connections between all of these and 
ensure better journeys, fewer delays and give more certainty on how 
long journeys will take.

b) Easing heavily congested roads: Motorists trying to cross the 
Thames face a daily challenge.  Every day, on every journey, roads 
and motorways on both sides of the River Thames are under huge 
pressure.  The Dartford Crossing is already far too congested far too 
often, and unless something is done now to provide more road 
capacity across the Thames, the situation will get worse.

c) Quicker journeys: The Lower Thames Crossing will benefit the 
Lower Thames area around Kent, Thurrock and Essex.  It will:

i. improve journey times along parts of the A127 and M25;
ii. cut congestion on approach roads to the Dartford Crossing 

(including parts of the M25, A13 and A2);
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iii. increase capacity across the Thames from four lanes in each 
direction currently (at Dartford) to seven lanes each way 
(Dartford plus the Lower Thames Crossing); and

iv. allow nearly double the amount of traffic to cross the 
Thames.

d) Creating a better future: The crossing will be designed and built for 
the future, and will unlock opportunities for regional and national 
economic growth.  As part of their development plans, local 
authorities in Kent and Essex have committed to building tens of 
thousands of new homes in the coming years.  The Lower Thames 
Crossing is considered to support this by strengthening and 
connecting local communities and improving access to jobs, 
housing, leisure and retail facilities on both sides of the river.

e) Employment and education: The Lower Thames Crossing will 
provide benefits for local communities and the economy for 
generations to come.  New training and job opportunities created 
during construction will boost both the local and regional economies.

f) Supporting local growth: Good connections across the region and 
throughout the country are essential for business growth.  Highways 
England has spoken with many representatives from a range of 
businesses who say their main concern is transport infrastructure.

4. Issue, Options and Analysis of Options

4.1 An online form has been created by Highways England for comments on 
the Lower Thames Crossing.  Issues are split into several sections that 
include questions.  The content of the questions in each section broadly 
follow a format that asks for the level of support for an issue (strongly 
agree / agree / neutral / disagree / strongly disagree / don't know), and 
then to give reasons.  The below sections and questions are considered 
to be relevant to the issues raised in the proposed response (Appendix A).

4.2 Section 1. The need for the Lower Thames Crossing (including questions 
1a and 1b), asks whether the Crossing is needed.  Highways England put 
forward the reasons why a Crossing is needed.  The Council responded to 
the 2016 consultation by supporting the need for a new crossing on the 
basis of congestion at the Dartford Crossing and negative impacts this 
has on the local and national economy.  Questions 1a and 1b are the only 
questions in the consultation that are required to be answered, all other 
questions are optional.
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4.3 Section 3.2. Sections of the route North of the river in Thurrock, Essex 
and Havering, refers to the section of the proposed route starting 
immediately north of the northern tunnel entrance and ending at the 
connection with the M25 at junction 29, and the related improvement 
works at the M25.  Included in the scope of question 3d and 3e are the 
route, structures such as bridges, embankments, viaducts and any other 
aspect to be commented on.  This is relevant for proposals at M25 
junction 29 and the potential impact on access arrangements to 
Brentwood Enterprise Park. 

4.4 Section 4.1. Connections North of the Crossing, provides an opportunity 
to comment on connections between the Lower Thames Crossing and the 
surrounding road network.  Questions relate to new connections rather 
than improvements to the existing network, such as M25 junction 29, and 
so is not considered to be relevant to access at Brentwood Enterprise 
Park.  However, this is relevant to wider issues relating to the 
opportunities for growth in South Essex.

4.5 Section 7. Development Boundary, defines the area of land where the 
proposed Lower Thames Crossing would be situated, as well as land that 
may be required to enable construction and to provide mitigation for some 
of the impacts associated with construction.  It identifies land and property 
that may need to be acquired permanently or used temporarily for the 
Lower Thames Crossing to be built and maintained.  Highways England 
state that they will continue to work closely with the owners and occupiers 
of this land and property as the project develops.  Questions 7a and 7b 
are relevant to access arrangements proposed at Brentwood Enterprise 
Park (adjacent to M25 junction 29).

4.6 Section 9. Traffic, sets out the modelled forecast changes in traffic flows 
and the impacts on congestion as a result of the Lower Thames Crossing.  
Question 9a and 9b are relevant to the potential to improve traffic flows at 
M25 junction 29, as well as broader improvements on the strategic 
highways network, and the benefits this could have to current traffic 
conditions and proposed new development in the Brentwood Pre-
Submission Local Plan (2018).

4.7 Section 11. Building Lower Thames Crossing, describes plans to build the 
Lower Thames Crossing including proposed working hours and tunnelling 
methods, plans for temporary road closures and traffic management, and 
the proposed location of construction compounds.  Questions 11a and 
11b are relevant to the construction compound and access arrangements 
proposed at Brentwood Enterprise Park (adjacent to M25 junction 29).

Page 37



4.8 Section 13. Other Comments, provides an opportunity for responses to be 
made that may not fit within the structure of questions set by Highways 
England.  It is suggested that responding to question 13 provides an 
opportunity to highlight the importance of ongoing discussion with 
Highways England, and those promoting Brentwood Enterprise Park, to 
resolve objections relating to M25 junction 29 improvements. 

4.9 The content of the response set out in Appendix A, if approved, will be 
separated into the relevant consultation questions and submitted online to 
Highways England by the deadline.

5. Reasons for Recommendation

5.1 Highways England has launched this consultation as the project has now 
progressed sufficiently that new proposals and further details can be 
published.  Consultation documentation, including maps, computer 
generated images and video context, can be viewed on the Highways 
England website.  The following issues are considered to be relevant for 
comment, set out in Appendix A:

Principle of Lower Thames Crossing

5.2 In line with the Council’s response to Lower Thames Crossing options in 
2016, it is proposed that the principle of delivering a new crossing should 
be supported.

Brentwood Enterprise Park and M25 Junction 29

5.3 Highways England’s proposals for M25 junction 29 improvements include 
the widening of the M25 from three lanes to four in both directions with 
hard shoulders.  The connections of the north-facing slip roads at this 
junction will be changed because of the widening through the junction.  
Changes will also be carried out at the existing junction 29 roundabout.

5.4 The employment strategy set out in the Brentwood Pre-Submission Local 
Plan (Item 181: Extraordinary Council, 08 November 2018), relies upon 
the delivery of new employment land at Brentwood Enterprise Park, 
adjacent to M25 junction 29.  The current Lower Thames Crossing 
proposals compromise access arrangements to Brentwood Enterprise 
Park by providing a new slip road from the A127 westbound onto the M25 
southbound, which severs the existing access to the site.  In addition, 
proposals set the need for temporary access through the centre of 
Brentwood Enterprise Park to service National Grid infrastructure/pylons 
to the south of the site.  This access could instead be accommodated on 
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the edge of the site, enabling construction of both the highways 
improvements and new employment land.

5.5 Unresolved, these issues risk the delivery of Brentwood Enterprise Park, 
and by extension the soundness of the Brentwood Local Plan.  On that 
basis, it is proposed to object to the current M25 junction 29 proposals 
until issues can be resolved, resulting in positive compromise that can 
ensure the delivery of both projects.  

Supporting Growth Aspirations in South Essex

5.6 Reflecting work to produce a South Essex Joint Strategic Plan, by the 
Association of South Essex Local Authorities (ASELA), of which the 
Council is a partner, it is proposed that a comment be made about the 
opportunity for the new highway to enable growth.  As currently proposed 
the route and connections north of the crossing do not maximise 
opportunities for new growth.  New junctions in Thurrock are not 
proposed.  New junctions could enable the delivery of new communities 
supporting Government objectives to deliver new homes and jobs, 
supported by the work of ASELA.

5.7 On this basis, it is proposed that the Council object to connections 
proposed north of the crossing and requests further engagement between 
Highways England and ASELA to enable growth aspirations in South 
Essex.

Strategic Highway Network

5.8 Highways modelling work that has been published alongside Lower 
Thames Crossing consultation documents.  Through the work undertaken 
on the Brentwood Transport Assessment, informing the Local Plan, 
frequent discussion has taken place with Highways England about the 
implications of new development on the strategic highway network, 
including changes to the network in future.  Modelling data produced for 
Lower Thames Crossing and the changes in behaviour/traffic that could 
result on surrounding roads was not published in time to fully inform the 
Brentwood Transport Assessment, although assumptions were made.  It 
is noted that this has the potential to change subject to further 
amendments to the Lower Thames Crossing project

5.9 It is proposed that the Council support efforts made to understand traffic 
conditions through highways modelling and the need to improve traffic 
flows at M25 junction 29.  Further engagement is requested with 
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Highways England to enable modelling work to be consistently reflected in 
the Brentwood Transport Assessment, and vice-versa.

Future Engagement and Resolution of Objections

5.10 It is proposed that the Council requests further engagement with 
Highways England to help resolve objections.  

5.11 In addition, reiterating comments made in 2016, it is proposed that the 
Lower Thames Crossing is considered in combination with other transport 
infrastructure investment (i.e. further Thames crossings, A127 
improvements, M25 junction 28 improvements, and A12 widening).

6. Consultation

6.1 The Lower Thames Crossing consultation began on 10 October 2018 and 
ends on 20 December 2018.  Consultation documentation, including 
maps, computer generated images and video context, can be viewed on 
the Highways England website at 
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation/. 

6.2 Previous consultation has taken place on the proposal, the most recent 
closing in March 2016.  The Council responded to this consultation (Item 
416: Policy, Finance and Resources Committee, 22 March 2016).  The 
response provided a view regarding crossing location and structure; route; 
and wider strategy and future engagement.  The crossing location, 
structure and route being proposed in this 2018 consultation are all in 
accordance with the Council's preference on options.  The works to M25 
junction 29 is a new proposal, not mentioned in 2016.

7. References to Corporate Plan

7.1 The Lower Thames Crossing proposals are relevant to the Council’s Local 
Development Plan, which is a key priority in the Council’s ‘Vision for 
Brentwood’ Corporate Plan 2016-2019.  The Plan is an important delivery 
vehicle for several cross-cutting priorities, informed by individual Council 
strategies.
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8. Implications

Financial Implications 
Jacqueline Van Mellaerts, Interim Chief Finance Officer
01277 312829   jacqueline.vanmellaerts@brentwood.gov.uk

8.1 The potential economic benefits of a new crossing will likely benefit 
Brentwood businesses and contribute to unlocking growth opportunities in 
the A127 Corridor, as proposed in the Brentwood Pre-Submission Local 
Plan.  However, should the improvements proposed at M25 junction 29 
constrain the access and development of Brentwood Enterprise Park it 
could reduce the amount of employment land to be delivered in the 
Borough and increase the risk of the Brentwood Local Plan being found 
unsound, resulting in financial implications that have yet to be quantified.

Legal Implications 
Surinder Atkar, Planning Solicitor
01277 312766   surinder.atkar@brentwood.gov.uk  

8.2 As a major national infrastructure project with implications for the 
Borough, it is important that the Council respond regarding proposals set 
out in the Brentwood Pre-Submission Local Plan.  Engagement in this 
way is consistent with the Duty to Cooperate and the Council's adopted 
Statement of Community Involvement.

Other Implications (where significant) – i.e. Health and Safety, Asset 
Management, Equality and Diversity, Risk Management, Section 17 – 
Crime & Disorder, Sustainability, ICT.

8.3 The proposed Lower Thames Crossing route and connections have 
implications for the South Essex Joint Strategic Plan (JSP).  This will need 
to be considered through the plan-making process for both the Council 
and the Association of South Essex Local Authorities (ASELA), of which 
the Council is a partner.

8.4 As the Lower Thames Crossing project progresses, in future a 
Development Consent Order (DCO) will be submitted by Highways 
England to the Council as local planning authority.  A DCO is the means 
of obtaining permission for development categorised as Nationally 
Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIP).  This includes energy, transport, 
water and waste projects.  This is a statutory process and has implications 
for the resources of the Council’s Planning Development Management 
Team.
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8.5 When Highways England submit the DCO application, this will include an 
Environmental Statement outlining how it is proposed to minimise the 
impacts of the project.  This may identify implications on the local 
environment and wellbeing of local residents and businesses.

9. Background Papers (include their location and identify whether any are 
exempt or protected by copyright)

 Highways England Lower Thames Crossing Statutory Consultation, 
October-December 2018: 
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/ltc/consultation/

 Brentwood Borough Council response to Lower Thames Crossing 
Route Consultation, March 2016 (Item 416: Policy, Finance and 
Resources Committee, 22 March 2016): 
https://brentwood.moderngov.co.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=359
&MId=1749

10. Appendices to this report

 Appendix A: Brentwood Borough Council Response to the Lower 
Thames Crossing Statutory Consultation, December 2018

Report Author Contact Details:

Name: Phil Drane, Director of Strategic Planning
Telephone: 01277 312610
E-mail: philip.drane@brentwood.gov.uk
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Brentwood Borough Council response to the Lower Thames 
Crossing Statutory Consultation, December 2018

Principle 
[1. The need for the Lower Thames Crossing]

The Council supports the need for an additional river crossing.  Evidence and 
experience shows that Dartford is heavily congested, which not only delays journeys 
but also has a negative impact on the local and national economy.

Brentwood Enterprise Park and M25 Junction 29
[3.2. Sections of the route North of the river in Thurrock, Essex and Havering
7. Development Boundary
11. Building Lower Thames Crossing
13. Other Comments]

 
The Council has approved the Brentwood Pre-Submission Local Plan (Regulation 
19), which includes provision for employment growth in the Borough to meet local 
needs.  Fundamental to the employment strategy is the delivery of new employment 
land at Brentwood Enterprise Park, adjacent to M25 junction 29.  There are historic 
development uses on site, including a highway works compound used as part of the 
M25 widening project.  89% of Brentwood Borough is within the London Metropolitan 
Green Belt, including this land.  Therefore, meeting high housing and employment 
needs is challenging, which has resulted in the Council developing a strategy to 
balance development needs with retaining the local “Borough of Villages” character.  
In terms of employment, the Council has maximised strategic highway locations as a 
result of rationalising existing employment land in central locations to deliver a wider 
mix of uses in suitable places.  Delivery of new employment land at Brentwood 
Enterprise Park is critical to the creation of new jobs in the Borough, and this location 
presents a unique opportunity for economic growth that is consistent with local 
character and can benefit a wider network through connectivity (London and South 
Essex).

The current Lower Thames Crossing proposals compromise the existing access 
arrangements to Brentwood Enterprise Park.  This risks the delivery of the largest 
employment allocation in Brentwood Borough, and one of the two largest proposed 
in Essex.

The current Lower Thames Crossing proposals also set the need for temporary 
access through the centre of Brentwood Enterprise Park to service National Grid 
infrastructure/pylons to the south of the site.  This access could be more sensibly 
located on the western edge of the site, adjacent to the M25, providing the required 
access during construction of the highways improvements and not constraining 
delivery of new employment land.  An alternative access route has been suggested 
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to Highways England to ensure both objectives can be met but this has not been 
proposed.
 
Discussion has taken place with Highways England highlighting these issues, held 
by both Brentwood Borough Council and St Modwen, who are promoting Brentwood 
Enterprise Park.  However, the Lower Thames Crossing proposals seem to have 
little consideration for the issues raised.

The proposals at M25 junction 29 risk undermining a key aim of the Lower Thames 
Crossing project, which is the stimulation of economic growth.  The Council requests 
that further engagement with Highways England take place to identify junction 
improvements that can deliver alternative access arrangements to Brentwood 
Enterprise Park.

The Council object to proposals at M25 junction 29 on the basis that it constrains the 
existing access arrangements to Brentwood Enterprise Park.  Further engagement is 
requested from Highways England to help resolve this objection, providing 
alternative options that can ensure the delivery of necessary improvements at M25 
junction 29 for the Lower Thames Crossing project, and the delivery of economic 
growth at Brentwood Enterprise Park.  

Supporting Growth Aspirations in South Essex
[4.1. Connections North of the Crossing]

The Council recognises the balance that needs to be struck between competing 
benefits, such as fewer connections on route to increase journey times, reduce 
traffic, and maintain safety; and more connections on route that could help to unlock 
new development potential.  Brentwood Borough Council is a partner in the 
Association of South Essex Local Authorities (ASELA), along with Thurrock, Essex 
County Council, Basildon, Castle Point, Rochford, and Southend.  ASELA has been 
formed to realise long-term growth ambitions across local authority boundaries and 
to underpin strategic spatial, infrastructure and economic priorities.  ASELA is 
preparing a Joint Strategic Plan to deliver the homes and jobs needed in South 
Essex through partnership working, not just at a local level, but also with 
Government, to bring forward key strategic infrastructure improvements needed to 
support growth, such as transport.

The proposed route and connections north of the crossing do not maximise 
opportunities for new growth.  New junctions in Thurrock are not proposed.  New 
junctions could enable the delivery of new communities supporting Government 
objectives to deliver new homes and jobs, supported by the work of ASELA.  Given 
the pressure from the Ministry of Housing and Local Government to deliver new 
homes and jobs, and the requirement from the Department for Transport for 
transport infrastructure to support and enable growth, this seems like a missed 
opportunity.

On this basis, the Council objects to connections proposed north of the crossing and 
requests further engagement between Highways England and ASELA to enable 
growth aspirations in South Essex.
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Strategic Highway Network
[9. Traffic]

The Council notes highways modelling work that has been published alongside 
Lower Thames Crossing consultation documents.

The Council support efforts made to understand traffic conditions through highways 
modelling and the need to improve traffic flows at M25 junction 29, benefitting a 
wider area and surrounding roads.  The Council request further engagement with 
Highways England to enable modelling work to be consistently reflected in the 
Brentwood Transport Assessment, and vice-versa.

Future Engagement and Resolution of Objections
[13. Other Comments]

The Council requests further engagement with Highways England to help resolve 
objections relating to M25 junction 29 and the delivery of Brentwood Enterprise Park.  

The Council requests further engagement between Highways England and ASELA 
to discuss opportunities for the Lower Thames Crossing to enable growth in South 
Essex.

The Council reiterates a comment made in response to Lower Thames Crossing 
proposals in 2016, that an additional crossing will only do so much to relieve 
congestion given the increasing levels of traffic projected in the South East of 
England driven by economic and housing growth.  For this reason a wider 
infrastructure strategy is required for various transport types and future needs.  This 
includes additional Thames crossings to reduce congestion and improve reliability 
and resilience.  In particular, better collaboration between transport infrastructure 
improvement projects, such as M25 junction 28 and proposals to widen the A12, 
should be considered as part of planning for the Lower Thames Crossing.

We thank Highways England for involving the Council in this key public consultation 
and note the effort that has gone into preparing consultation material and holding 
public information events.  The Council looks forward to continued dialogue on the 
issues identified in this response.

***
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5th December 2018 
 
Ordinary Council 
 
Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP) Policy  

 

 
Report of:  Jacqueline Van Mellaerts – Interim Chief Finance Officer 
 
Wards Affected: All 
 
This report is:  Public 
 
1. Executive Summary 

 
1.1 The Treasury Management Strategy, as part of the Council’s Policy 

Framework, must be approved by The Council. This report presents 

changes to the Treasury Management Strategy 2018/19 regarding the 

Council’s Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP) Policy. 

 

1.2 The Council is required by the Capital Finance and Accounting 

Regulations 2008 to determine for each financial year a level a provision 

for the repayment of debt liability that it considers to be prudent.  This is 

known as the Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP). 

 

1.3 The Council is required by regulations issued under the Local 

Government Act 2003 to have regards to The CIPFA Prudential Code for 

Capital Finance in Local Authorities (2017). Statutory Guidance from 

Government advises that Local Authorities can vary methodologies during 

the year, and a revised Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP) statement 

should be taken to the next Full Council. 

 

1.4 Officers commissioned its treasury advisors, Link Asset Services, to carry 

out a review of the Council’s MRP Policy. The purpose was to identify any 

scope to vary the MRP in order to ease the current pressure on the 

revenue budget, whilst ensuring that the provision remains prudent and 

compliant with statutory guidance. 

 
2. Recommendations 

 
 

2.1 To approve the Revised Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP) Policy 

as shown in Table 2. 
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3.       Introduction & Background 

 

3.1 This set out the previous reports which have been presented to 

Committee to engage a timeline on the Treasury Management Strategy: -  

 

a) Ordinary Council 6 March. As part of the Medium-Term Financial Plan, 

The Treasury Management Strategy was approved, including the 

Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP) Policy. 

 

b) Ordinary Council 27 June.  This report proposed the total £30m loan 

draw down facility to Seven Arches Investments Ltd (SAIL) and set out 

the changes required to the capital and treasury prudential indicators  

 

c) Policy, Projects & Resources Committee 18 September.  This report 

gave an update on investment and borrowing activity.    

 

d) Policy, Project & Resources Committee 20 November. Medium term 

Financial Plan Mid Year Review Including a Revised Minimum 

Revenue Provision Policy to be referred to Ordinary Council. 

 

4.       Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP) Policy  

 

 Background 

 

4.1 The Council is required by the Capital Finance and Accounting 

Regulations 2008 to determine for each financial year a level a provision 

for the repayment of debt liability that it considers to be prudent.  This is 

known as the Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP). 

 

4.2 The Council’s MRP policy for 2018/19 was approved at Council on 6 

March 2018 and is as follows: 

 

 

Table 1 – Current Minimum Revenue Provision Policy 2018/19 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. For capital expenditure incurred before 1 April 2008, minimum 
revenue provision will be provided for in accordance with 
existing practice outlined in the 2003 Capital Financing 
Regulations, which provides for an approximate 4% reduction in 
the borrowing need each year. 
 

2. For all unsupported borrowing from 1 April 2008, MRP will be 
based on the estimated life of the assets, which provides for a 
reduction in the borrowing need over the assets’ lives. 
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4.3 Officers commissioned the Council’s treasury advisors, Link Asset 

Services, to carry out a review of the Council’s MRP policy. The purpose 

was to identify any scope to vary the MRP in order to ease the current 

pressure on the revenue budget, whilst ensuring that the provision 

remains prudent and compliant with statutory guidance. 

 

4.4 As a result of the review, Link Asset Services have recommended that the 

Council approves the following revised MRP policy to be applied from 

2018/19. 

 

Table 2 - Revised Minimum Revenue Provision Policy for 2018/19                                         

               onwards  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reasons for the change 

4.5 Debt Liability pre-1 April 2008 

The Council’s historic, pre-1 April 2008 debt liability for MRP purposes is 

£3.157m. The Council currently charges 4% on this liability on a reducing 

 

1. Debt Liability pre-1 April 2008 
For capital expenditure funded by borrowing before 1 April 
2008, minimum revenue provision will be provided in 
accordance with existing practice outlined in the pre-2008 
regulations, but on a 2% straight-line basis, i.e. provision for 
the repayment of debt over 50 years. 
 

2. Debt Liability 1 April 2008 onwards 
Minimum revenue provision for new capital expenditure 
incurred wholly or partly by unsupported (Prudential) 
borrowing or credit arrangements is to be determined by 
reference to the expected life of the assets financed by the 
borrowing, on an annuity basis.  The asset life is deemed to 
begin once the asset becomes operational.  Minimum 
revenue provision will commence from the financial year 
following the one in which the asset becomes operational. 

 
3. Minimum revenue provision in respect of unsupported 

(prudential) borrowing taken to meet expenditure, which is 
treated as capital expenditure by virtue of either a 
capitalisation direction or regulations, will be determined in 
accordance with the asset life method as recommended by 
the statutory guidance. 
 

4. The Council retains the right to make additional voluntary 
payments to reduce debt if deemed prudent. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. For capital expenditure incurred before 1 April 2008, minimum 
revenue provision will be provided for in accordance with 
existing practice outlined in the pre-2008 regulations, which 
provides for an approximate 4% reduction in the borrowing 
need each year. 

 
3. For all unsupported borrowing from 1 April 2008, MRP will be 

based on the estimated life of the assets, which provides for a 
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balance basis.  The draw back to this method is that it will take in excess 

of 100 years to fully provide for the debt liability, thereby creating a burden 

for future generations of Council Tax payers. 

 

4.6 Applying a 2% charge on a straight-line basis would have the effect of 

reducing the debt liability to a fixed life of 50 years. The new method is a 

fairer and more prudent approach than the current method, as it reduces 

the burden on future generation and introduces a more certain period for 

spreading the cost of this debt liability.   

 

4.7 Debt Liability 1 April 2008 onwards 

 The Council’s debt liability from 1 April 2008 stood at £4.389m at the start 
of the current financial year.   This includes £3.256m debt liability in 
respect of the shops transferred from the HRA to the General Fund in 
2017.  Unlike the pre-1 April 2008 debt liability, this amount is subject to 
increase in the future if new borrowing is taken out. 

 
4.8 The MHCLG guidance states that the asset life method, can be applied 

over the lives of the assets either on a straight- line basis or by using the 
annuity method.   The annuity method produces a lower charge in the 
earlier years and a higher charge in later years.  This method has the 
advantage of linking MRP to the flow of benefits from an asset where the 
benefits are expected to increase in later years.   It also provides a fairer 
charge than equal instalments as it takes account of the time value of 
money. 
 

Financial Impact  

4.9 Debt Liability 1 April 2008 

Adopting the straight-line method would produce an annual MRP charge 
over 50 years of £0.063m.   The following table compares the charges 
resulting from the revised method against the charges using the current 
method over the next five years: 
 

Year  
Current 
method 

Revised 
method Difference 

  £000 £000 £000 

2018/19 126 63 -63 

2019/20 116 63 -53 

2020/21 112 63 -49 

2021/22 107 63 -44 

2022/23 103 63 -40 

 
4.10 The new approach would produce a lower MRP charge up to 2035/36 and 

a higher MRP charge up to 2067/68. 
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 Over the 50-year period the overall cost to the General Fund would be 

£0.410m higher in cash terms, but £0.167m lower in real terms i.e. when 

the time value of money is taken into account. 

 

4.11 Debt Liability 1 April 2008 onwards 

Adopting the annuity method over an asset life of 70 years would produce 
an MRP charge for 2018/19 of £0.033m, gradually rising over the 70-year 
period.  The following table compares the charges resulting from the 
annuity method against the charges using the current method over the 
next five years: 

 

Year  
Current 
method 

Revised 
method Difference 

  £000 £000 £000 

2018/19 73 33 -40 

2019/20 73 34 -39 

2020/21 73 35 -38 

2021/22 73 35 -38 

2022/23 73 35 -38 

 

4.12 The new approach would produce a lower MRP charge up to 2035/36 and 
a higher MRP charge up to 2067/68. The charge to the General Fund is 
the same over the 70-year period in cash terms, but £0.332m lower in real 
terms. 

 
4.13 Combined impact and use of MRP overprovision 
 The following table shows the combined impact of the above changes.  

The would be an annual MRP charge of £0 096m, rising to £0.098m in 
2022/23. 

 

Year  
Current 

methods 
Revised 
methods Difference 

  £000 £000 £000 

2018/19 199 96 -103 

2019/20 189 96 -93 

2020/21 185 96 -89 

2021/22 180 96 -84 

2022/23 176 98 -78 

 
4.14 The Council’s external auditors in 2010/11 determined that the Council 

overprovided MRP between 2003/04 and 2010/11. At the request of the 
auditors, the Council agreed to treat the overprovision as voluntary set-
aside, i.e. an additional provision over and above what was deemed 
prudent at the time.  The amount of the overprovision was £1.269m, and 
since 2010/11 the Council has used £0.94m of this amount to offset MRP.  
This leaves a residual overprovision of £0.345m that the Council can use 
to offset future MRP. 
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4.15 The MRP charges between 2018/19 and 2020-21, totalling £0.288m, can 
be offset against the £0.345m overprovision, meaning that there will no 
actual charge to the General Fund in those years. There would be a 
£0.039m charge to the General Fund in 2021/22, and a full charge of 
£0.98m in 2022/23. 

 

Debt liability pre-1 April 2008 - residual liability  

4.16 A feature of the method for calculating the MRP on the debt liability pre-1 

April 2008 was the introduction of an adjustment know as Adjustment A.   

This was introduced as part of the revised system of capital controls that 

come into effect from 1 April 2004.  It represents the difference between 

the Capital Financing Requirement balance under the new system and the 

pre-April 2004 credit ceiling. Its purpose was to ensure that Authorities 

were no worse off under the new system than under the previous credit 

ceiling. 

 

4.17 The Council’s Adjustment A is £4.619m.  Its significance is that the 

Council is only required to repay the credit ceiling amount and there is no 

requirement to provide for the difference, i.e. the Adjustment A amount.   

The outcome is that means that the Council will have a residual debt 

liability of £4.619m at the end of 100+ years if it keeps to the current 

method, or at the end of 50 years if it switches to the new method. 

 

4.18 The Council could choose to make additional provision for this debt if it 

wanted to fully clear its debt liability. To provide for this debt over 50 years 

on a straight-line basis would cost an additional £0.092m per year.  It is 

not considered necessary to make this additional provision at this point in 

time, but this will be kept under review for future years. 

 

 
5. Reasons for Recommendation 

 
5.1 Effective financial management underpins all of the priorities for the 

Council and will enable the Council to operate within a sustainable budget 

environment. 

 

6. Consultation 

 

6.1 None 

 
7. References to Corporate Plan 

 

7.1 The Medium-Term Financial Plan is linked to achieving the vision in the 

corporate plan. 
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8. Implications 

Financial Implications  
Name & Title: Jacqueline Van Mellaerts, Interim Chief Finance Officer 
Tel & Email: 01277 312 829 
jacqueline.vanmellaerts@brentwood.gov.uk   
 

8.1 The MRP charges between 2018/19 and 2020-21, totalling £0.288m, can 

be offset against the £0.345m existing overprovision, meaning that there 

will be no actual charge to the General Fund in those years. There would 

be a £0.039m charge to the General Fund in 2021/22, and a full charge of 

£0.98m in 2022/23. 

 

8.2 However, MRP for future years will change depending on the future 

capital program, once growth bids have been reviewed. Therefore MRP 

and its impact on the General Fund budget will be revisited yearly as part 

of the budget setting process.  

 

8.3 The MRP changes will present the Council with a saving by revising the 

methodology for 2018/19 as stated in Table 2. 

 

Legal Implications  
Name & Title: Daniel Toohey, Head of Legal Services & Monitoring 
Officer 
Tel & Email: 01277 312 860 daniel.toohey@brentwood.gov.uk   
 

8.4 The recommendations within this report are lawful and within the Councils 

powers and duties. The Council has duties within an existing legal 

framework to make proper arrangements for the management of its 

financial affairs, including to determine an amount of MRP which it 

considers to be prudent for the current financial year. The Council is 

permitted to vary the methodology used to make prudent provision during 

the year. A revised MRP statement should be presented to the next full 

Council meeting.  

 

Other Implications - Risk Management 
 

8.5 Finance Pressures is an existing Risk on the Council Strategic Risk 

register. The outcome of this Mid-year Review has not altered the current 

risk rating of this specific risk, which is currently set at the highest level. 

 

9. Background Papers  

 
Budget Report approved 6 March 2018 

Ordinary Council 27th June 2018 

Policy, Projects and Resources 18th September 2018 

Policy, Projects and Resources 20th November 2018 
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Report Author Contact Details: 
Name: Jacqueline Van Mellaerts, Interim Chief Finance Officer 
Telephone: 01277 312 829 
E-mail: Jacqueline.vanmellaerts@brentwood.gov.uk 
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