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BOROUGH OF POOLE

EXTRAORDINARY COUNCIL

4 DECEMBER 2008

The Meeting commenced at 5:37pm and finished at 6:45pm

Present:

Councillor Mrs Lavender (Mayor)
Councillor Allen (Deputy Mayor)
Councillor Meachin (Sheriff)
Councillors Adams, Ms Atkinson, Brooke, Brown, Bulteel, Burden, Chandler, 
Clements, Mrs Dion, Eades, Mrs Evans, Gregory, Mrs Haines, Leverett, Maiden, 
Mason, Montrose, Mrs Moore, Parker, Sorton, Mrs Stribley, Trent, Mrs Walton, 
White, Wilkins, Miss Wilson, Wilson and Woodcock

Members of the public present at the Meeting:  0

Members of the Standards Committee present at the Meeting:  2

C97.08 PRAYERS

Prayers were said.

C98.08 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Mrs Butt, Collier, 
Curtis, Mrs Deas, Gillard, Mrs Long, Martin, Matthews, Plummer, Rampton and Mrs 
Rampton.

C99.08 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

All Members and named substitutes of the Planning Committee (Councillors 
Allen, Mrs Stribley, Mrs Walton, White, Wilkins, Wilson, Ms Atkinson, Brooke, Brown, 
Burden, Clements, Eades, Leverett, Maiden, Mason, Mrs Moore and Parker) 
declared a personal interest in the Agenda item “Core Scheme Delivery Strategy: A 
Proposal for Advance Delivery of the Twin Sails Bridge and Associated Infrastructure 
Using the Regional Infrastructure (RIF) Mechanism.”

C100.08 CORE SCHEME DELIVERY STRATEGY: A PROPOSAL FOR ADVANCE 
DELIVERY OF THE TWIN SAILS BRIDGE AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE 
USING THE REGINOAL INFRASTRUCTURE (RIF) MECHANISM: REPORT OF 
THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL AND CHAIRMAN OF CABINET

The Mayor informed the Council that in view of the importance of this item she 
was prepared to allow the Leader of the Council and Opposition spokesperson an 
extension to the allotted time under Council Procedure Rules to allow detailed 
discussion and debate.
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Councillor Leverett, the Leader of the Council and Chairman of Cabinet, 
introduced his Report, explaining that Cabinet had given this matter careful 
consideration at its Meeting on 2 December 2008 and had unanimously 
recommended the proposal to Council for approval.

Before enlarging on why he felt this was the only way forward for the Council, 
Councillor Leverett thanked Jim Bright, Strategic Director, Alan Taylor Regeneration 
Project Manager, Tim Martin, Head of Legal and Democratic Services, John 
McBride, Chief Executive, Liz Wilkinson, Head of Financial Services, Sam Fox-
Adams, David Ralph, Head of Strategic Planning Services and all those who had 
been associated with the Regeneration Project and Team for the work undertaken 
which had led to the Council being able to consider using the RIF Mechanism for 
advance delivery of the Twin Sails Bridge.

Councillor Leverett reminded Members that the Council had developed two 
strategies to bring forward the delivery of the Bridge; a Master Development Partner 
and a strategy based on individual landowners.  Unfortunately, the latter option had 
not been able to be progressed because of the exceptional global financial situation.  
This left the Council with only two options if it was to proceed to deliver the Bridge.  
With the support of English Partnerships, or the Housing and Communities Agency 
in acquiring the site and justifying extra expenditure on the infrastructure or through 
the Regional Infrastructure Fund (RIF), which was effectively a Government loan 
through the Regional Development Agency (RDA). Cabinet had considered this 
issue and agreed that the latter was capable of expediting delivery of the Bridge yet, 
at the same time, not excluding future involvement of the Housing and Communities 
Agency.

A submission had been prepared to the South West Regional Development 
Agency for a RIF bid and Officers had presented it to the Panel earlier today.  

The funding of the Core Structure could now be achieved by a combination of:

 The original Department for Transport Grant and a further 
contribution from the Department of Transport towards preparation 
costs

 Accrued contributions from the Interim Developer Contributions 
Scheme for transport improvements

 An agreed allocation of Capital Funding from growth point 
submission for 2009 to 2011

 The balance of funding would be provided through the RIF.

Councillor Leverett drew Members’ attention to paragraph 7.1.2 to 7.1.6 of the 
Report.  He referred to an extract from the Bid tabled at the Meeting, which detailed 
the cost of the proposals (Appended to these Minutes.  Cabinet was requesting 
Council to approve application for a bid to borrow £10M.
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Councillor Leverett explained that obviously any loan had to be repaid and he 
gave the Council a categorical assurance that it was the intention that this would not 
be a debt that the Council Taxpayer would have to service in the long term.  He 
indicated that the debt would be serviced by:-

(a) a contribution of £2.5M from the landowners
(b) monies from Section 106 Agreements from the land which was liable for 

contributions for that purpose
(c) the South East Dorset Contributions Policy may also be used to support 

the Scheme
(d) any surplus unused contingency funds

The Council had to provide a guaranteed backstop position of up to £1Million 
annually but this would not apply until 2017 at the earliest.  Should this occur, a 
situation, which the Leader considered unlikely, ultimately the responsibility of paying 
back the money still lie with the ultimate developer of the land.

Councillor Leverett assured Members that he felt the financial risk of the 
Scheme was minimal and could be properly managed.  He felt there was a far 
greater risk if the Council did nothing and it would almost certainly risk losing all that 
had been achieved to date, the offer of the Government Grant of £14.1M, which was 
likely to be withdrawn, the permission under the Transport and Works Act and the 
£7.9Million that the Council had invested to date and with those sums any prospect 
that the Council may have for securing a Second Harbour Crossing for a generation 
at least.

Councillor Leverett then outlined the obstacles should the Council agree to 
make application for such a loan, these being:-

 the loan would need to be secured from the South West Regional 
Development Agency

 all necessary agreements would need to be secured with third 
parties

 the Tender price would need to be at an affordable level

Councillor Leverett explained that until the Tender price was known, the 
Council was unable to make the final decision to proceed but should everything go to 
plan work could commence on site on the Bridge in September 2009 with an opening 
in September 2011.

He urged Members to support the recommendations detailed at paragraph 2.1 
to 2.5 of his Report, explaining that he felt this was the only realistic chance of the 
Council securing its Second Harbour Crossing.  He moved the proposals detailed at 
paragraph 2.1 to 2.5 and this was Seconded, noting that the requisite number of 
Members had requested a recorded vote and accepted the request for 
recommendation 2.1 to be taken separately.  

In Seconding the proposals, a Member spoke in favour, suggesting that 
Members should ask themselves a number of questions, including: 
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o Did they support the Second Harbour Crossing?  If they did then no 
Member would want to risk its delivery, more delays would result in a 
loss of the £14.1Million and probably the Transport and Works Act 
permission.

o Queried whether Members wished that to happen, she suggested not.

o Whether Members supported the provision of a Second Harbour 
Crossing at the earliest opportunity and the benefits it brought, such as 
affordable housing and employment, she suggested that this should be 
a unanimous yes.  

o The Member queried whether any Member had a detailed costed 
practical alternative for the Second Harbour Crossing and thought this 
was unlikely, she suggested that if not, all Members had a duty to vote 
for these proposals.

A Member, responding on behalf of the Liberal Democrat Group, thanked the 
Mayor for the extension to the prescribed times allowed by Council Procedure Rules 
but explained he would have liked earlier notice.

He congratulated the Leader on his Presentation and his support for the 
benefits of the Second Harbour Crossing and was pleased that he had been won 
over from his past scepticism.  He explained that 8 years ago the Council had 
approved the Full Sail Ahead Project.  He felt that for the last 4 years there had been 
prevarication and dithering and resented being told that the Bridge could only be 
completed if the Council took a £10M bridging loan.  He felt the Councillors were 
being asked to sign a blank cheque. A t the Cabinet Meeting on 2 December, which 
he had attended, he explained that one of the Cabinet Members had stated they 
looked forward to seeing a breakdown of the costs as soon as possible.  He queried 
how anyone could vote for this proposal without knowing the cost?  Members had 
not seen the costed proposals and he had never seen a fully costed alternative.  He 
felt Members needed a better analysis of risks before they could vote in favour of this 
Proposal.  

The Member then referred to the Council’s capacity to address capital 
projects and delivery of them, referring to Old Town First School, Building Schools 
for the Future and a number of other major projects where he felt the Council 
demonstrably could not cope with such a number of capital projects and consequent 
workload.  He acknowledged that the Administration would have its way, whatever 
he said or did and he chose to abstain from voting on the loan, feeling that the cost 
of further failure would be at an enormous price to Poole residents.

A Member spoke in support of the Leader’s proposals and felt that the key 
players were all fully behind this attempt at providing the Second Bridge.

A Member commented that he would very much like the Bridge to come to 
fruition.  He asked if he could have an undertaking from Legal Services that all 
contracts entered into would not be open ended and not allow the Contractors to 
increase the price at each phase.  He felt that companies saw Local Authorities as 
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easy prey and wished for an assurance that the Contract relating to the Bridge would 
be watertight.  If he could get such an assurance that there would be a watertight 
Contract then he would vote in favour.

Another Member then spoke in support of the proposals, explaining he felt it 
worthwhile being a Councillor, privileged to be here speaking about the start of the 
delivery of a bridge.  He felt the Council needed to maximise the opportunities before 
it.  He wished the financial risk to the residents to be as small as possible and also 
wished all wording on the Contract to be very specific.  He suggested that the 
recommendations before the Council should be modified so that any delegation was 
also in consultation with an Opposition Member as he felt this should be a non-
partisan Project.  He sought assurance that there would be no loopholes in the 
Contract that would preclude Developers from contributing.  

A Member congratulated all the Officers concerned for setting up the Second 
option for the Bridge, as without it the Council would be in serious difficulty.  When in 
Opposition, a Second lifting bridge had not been the preferred option, nor was its 
current position, but now the Council had to proceed with a fixed bridge in the 
situation as it was as it was the best the Council could achieve and it was essential 
to the Town.  

A Member commented that there had always been a need for a Second 
Harbour Crossing and that the Council was here to do the best for the people of 
Poole and the best for the Town.  She congratulated the Officers and Members past 
and presented in getting this far.  She explained that it was financially prudent to get 
things right.  She also acknowledged that the Council performance with regard to 
Contracts was not one of its best assets and asked the Leader what would happen if 
the Tender price exceeded the budget sum?

A Member commented that she agreed the need for the Bridge but the figures 
tabled at this Meeting were the first she had seen and she queried the difference of 
£4Million as she thought the Local Transport Plan Grant was £14.1Million, the cost of 
the new Bridge was £14.1Million, but she now saw that it was £18.1Million.

A Member also did not dispute the need for a Second Harbour Crossing, but 
needed to see in 5 years where the Council would be.  He thought the Council may 
have a new Bridge but no development on a still derelict Power Station Site.  He 
explained that the £10M loan he understood was predicated on sites being 
developed to pay back the loan.  He felt all Members should have seen the relevant 
documentation, including detailed costings and was surprised the Cabinet had not 
seen it. 

A Member congratulated all involved and reminded the Council that the long 
term future of Poole rested on the Bridge going ahead, but noted that there were still 
some obstacles to overcome and she asked that all Members be kept fully informed, 
it being imperative that all Members were informed, not just small groups.

A Member spoke as a Hamworthy Councillor, explaining that the second 
bridge was vital to have improved access to Hamworthy and to the Port.  He agreed, 
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watertight control over the Contract was essential and he felt that there would be an 
improved tourism offer with people coming to see the new Bridge.

A Member commented that there was Opposition involvement in the Project 
with Opposition membership of the Town Centre Regeneration Board.

A Member commented that he accepted the Town needed a Second Bridge 
and he supported it but he felt he was between a “rock and a hard place” as this may 
be a lost opportunity if it did not proceed but this was not a perfect solution.  He felt 
there were significant risks and the Council was not able to use prudential borrowing 
because the risk was perceived to be too great.  He felt with inflation being unknown 
over the next years the Council would not be able to guarantee income from 
development and this loan was totally developer dependent.  He felt the Council was 
being asked to take a major decision on a series of unknown outcomes.  He felt as 
the Town Centre Bridge Advisory Group had previously agreed, the Council did not 
want a bridge at any cost and potentially this solution could be just that.  He felt it 
was for the Administration to take leadership and for the Opposition to point out the 
risk.  He could not vote against the Proposal and was to abstain.

A Member asked that the Council should take control over the designs of 
development to be undertaken on the Regeneration Site and that it should be 
acknowledged that amenity space was required as she felt some of the affordable 
housing already built in the town could have been better designed.

A Member spoke as a Poole Town Ward Councillor and explained that his 
Ward was very much affected by the lack of a Second Harbour Crossing.  The 
Council was seeking to minimise the risk.  The Council needed this Bridge as a 
Bridge for the future and pointed out that if it did not proceed with this Scheme then 
the money previously invested would be lost, and the Council would be unlikely to 
get another opportunity for a generation.

Another Poole Town Ward Councillor explained that her grandfather had been 
part of the Civic Party who had crossed the first Bridge in 1926 and she hoped to be 
part of the Civic Party at the opening of the Second bridge crossing.

The Mayor invited the Strategic Director, Mr Bright, to answer questions 
raised by Members.  He responded to the question as to whether the Developers 
were behind the proposition, explaining that JJ Gallagher and NIH were aware of the 
proposition and JJ Gallagher had written to the Council supporting the RIF 
application.  He explained there were a number of matters yet to be resolved.  With 
regard to the issue over loopholes raised by a Councillor, the contributions from JJ 
Gallagher were in no way allied to any mitigation and no agreement was fettered by 
planning permission.  With regard to development, the Council could not control 
when development came forward, the landowner entered into an agreement and 
made the payment and he assumed this would encourage development.  

There was a need for a detailed agreement between the Council and the 
Regional Development Agency and this had been discussed fully at the Regional 
Development Agency Board Meeting.
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The Head of Legal and Democratic Services explained that the Council had  
had clear legal advice and a robust contract was to be sought.  The Project had 
received legal support, both internally and externally and he was satisfied that the 
Council was getting the correct legal support and he would ensure that the Contracts 
were robust.  He explained that contractual problems were not all down to the 
drafging but also due to how they were managed.  

The Head of Financial Services commented that the issue raised by the 
Councillor that prudential borrowing was not an option for the Council was not 
because it was imprudent but because prudential borrowing was not an appropriate 
model for the Council to use to seek a solution to fund the Bridge because of the 
downturn in the financial market.  She explained that the Council was subject to 
close scrutiny over its ability to fund any loan the RIF Panel may award and it would 
not sanction any loan if it was not satisfied that it was financially prudent.

The Deputy Mayor had to leave the Meeting early to undertake a Mayoral 
engagement and signified that, had he been present for the vote, he would have 
voted in favour of recommendations 2.1 to 2.5.

The recommendations were moved, seconded and Voting was as follows:-

In accordance with Standing Orders the requisite number of Members had 
requested that voting be recorded.

That Council supports:

(i) The proposal to use the RIF mechanism for advance delivery of the Twin 
Sails Bridge and associated infrastructure and endorse the principles 
contained in the RIF submission. In making this endorsement Members 
should note the repayment proposals outlined in Section 8 and the 
potential implications for future MTFP allocations post 2017.

For:  Councillors Adams, Ms Atkinson, Bulteel, Burden, Chandler, Mrs Dion, 
Mrs Evans, Gregory, Mrs Haines, Leverett, Mason, Montrose, Parker, 
Sorton, Mrs Stribley, Mrs Walton, White, Wilkins, Wilson and Woodcock.

Against:  0

Abstained:  Councillors Brooke, Brown, Clements, Eades, Maiden, Meachin, 
Mrs Moore and Miss Wilson.

The Mayor, Councillor Mrs Lavender, took no part in the vote.

(ii) Delegates to the Strategic Director, in consultation with the Leader of the 
Council and the Heads of Financial Services and Legal and Democratic 
Services, agreement of the final details of the submission to the RDA.

(iii) Delegates to the Strategic Director, in consultation with the Heads of 
Financial Services and Legal and Democratic Services, authority to enter 
into negotiations with JJG/LIH with the intent of establishing an agreement 
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which supports the delivery of the Core Scheme  in conformity with the RIF 
submission.

(iv) Notes that the Head of Property Services will, under the Council’s powers 
in the 2006 Transport and Works Act Order (TWAO), commence 
negotiations for the acquisition of a strip of land to the North of the bridge 
approach off West Quay Road.  This land being required to construct the 
Core Scheme.  Any terms agreed will be referred to Cabinet for approval. 
If it appears necessary to use the CPO powers contained within the TWAO 
the implications of this will be referred back to Cabinet and Council for 
consideration before proceeding.

(v) Request the Strategic Director to commission a Gateway Review (Health 
Check) to externally check the schemes readiness to proceed to 
procurement. The cost of this review to be met from within existing 
resources allocated for the Poole Bridge Regeneration Initiative.

For:   Unanimous

The above recommendations were CARRIED.

MAYOR
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APPENDIX TO EXTRAORDINARY COUNCIL MINUTES 4 DECEMBER 2008 

REGIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND 
IPOOLE CASH FLOW REQUIREMENT 
ANNUAL 

Total 

2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 Spend 
Income £m £m £m £m £m 
BOP Funding Allocation 7.74 0.20 0.00 0.00 7.94 
S106 Collected to date 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.75 
S 1 06 April to Oct 2009 0.00 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.75 
Growth Point Monies 0.00 1.10 1.10 0.00 2.20 
L TP Preparatory Costs 0.00 1.20 0.00 0.00 1.20 
LTP Award 0.00 5.14 7.71 1.29 14.14 
RIF Funding 0.00 1.35 6.75 1.86 9.96 

8.49 9.74 15.57 3.14 36.94 

Total 

2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 Spend 
Expenditure £m £m £m £m £m 
BOP Funding Allocation 7.74 0.20 0.00 0.00 7.94 
New Bridge Construction 0.00 5.52 11.05 1.84 18.41 
Contingency & Optimism Bias 0.00 1.44 2.88 0.48 4.80 
Roads and Junction Infrastructure 0.00 0.00 1.31 0.65 1.96 
Control Systems (VMS) 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.17 0.50 
New Items following Public Enquiry 0.18 1.05 0.00 0.00 1.23 
Preliminary Costs 0.50 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.50 
Dredging Costs 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.10 
Contingency for Order & Nikal Land Issues 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.50 

8.42 9.82 15.57 3.14 36.94 

Net Cash Position 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Assumptions 

1. Bridge build 20 months commencing Oct 09 
2. Bridge build costs evenly split over 20mths 
3. Optimism Bias follows bridge construction profile 
4. Preliminary cost assumed to be incurred from Jan 2009 until bridge construction commences Oct 2009 even split 
5. Roads and Junction assumed build begins Dec 10 fro 6 month period, costs evenly incurred 
6. VMS assumed build begins Dec 10 fro 6 month period, costs evenly incurred 
7. New items following public enquiry profiled as Preliminary costs from March 09 to bridge start date Oct 09 
8. Contingency for Nikal Land issues April 2009 

2.80% 


