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Notice of Audit and Governance Committee 
 

Date: Thursday, 6 November 2025 at 6.00 pm 

Venue: HMS Phoebe, BCP Civic Centre, Bournemouth BH2 6DY 

 

Membership: 

Chair: 

Cllr E Connolly 

Vice Chair: 

Cllr M Andrews 

Cllr S Armstrong 
Cllr S Bartlett 
Cllr J Beesley 
 

Cllr M Phipps 
Cllr V Slade 
Cllr M Tarling 
 

Cllr C Weight 
 

Independent persons: 

Lindy Jansen-VanVuuren Samantha Acton   
 

All Members of the Audit and Governance Committee are summoned to attend this meeting 
to consider the items of business set out on the agenda below. 
 

The press and public are welcome to view the live stream of this meeting at the following 
link: 

 
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?MId=6622 
 

If you would like any further information on the items to be considered at the meeting please 
contact: Jill Holyoake on 01202 127564 or email democratic.services@bcpcouncil.gov.uk 

 
Press enquiries should be directed to the Press Office: Tel: 01202 118686 or 
email press.office@bcpcouncil.gov.uk 

  
This notice and all the papers mentioned within it are available at democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk 
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AGENDA 
Items to be considered while the meeting is open to the public 

1.   Apologies  

 To receive any apologies for absence from Councillors. 

 

 

2.   Substitute Members  

 To receive information on any changes in the membership of the 
Committee. 

 
Note – When a member of a Committee is unable to attend a meeting of a 
Committee or Sub-Committee, the relevant Political Group Leader (or their 

nominated representative) may, by notice to the Monitoring Officer (or their 
nominated representative) prior to the meeting, appoint a substitute 

member from within the same Political Group. The contact details on the 
front of this agenda should be used for notifications. 
 

 

3.   Declarations of Interests  

 Councillors are requested to declare any interests on items included in this 
agenda. Please refer to the workflow on the preceding page for guidance. 

Declarations received will be reported at the meeting. 

 

 

4.   Confirmation of Minutes 5 - 16 

 To confirm and sign as a correct record the minutes of the additional 
meeting held on 24 September 2025. 

 

 

5.   Public Issues  

 To receive any public questions, statements or petitions submitted in 
accordance with the Constitution. Further information on the requirements 

for submitting these is available to view at the following link:- 

https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListMeetings.aspx?CommitteeID=151&I

nfo=1&bcr=1 

The deadline for the submission of public questions is midday on Friday 31 

October 2025 [midday 3 clear working days before the meeting]. 

The deadline for the submission of a statement is midday on Wednesday 5 
November 2025 [midday the working day before the meeting]. 

The deadline for the submission of a petition is Thursday 23 October 2025 
[10 working days before the meeting]. 

 

 

 ITEMS OF BUSINESS 
 

 

6.   DRAFT - Internal Audit - BCP FuturePlaces (FPL) Investigation Report 

(Scope items 1 to 8) 
17 - 214 

 This draft investigation report - BCP FuturePlaces Ltd (FPL) covers scope 
areas 1 to 8 (all scope areas).  
 

 

https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListMeetings.aspx?CommitteeID=151&Info=1&bcr=1
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListMeetings.aspx?CommitteeID=151&Info=1&bcr=1


 
 

 

This A&G Committee meeting will be the second meeting on this matter. 

The Committee has previously reviewed an initial part A which covered 
scope areas 1 to 4 at a meeting on 24 September 2025. The meeting only 

managed to review scope areas 1-3. 
 
To allow the Committee sufficient time to digest and review the findings to 

determine next steps there may be a need for a least one further meeting. 
 

At the conclusion of this investigation there may still be gaps in 
understanding, and the Committee may or may not decide that further 
investigation through other means is required. 

 
NOTE: 

 
In relation to the confidential Appendix (Section F of the report), should the 
Committee wish to discuss the content, it is asked to consider the following 

resolution: - 
  

‘That under Section 100(A)(4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the public 
be excluded from the meeting for the following item of business on the 
grounds that it involves the likely disclosure of exempt information as 

defined in Paragraphs 1 and 2 in Part I of Schedule 12A of the Act and that 
the public interest in withholding the information outweighs such interest in 

disclosing the information.’ 
 

 
No other items of business can be considered unless the Chair decides the matter is urgent for reasons that must 
be specified and recorded in the Minutes.  
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BOURNEMOUTH, CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL 
 

AUDIT AND GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE 

 

Minutes of the Meeting held on 24 September 2025 at 6.00 pm 
 

Present:- 

Cllr E Connolly – Chair 

Cllr M Andrews – Vice-Chair 

 
Present: 

 
 
Present  

virtually: 

Cllr S Armstrong, Cllr J Beesley, Cllr J J Butt, Cllr M Phipps, 

Cllr V Slade, Cllr M Tarling, Samantha Acton and Cllr B Nanovo 
 
Lindy Jansen-VanVuuren 

 

34. Apologies  
 

Apologies were received from Cllr Clare Weight. 

 
35. Substitute Members  

 

Cllr Bernadette Nanovo substituted for Cllr Weight on this occasion. 
 

36. Declarations of Interests  
 

There were no disclosable pecuniary interests on this occasion. 
 
The Chair invited Committee Members to share any involvement they may 

have had with FuturePlaces and those who wished to, provided details 
accordingly. 

 
37. Public Issues  

 

The following questions were received from Mr Alex McKinstry in relation to 
Agenda Item 6: 

 
Question 1. 
 

Using pdf pagination, pages 50-51 describe how a friendship was alleged to 
exist between Drew Mellor and the FuturePlaces strategic engagement 

director, both of whom are involved in a local rugby club; but at paragraph 3 
1 28, "a former employee of FPL" is quoted, who states it was the chairing 
of the Poole BID by the person concerned that was thought to have 

impressed the FuturePlaces MD. For absolute clarity, was that "former 
employee of FPL" the strategic engagement director himself, or one of the 

executive directors of the company (and if so, which)? Can you also confirm 
whether the ex-MD of FuturePlaces has actually been asked why she 
recommended this person for the post of strategic engagement director in 

her email of 9 July 2021? 
 

Response from the Chair:  
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The former employee of FPL mentioned in the report was not the strategic 
engagement director or either of the executive directors.    The ex-MD has 
not been asked any questions in this part of the investigation - including 

why she appointed the strategic engagement director.     
It will be for the A&G committee to determine next steps, including whether 

any individual is asked for specific comments or is asked to respond to a 
specific question.    
 

Question 2. 
 

When assessing the value of work to be transferred to BCP Council - for 
which, see pages 75-76 - did the fact that a significant amount of that work 
remained in draft have any effect on its value or its categorisation? (We 

know for instance that much of the Wessex Fields work remained in draft, 
as stated at the Overview and Scrutiny Board of 26 February 2024; while 

an FOI has shown that of the 27 reports commissioned for the Holes Bay 
site, 21 remained in draft, including an estate management plan and flood 
risk assessments.) Has any opinion been reached, moreover, as to why so 

much of FuturePlaces' work was being kept in draft form? 
 

Response from the Chair: 

 
It seems simply the case that for contributing work, plans, assessments and 

so on to an Outline Business case (OBC) or final report presented to the 
Council, then these were marked draft by FPL.    
In assessing the value of work to be purchased by the Council in the lead 

up to the closure of FPL all work was simply categorised as work in 
progress and each piece of work, plan or assessment was considered on a 

case by case basis as of use to the Council.  
 
Question 3. 

 
Have the following documents, mentioned in tonight's report, been made 

available to the Committee (given that they're not included in the Part E 
appendices): 
(Paragraph 3 1 6) MD & Head of HR emails discussing "offer" expectations, 

11 June 2021; 
(3 1 7 and 3 1 8) Emails concerning MD recruitment; 

(3 1 17) MD suggesting individuals for the COO and strategic engagement 
director roles, 9 July 2021; 
(3 2 11) Latest position re outstanding governance documents. 

Can you also confirm what exactly is being quoted from in paragraph 3 2 11 
(it seems to be a Council email); and provide dates for the emails 

reproduced in paragraph 3 1 22 (where the MD quotes Graham Farrant's 
view that key roles must be "openly recruited") and the lower part of page 
105 (legal advice)? 

 
Response from the Chair: 
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Several hundred emails and numerous documents have been considered 

during the investigation. The investigator has considered it not practical to 
attach every email or document mentioned in the report and has exercise 
judgement.    

The Committee has not seen the emails or documents mentioned in this 
public question.    

 
At 3.2.11 a briefing note is quoted which was sent from an officer within the 
Council’s commissioning team, to the Chief Executive, as shareholder 

representative, the briefing note was sent on 19/3/23.      
The date for the email quoted at 3.1.22, Graham Farrant’s view that the key 

roles must be openly recruited, was 6/9/2021  
The date for email quoting legal advice was 2 June 2021   
Please note these dates have been added to report and will appear in the 

final version.  
[NB - re Question 2: the FOI listing the 27 Holes Bay reports, including 

those in draft, is this one: 
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/holes_bay_masterplan#incomin
g-2802199 

Re Question 3 - two of the emails referred to in paragraphs 3 1 7 and 3 1 8 
were disclosed, albeit redacted, in the following FOI response. This 
includes the email of 30 June 2021 sketching out the interview questions - 

see towards the bottom, under "Show all attachments": 
 

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/general_decision_making_proce
ss#incoming-3018958 
 

 
Statements received from Alex McKinstrty in relation to Agenda Item 6: 

 
Statement 1. 
 

I'm appalled at the events chronicled in 3.1 of tonight's report: senior 
officers reverse-engineering an appointment to a £150,000 a year publicly-

funded role. Especially shocking was the appointing of Drew Mellor to the 
interview panel as a decision-maker, given that the officer arranging that 
panel knew of the alleged offer Drew Mellor had made to the candidate: as 

stated in their email to the Chief Executive of 14 June 2021. (This is crucial, 
as the decision to appoint was split 2-1.) I note too that, eight days after the 

interview, the candidate was nominating individuals for the COO and 
Strategic Engagement Director roles - "[I] would like to discuss how we get 
these in place asap" - and they were indeed recruited after very limited 

advertising. The Committee might seek advice on whether these 
appointment processes were actually lawful. 

 
Statement 2. 
 

The 2022 business update "proposed that FuturePlaces adopts the 
Stewardship Kitemark" - this kitemark being the work of The Stewardship 

Initiative, of which the FuturePlaces MD is co-founder. (See paragraph 4 1 
12.) I'm alarmed that £20,125 was paid to Knight Frank for "a commercial 
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review of [the] Stewardship Model", especially as a second co-founder of 

the Initiative was a senior partner in Knight Frank. The third co-founder was 
a senior executive at The Prince's Foundation - which received £77,499 
from FuturePlaces, according to the consultancy fees drilldown in 4 1 6. 

Knight Frank, meanwhile, received sums totalling £109,126. It may well be 
that The Stewardship Initiative didn't benefit from Knight Frank's review, 

that the latter was scrupulously impartial, and any overlapping interests 
were declared; but I feel the Committee needs to look into this. 
 

Statements received from Ian Redman in relation to Agena Item 6 (read out 
by Mr Alex McKinstrty) 
 

Statement 1 
 

"FuturePlaces" turned out to be a total misnomer. £7,205,442 was spent on 
a company whose worthwhile output consisted of reports worth £1,713,420, 

which for some reason the Council paid £2,691,704 for, plus VAT. Adding 
up the salary and bonus payments, moreover - and the £95,110 paid to her 
or her company as consultant / subcontractor - the managing director made 

£424,409 out of the company before tax; the chief operations officer, 
£395,939. The amount paid to consultants was £3,146,410 which is 
staggering considering only five of the company's projects reached the 

outline business case stage. I eagerly await Part 2 of the report, including 
details of how much rent was paid to Hinton Road Investment Limited after 

Drew Mellor became sole director of that company. 
 
Statement 2 

 
If the Committee decides further investigations are necessary, the obvious 

matters are the events following the Head of HR's email to Graham Farrant 
(14 June 2021), where, to quote the report, "the Council would appear to 
have been reactively acting to the Leader's apparent 'offer of employment' 

and the individual's expectations in terms of salary". The role was not 
advertised, no other candidate interviewed, and incredibly, the Head of HR 

put Drew Mellor on the interview panel despite knowing about the aforesaid 
"offer of employment". (Graham Farrant attended the interview; he also 
knew.) Once appointed, the MD suggested candidates for the other two 

senior posts and these were only advertised superficially. This was no way 
to recruit world-beating talent and it's regrettable that tonight's meeting was 

deferred until after Graham Farrant's retirement, as in these matters he has 
some very serious questions to answer. 
 

Statement 3 
 

Extracts from the Risk Assessment which was part of the Officer Decision 
Record signed by Graham Farrant, 8th June 2021 
“Project risks will be reported through the Gateway process and by regular 

progress reports. These will be escalated to the Heads of Service or 
Directors, where appropriate”. 

8
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“Poor performance and lack of delivery will impact negatively on the 

Council’s reputation and this risk will be mitigated by monitoring of the URC 
activities by a robust client commissioning team”. 
Senior council officers knew the risk of failure in June 2021 and appear to 

have done nothing to prevent millions being squandered. 
 

Post meeting note: following a request from a Committee Member, the clerk 
checked the questions and statements against those submitted and 
previously circulated to the Committee and confirmed by email to the 

Committee that they were accurate to what was read out and complete.  
 

38. Exclusion of Press and Public  
 

The Chair advised the Committee that should they wish to discuss the 

contents of the confidential Section F to the report, then the Committee 
would need to move in to exempt session. 

 
39. PART A - BCP FuturePlaces Investigation Report (Scope items 1 to 4)  

 

The Chair set out some background to why this meeting was being held 
and the way she proposed to manage this item.  The Chair also highlighted 
that as this was an interim/draft report, no recommendations should be 

made at this meeting, but it was an opportunity to seek clarity and discuss 
whether further information was required when the final report was 

published. 
 
Finally, the Chair suggested that members might choose to provide 

individual summary reflections at the conclusion of the next meeting, to 
offer varied perspectives to the public. Participation would be voluntary, and 

no judgement would be made on those who opted not to contribute. 
 
The Head of Audit and Management Assurance (HAMA) presented a 

report, a copy of which had been circulated to each Member and a copy of 
which appears as Appendix 'A' to these Minutes in the Minute Book. 

 
The report detailed Part A - BCP FuturePlaces Ltd investigation findings 
covering scope areas 1 to 4.  

 
The Chair of A&G Committee had determined a second meeting would be 

arranged in October 2025 to receive Part B and final report, covering scope 
areas 5 to 8.   
 

Receiving the report over two meetings would allow the Committee 
sufficient time to digest and review the findings to determine next steps. It 

would also allow the investigator more time to conclude findings in scope 
areas 5 to 8. 
 

It was highlighted in the report that at the conclusion of this investigation 
there may still be gaps in understanding, and the Committee may or may 

not decide that further investigation through other means was required. 
 

9
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The Committee discussed the report breaking down each section of the 

scope to consider them one at a time. 
 
Scope 1. Timeline and key decisions: 

 
1.1 Produce the timeline of key decisions in respect of BCP Future Places 

Ltd (as per MO report to A&G Committee 20/3/25). 
 

 The Chair suggested the timeline be used as a reference point 

throughout the meeting and as a basis for the closing discussion. 

 There was an acknowledgement of the significant work by officers in 

compiling the timeline and some Committee Members advised they 
had cross checked links and reports and found them to be accurate 
and consistent. 

 The Chair reiterated that the timeline can be added to during the 
discussion and used to support further lines of enquiry. 

 A Committee Member requested the inclusion of the report of the 
Monitoring Officer (MO) to the Audit and Governance Committee on 

20 March 2025 to the end of the timeline. 
 
Actions highlighted for this item: 

 
 Request HAMA add the MO’s report to the end of the timeline to 

demonstrate the action which had been taken by the 
Committee. 

 

1.2 Find and restate the motivations and considerations behind the decision 
to create a Urban Regeneration Company (URC) and the environment 

for decision making in which it was created. 
 

 A concern and observation was made that the 'Big Plan' was never 

formally ratified at Full Council. 

 Acknowledgement that the timeline showed the evolution of thinking 

and the perceived need to expand beyond internal capabilities. 

 The Chair questioned the thoroughness of assessing internal 

capability within BCP Council before deciding external action was 
necessary. 

 

Scope 2. Decision to create BCP Future Places Ltd – Cabinet 26 May 
2021: 

 
2.1 Review the authority of Cabinet to establish an Urban Regeneration 
Company was in line with the Council’s Constitution and did the report set 

out the risks, rewards, pros and cons. 
 

 The Chair reflected that the Cabinet report (26 May 2021, page 39 of 
the Report) set out risks and considerations in detail. 

 There was some concerns raised and discussion regarding the 

procurement of services from Inner Circle Consulting and the 

10
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recommendation they gave of a Urban Regeneration Company 

(URC) model 
 A Committee Member suggested that had due diligence been 

undertaken when contracting with Inner Circle Consulting then the 

Committee should be reassured about the appointment and advice 
provided. 

 The Chair highlighted that the potential risks were detailed and the 
possible attraction to the URC model, was its flexibility. 

 Members discussed the tension between operating as a private 

company while using public funds and the model chosen. 
 In response to a query regarding the less explored options, the 

Committee was referred to pages 102–103 in the appendix which 
provided a deeper dive into the options appraisal, which detailed why 
a strategic partnership model would not achieve the objectives 

required. 
 A Member acknowledged that the risk register supported the URC 

model and that Councillors likely acted on the best available expert 
advice. 

 Historical context was provided, noting the complexity of 

regeneration across BCP’s geography. 
 General consensus emerged that the URC model was a valid 

approach, given the professional advice provided at the time. 

 
Actions highlighted for this subsection: 

 
 Confirm whether due diligence was undertaken in the 

appointment of Inner Circle Consulting. 

 
2.2 Review the approval of the final business case by the Chief Executive 

and the inclusion of the information as requested by Cabinet. 
 

 A Member raised concerns about the procurement process for Inner 

Circle Consulting, questioning whether appointments were made 
through standard procedures and without undue influence. 

 It was noted that Inner Circle Consulting was involved in both the 
options appraisal and the regeneration portfolio review, prompting 

questions about independence and transparency. 

 Officers confirmed that the procurement process had not yet been 

reviewed in detail and agreed to investigate whether one or two 
separate procurement processes were used. 

 The complexity of contract aggregation was acknowledged, with officers 

noting it was often difficult to foresee future work at the outset. 

 A Member emphasised the need to understand the decision-making 

responsibility, distinguishing between operational delivery of officers and 
strategic choices. 

 A change in the funding model from revenue-based to a working capital 

loan was discussed, with confirmation that increased funding was drawn 
from the Financial Resilience Reserve and was agreed through the 

normal constitutional process.  

11
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 In response to a query regarding the £2 billion gross development value 

cited in reports, it was confirmed that the figure originated from the Inner 
Circle report dated 26 May 2021. 

 Officers confirmed that the URC setup plan was clearly outlined in the 

officer decision record and followed through accordingly. 

 A discrepancy was noted between £2 billion and £3 billion figures cited 

in different meetings, prompting calls for clarification and transcript 
review. 

 The Chair highlighted a comment made by a Councillor who was not on 
the Committee that noted that the URC was preferred over the 
Bournemouth Development Company model due to the ability of a 

Teckel comany to be fully within Council control as the only 
Shareholder. 

 The Chair advised that while the process appeared thorough, follow-up 
questions remained which needed to be considered further. 

 
Actions highlighted for this subsection: 
 

 The HAMA to investigate the procurement process for Inner Circle 
Consulting, including whether it involved one or two separate 

procurements. 

 Verify the discrepancy between £2 billion and £3 billion cited in 
different meetings, including checking transcripts and impact on 

decision-making. 

 

Scope 3. Establishment and operation of BCP Future Places Ltd. 
 
3.1 Identify the process for the appointment of the company’s Executive 

and Non-Executive Directors and other staff (was an appropriate open and 
transparent process followed). 

 

 Members expressed serious concerns over the recruitment process for 

the Managing Director (MD) and other senior roles at FuturePlaces, 
noting apparent pre-selection and lack of open competition. 

 Concerns were raised about the high salaries and consultancy fees 

paid, including £900/day consultancy rates and Members discussed 
whether such salaries were appropriate for a Council-owned company. 

 The HAMA clarified that salary levels were set having been job 
evaluated, aligned with Council corporate director roles and was a 
Council decision. 

 Members discussed the lack of governance structures at the inception 
of FuturePlaces, noting that recruitment protocols were established only 

after initial appointments had been made.  The tension between a 
private start up company using public funds was highlighted by the 

Chair. 

 The HAMA advised the Committee that the Council was only 
responsible for the recruitment of the FuturePlaces Managing Director, 

will all other appointments being their responsibility. 

12
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 It was highlighted as a possible recommendation that governance and 

recruitment expectations should be clearly defined from the outset for 
any future Council-owned companies,  

 The Chair advised she would welcome further investigation into the 

required qualifications and experience to fulfil the directorship roles 
appropriately. 

 A Member stressed the need for the Committee to remain impartial and 
avoid language that could reflect negatively on the former FuturePlaces 

Directors. 

 There was some debate and expressed concerns about the balance of 
input from former FuturePlaces officers and the former Chief Executive, 

with calls for equal opportunity to provide evidence.   

 In response to a query, the HAMA confirmed that Scope 8 was an 

aggregation of lessons learnt and changes which had been 
implemented as a result. 

 Some Committee Members highlighted they had already submitted 

questions to the HAMA or would like to and it was confirmed they would 
be considered as part of the final report. 

 A Member expressed concern regarding the costs incurred to date for 
this investigation and stressed the Committee needed to be mindful of 

Officer resource. 

 The Chair concluded the discussion by acknowledging the differing 

views presented, however, felt that targeted questions to relevant key 
personnel would help the Committee deepen its understanding of the 
situation.  It was also highlighted that the ex-Managing Director of 

FuturePlaces had contributed some information which was included in 
the report. 

 
Actions highlighted for this subsection: 
 

 The HAMA to consider how it would be possible to investigate the 
legality and appropriateness of the recruitment process for the MD 

and senior officers. 

 Invite former FuturePlaces officers to respond to targeted 
questions  following the conclusion of consideration of the 

HAMA’s full report. 

 Clarify how consultancy rates and salaries were determined, 

including any market comparisons or procurement procedures. 

 HAMA to consider questions sent from Committee Members. 

 
3.2 Consider the adequacy of the governance arrangements put in place by 
the Council for the operation of BCP Future Places Ltd. 

 

 Clarification was provided that a commissioning plan existed, but the 

commissioning contract (detailing payments and milestones) was 
missing, which could have led to possible operational ambiguity. 

 It was confirmed that the Council had initially agreed to pay only 

upon delivery of a full business case, which FPL found financially 
risky and sought to renegotiate resulting in the delay in confirming 

the commissioning contract. 

13
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 It was explained by the HAMA that the initial governance setup was 

intended to be temporary, but recruitment of independent non-
executive directors took longer than anticipated. 

 In response from a concern regarding the lack of opposition 

Councillors on the FPL Board, it was noted that the Overview and 
Scrutiny Board had previously voted on the governance structure, 

recommending cross-party representation, which was not adopted. 

 It was noted that governance issues were regularly discussed at FPL 

board meetings, but resolution was complex and required external 
officer involvement. 

 The Chair raised a concern regarding ‘scope creep’ as detailed in 

the report, with projects evolving beyond original plans, possibly due 
to informal requests and whether further investigation in this area 

was required, including how it was managed. 

 The Big Plan Delivery Board was mentioned by the HAMA as a 
possible source of project evolution, creating increased scope 

around already proposed projects. 

 A Member questioned whether FPL met its Teckal company 

obligations, particularly regarding Council control and activity 
thresholds. 

 Ambiguity in governance language (e.g., “the Council”) was 
highlighted as a concern, especially regarding matters like pay, 
bonuses, and asset sales and where did the decision-making lie, 

was it with Officers, Full Council or Cabinet. 

 The Chair highlighted a key point referencing an emai from the 

Commissioning team within the report requesting the need for 
progress reports and KPIs to monitor the work of FPL. 

 Members reflected on the need for clear protocols and transparent 
decision-making. 

 
Actions highlighted for this subsection: 
 

 Add to the enquiry list a request for Future Places’ Directors 
perspective on the absence of the commissioning contract and 
resource agreements. 

 Clarify governance terminology in future documents to specify 
whether decisions lie with Cabinet, full Council, or shareholder 

representatives. 

 

3.3 Consider the adequacy of the governance arrangements put in place by 
the company executive directors for the day to day operation of Future 
Places Ltd 

 

 Members discussed the list of HR policies provided, noting they 

appeared generic and possibly not tailored to the specific needs of 
Future Places Ltd (FPL). 

 Concerns were raised about inconsistency in applying Council policies, 

particularly around pay scales and benefits, such as pensions. 

 Members acknowledged the tension between wanting clarity for staff 

and the practical challenges of applying Council rules to a separate 

14
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legal entity and the Chair advised that this would need some further 

consideration. 

 A Member reflected on similar arrangements with other Council-related 
entities like BH Live, noting that initial setup decisions often evolve and 

diverge over time. 

 In response to a query, it was confirmed that the Council’s financial 

regulations were adopted. 

 The Chair noted that it appeared that there were misunderstandings 

between what the Council expected and what FPL understood its 
obligations to be, particularly in the early operational stages. 

 
Actions highlighted for this subsection: 
 

 Consider a recommendation regarding a clear policy framework for 
Teckal companies regarding whether Council policies should be 
fully adopted or selectively applied. 

 
With agreement from the Committee, the Chair advised that the following 

sections of the scope would be grouped together for consideration: 
 
3.4 Consider the adequacy of business planning arrangements as applied 

by BCP FuturePlaces Ltd. 
 

3.5 Consider the adequacy of the financial and performance management 
as applied by BCP FuturePlaces Ltd, and applied to BCP FuturePlaces Ltd 
by the Council, including consideration of ongoing risk and issues 

management. 
 

3.6 Consider the adequacy of decision making regarding the prioritisation of 
projects and the deliverability for the Business Plan as managed by BCP 
FuturePlaces Ltd. 

 

 Members discussed the interpretation and application of project 

responsibilities, noting ambiguity in management roles and 
expectations. 

 Members agreed that more information was needed about the 

relationship setup and expectations between parties involved and the 
Committee was advised that this information would need to be sought 

from the FPL Directors. 

 The Chair highlighted Section 3.5.11, acknowledging the submission of 

ongoing work lists by FPL’s MD, which illustrated significant activity 
beyond initially commissioned projects. 

 A footnote in Section 3.3 was also noted by the Chair, commending staff 

efforts but highlighting Councillors lack of understanding of actual 
achievements. 

 A Member raised concerns about changes to monthly management 
accounts and suggested questioning the Chief Operating Officer and 

Managing Director for clarification. 

 The issue of ‘mission creep’ was discussed, with a request to 
understand its origin and progression during Future Places’ operation. 
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– 12 – 

AUDIT AND GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE 
24 September 2025 

 

 Members debated the use of draft status in documents, noting it was 

common but potentially used to limit public access and avoid scrutiny. 

 It was suggested that recommendations be made regarding clarity of 
access to documents and the appropriate use of draft status. 

 
Actions highlighted for this subsection: 

 

 FPL Directors to be asked about the items highlighted within this 

section, including the relationship set up and expectations, the 
provision of monthly management accounts and ‘mission creep’. 

 Recommendation to be considered regarding the use and 

implications of the term ‘draft’ and the need to ensure progress 
could be monitored and scrutinised as appropriate. 

 
A Committee Member who was substituting, provided a summary of her 
opinion on Part A of the draft report. 

 
It was highlighted that the Committee had received a briefing regarding the 

financial elements detailed at Section 4 of the report and that this would be 
considered in detail at the next meeting. 
 

The Chair thanked Officers and the Committee and concluded the meeting 
by confirming that Scope 4 would be considered alongside the rest of the 

final report at the next meeting and should anyone have information relating 
to the investigation they wished to be considered by the HAMA and 
Committee, please do make contact. 

 
 

 
 
 

The meeting ended at 9.45 pm  

 CHAIR 
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AUDIT AND GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE 

 

Report subject  DRAFT - Internal Audit - BCP FuturePlaces (FPL) Investigation 

Report (Scope items 1 to 8) 

Meeting date  6 November 2025 

Status  Public Report   

Executive summary  This draft investigation report - BCP FuturePlaces Ltd (FPL) 

covers scope areas 1 to 8 (all scope areas).  

This A&G Committee meeting will be the second meeting on this 

matter. The Committee has previously reviewed an initial part A 
which covered scope areas 1 to 4 at a meeting on 24 September 

2025. The meeting only managed to review scope areas 1-3. 

To allow the Committee sufficient time to digest and review the 

findings to determine next steps there may be a need for a least 
one further meeting. 

At the conclusion of this investigation there may still be gaps in 

understanding, and the Committee may or may not decide that 

further investigation through other means is required. 

Recommendations It is RECOMMENDED that A&G Committee notes:  

 a. the Draft Internal Audit investigation findings report 
covering scope areas 1 to 8. 

It is RECOMMENDED that A&G Committee agrees to determine 

the next steps (an action plan) which may include: 

a.  The need for further FPL investigation A&G Committee 

meeting(s). 

b. To agree to close the internal audit led investigation 
covering the original scope (moves report from Draft 
to Final). 

c. The need to (or not to) commissioning other forms of 
enquiry or investigation – i.e. matters beyond the 
original scope of the Internal Audit led investigation.  

d. Asking specific individuals specific questions and/or 
to invite specific comment.  

e. How the Committee considers reactive comments 
from individuals to the Internal Audit investigation 
report.   
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Reason for 

recommendations 

To note the Draft Internal Audit led investigation findings report for 

scope areas 1 to 8 and to agree an action plan to bring the A&G 

Committee investigation to a conclusion.  

Portfolio Holder(s):  Cllr Mike Cox, Finance 

Corporate Director  Aidan Dunn, Chief Executive 

Report Authors Nigel Stannard 

Head of Audit & Management Assurance (HAMA) 

01202 128784 
 nigel.stannard@bcpcouncil.gov.uk 

Wards  Council-wide 

Classification  For decision 

Ti t l e:   

Background 

1. The BCP Council Audit & Governance Committee has previously agreed that 
some form of investigation was necessary into the arrangements surrounding 
the creation, operational period and closing of BCP Council’s urban 
regeneration company, known as BCP FuturePlaces Limited (FPL).  

2. At the meeting on 20 March 2025, the A&G Committee received a detailed 
report from the Monitoring Officer containing: 

 Appendix One - a chronology of BCP Council’s decision making as it relates 
to BCP FuturePlaces Limited and latterly the Council’s approach to 
shareholder governance.  

 Appendix Two - a chronology of the governance documents published which 
reference BCP FuturePlaces Limited.  

 Appendix Three - a chronology of the agenda and minutes for Board 
Meetings of BCP FuturePlaces Limited.  

3. At the meeting on 20 March 2025, the A&G Committee agreed the following 
(direct lift from minutes):   

REVIEW OF BCP FUTUREPLACES LTD: 

RESOLVED that an investigation be carried out by Internal Audit, the scope of which to 

include: 

 the received minutes of BCP FuturePlaces Limited, 

 decisions made at Cabinet and other committees, 

 a request that IT retrieve any available emails and communications to allow 
Internal Audit to conduct an oversight of those communications, this to be limited 
to information in the electronic domain/that is recoverable from BCP Council and 
BCP FuturePlaces Limited servers and only to apply to current and past officers 
and councillors and to delegate authority to the Monitoring Officer in consultation 
with the Head of Audit and Management Assurance and other Statutory Officers 
to set the parameters of any email searches  

 

with a report back to the Committee in six months. 
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Voting: For – 4, Against – 3, Abstain – 2 

4. The resolution above provided a useful framework on ‘how’ the investigation 

should be conducted with the setting of search and evidence gathering 
boundaries. 

5. The Head of Audit & Management Assurance (HAMA), the investigator, 
created a draft scope, for Committee to agree at the A&G Committee meeting 
on 29 May 2025. This scope sought to identify ‘what’ the committee wanted 

investigating. 

6. The scope took into account: 

 Views aired by committee members in previous meetings; 

 Views aired by committee members* in response to an earlier version of this 
draft scope circulated for comment; 

 Views of BCP residents* who have taken time to send their comments to 
committee members; 

 Views of other councillors* who have taken time to send their comments to 
committee members. 

*Some committee members and the public suggested further and more detailed 

questions to be explicitly included within the scope. Committee agreed that a 

significant majority of these questions would be logically answered in ascertaining 

the facts pertaining to the scope areas as drafted. It was noted that some of the 

questions were already answered within the information provided to the committee 

on 20 March 20025 (see 2 above). 

 

7. The A&G Committee, 29 March 2025, agreed the scope of the Internal Audit 
investigation as shown at Appendix 1 of that report and as amended following 
the committee’s discussion.  

Revised Expectations and Timelines  

8. It was initially resolved that this investigation should seek to report back to 
Committee in six months. That would be approximately by the end of 
September 2025.  

9. A number of factors were also taken into account: 

 The exact scope of the investigation was unknown at that stage; 

 Committee members and the previous Chief Executive expressed a 
preference for some form of interim reporting before the Chief Executive 
retired from the Council at the end of August 2025; 

 The investigation, even with a pre-defined scope, may ‘creep’ as facts 
remain unanswered initially. 

10. It was subsequently agreed that an extra meeting of the Committee would be 
held on 18 August 2025 to receive an ‘Interim’ report.   

11. This meeting was cancelled due to a local by-election.  

12. The Chair of A&G Committee, Cllr Connolly decided, after consultation, that 
Committee should receive the report in two parts, given the length and detail.  
Cllr Connolly felt Committee would not have adequate time in one meeting to 
robustly consider all elements.  
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13. Cllr Connolly determined that the A&G Committee meeting on 24 September 
2024 should receive ‘Part A’, covering scope items 1 to 4*, and a subsequent 
(this) meeting would receive a ‘Draft’ final report incorporating all scope items 1 
to 8.   

This approach also provided the investigator time to finalise investigation work 

particularly scope items 5 – 8. 

*The meeting on 24 September 2025 ended with scope items 1 to 3 having been reviewed   

14. Whilst it may be possible for this (6 November 2025) A&G Committee meeting 
to review the remaining scope areas, 4 to 8, of the investigation report, it 
seems likely that at least one further meeting, to finalise matters to the 
satisfaction of the Committee, will be required.  

Draft BCP FuturePlaces investigation report – scope areas 1 to 8  

15. All agreed scope items 1 to 8, and the 35 sub-scope questions have been 
reported on in this Draft report.    

16. The investigation report remains ‘Draft’ until the A&G Committee confirm they 
agree the investigator has reasonably responded to the original scope.  At this 
point the report will be marked ‘Final’.   

17. Finalising the initial Internal Audit led investigation report does not necessarily 
mean the A&G Committee will also finalise their consideration of FPL matters.  
The Committee has consistently stated that further lines of enquiry may be 
considered which include: 

 Commissioning other forms of enquiry or investigation – i.e. matters beyond 
the original scope of the Internal Audit led investigation  

 Ask specific individuals specific questions or to invite specific comment  

 Consider reactive comments from individuals to the initial Internal Audit 
investigation report   

 

18. Other specific points to note are: 

 The A&G Committee have publicly invited anyone with an interest to 
proactively submit any comments or evidence, relevant to the scope, to the 
investigator (or Committee Chair).  Where comments and evidence have 
been proactively received, they have been incorporated where relevant into 
the report. Inevitably this has required the investigator to exercise judgement 
on relevance.  

 Timeline of events, particularly 1.1 Table 2 - BCP FUTUREPLACES 
LIMITED (FPL)TIMELINE OF EVENTS, is relevant as far as is practicable to 
the scope items agreed. The timeline does not attempt to be an exhaustive 
timeline of every event involving FPL and BCP Council (as FPL 
Shareholder). This was a matter of judgement by the investigator.   

 Scope Item 4 – Detailed expenditure incurred by FPL – is an area of the 
scope where A&G Committee members have also received a separate 
detailed briefing (18/9/2025). 

 The draft report does not include or seek to retro-fit reactive comments from 
individuals, sent to A&G Committee members, to part A of the report (scope 
sections 1-4).   

 In scope sections 1-4, red text indicates a change or addition from the text 
previously considered by the Committee, this was as a result of new or 
additional evidence gleaned during work to complete scope sections 5 to 8.  
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Independence of Internal Audit  

19. Internal Audit and the HAMA work to a strict set of professional standards and 
a code of ethics, and the work is done with complete independence and 
objectivity.  

20. The team has been externally assessed as compliant with those professional 
standards and code of ethics.  

21. The HAMA in BCP Council operates within an environment where senior 
leaders and councillors respect the independence and objectivity that the 
HAMA is required to operate within.  

22. Previous meetings were told that the HAMA would immediately inform the chair 
of Audit & Governance committee, the external auditor and relevant 
professional body if any individual seeks to influence or instruct the HAMA in 
any way which impacts independence or objectivity of this investigation.  No 
such escalation has been required. 

Options Appraisal 

23. A&G Committee has previously discussed and voted on the options for this 
investigation. An initial Internal Audit led investigation was agreed. 

24. A&G Committee members have recognised that, at the conclusion of this 
investigation, there may still be gaps in understanding, some scope sub-
questions may not be fully answered or resolved.  

25. The Committee may, or may not, decide that further investigation through other 
means is required.  Other means could include:  

 Specific questions posed to specific individuals (accepting that individuals 
who have left the Council, or FPL may choose to ignore the request). 

 Commission further specific lines of enquiry – defining the scope and 
identifying suitable person(s) to perform the task. 

Summary of financial implications 

26. The Head of Audit & Management Assurance conducted the investigation, utilising 
some limited support from other salaried staff in the team. The cost of the 
investigation to date (24/9/25) is approximately £34,650.  (77 days x £450 day rate).    

77 days assumes the standard working day of 7.5 hours. In order to meet the agreed 
timetable for reporting, working days have increased beyond this standard, additional 
hours worked are approximately 90 hours. The notional cost* of these additional 
hours is approximately £5,400 ((90 / 7.5) x 450). 

*notional - because the Council has not incurred these costs in salaries, overtime or payment in lieu. 

 Summary of legal implications 

27. There are no direct legal implications from this report. 

Summary of human resources implications 

28. There are no direct human resources implications from this report. 

Summary of sustainability impact 

29. There are no direct sustainability impact implications from this report. 

21



Summary of public health implications 

30. There are no direct public health implications from this report. 

Summary of equality implications 

31. There are no direct equality implications from this report. 

Summary of risk assessment 

32. The risk implications are set out in the content of this report. 

Background papers 

None 

Appendices   

Report – DRAFT - INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT - Creation, operational running and 
closure of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd. (Company no. 13465045) 
 

Confidential Appendix (Section F of the report) 
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DRAFT - INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT 
Creation, operational running and closure of BCP 
FuturePlaces Ltd. (Company no. 13465045) 
 
 
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

This report is structured in the following way: Pages 

  

Front page 1 

Section A - Background and summary objectives 2 to 4 

Section B - Key Findings 5 to 139 

Section C - Recommendations  140 to 141 

Section D – Scope sub-questions appendix  141 to 151 

Section E – Detailed scope evidence base appendices (Public) - (not all 
detailed scope areas require an appendix so these do not run sequentially, 
there will be numbering gaps) 

152 to 187 

Section F – Detailed scope evidence base appendices (Confidential)  - 
(not all detailed scope areas require a confidential appendix so these do not 
run sequentially, there will be numbering gaps) 
Confidential appendices contain personal information and are include so 
Councillors can fully understand matters without the need for redaction. 

188 to 189 

Back cover  190 

 
 
 

Author & Issued by: Nigel Stannard, Head of Audit & Management Assurance (Chief 
Internal Auditor) 

Date 06/11/2025  

Distribution:  A&G Committee members 

Millie Earl - Leader of the Council 

Mike Cox – Portfolio Holder  

Version Number: 
Draft v1.00 
(Scope items1-8) 
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Scope 
The Audit & Governance Committee (A&G) agreed, on 29 May 2025, a detailed scope for an 
Internal Audit led investigation into the arrangements in place for the creation, operational 
running and closure of BCP FuturePlaces Limited. (FPL) 
 
The scope took into account: 

• Views aired by A&G committee members; 

• Views of BCP residents who sent their comments to A&G committee members; 

• Views of other councillors who sent their comments to A&G committee members.  
 
A&G also agreed that a significant number of detailed and specific sub-questions posed by 
the above individuals would be answered, as far as practicable, during the investigation by 
aligning them to the relevant scope area.  These specific questions are shown at Section D 
in red text.   In the final version of this report - at the end of each question there will be a 
reconciliation reference to show where that question is answered in the main body of the 
report in section B Key Findings.      
 

 
Other factors and commentary relevant to the scope and taking into account what was 
resolved at various A&G Committee meetings: 
 

• Interviews of individuals – it was clear that some committee members believed 
interviewing previous ex-councillors and or ex-staff/directors was needed, this was 
heard at several committee meetings, and was re-iterated subsequently, but that was 
not agreed (resolved) by committee. 

• The investigator has pragmatically sought clarification to specific matters from staff or 
councillors who are still part of BCP Council – this was via discussion not interview. 

• Some committee members said they had external sources of information that they 
believed were essential to the investigation. Committee members were invited to 
send/give the investigator any evidence they had on the proviso it was factual 
evidence; not testimony or hearsay which could be manipulated to suit an opinion or 
stance; it addressed the scope items, and they reasonably believe the investigator 
would not be able or not likely to access through the searches (of emails for 
example) agreed in the committee resolution. 

• External sources of information or evidence could include Whatsapp messages, 
personal files, phone records and printed documents (screen shots). Such records 
are not official business records and can be manipulated. The investigator has taken 
this into account and has highlight the source if it has been used in this report. 

• The investigator has utilised, as appropriate, information provided to individuals who 
had submitted Freedom of Information (FOI) requests relating to BCP FuturePlaces, 
or the Council’s governance and arrangements thereof.    

 
Reporting expectations and timelines 
It was resolved at the A&G meeting on 20 March 2025 that this investigation should seek to 
report back to committee in six months. That would be approximately by the end of 
September 2025. 

A. Background and summary objectives 

The primary objective of the investigation is to, as robustly and completely as 
practicable, respond to the agreed scope and sub-questions.  The findings are 
wherever possible factual based on evidence – where evidence has not been 
found this is also reported.  
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At the meeting on 29 May 2025, Committee members and the Chief Executive expressed a 
preference that relevant elements of the investigation should aim to conclude and report 
before the Chief Executive retires from the Council at the end of August 2025. It was 
subsequently agreed that an extra meeting of the Committee will be held on 18 August 2025 
to receive an ‘Interim’ report.   
 
That meeting was cancelled due to a local by-election and as an alternative the Chief 
Executive has provided comment on specific scope items and on more general matters.  
Where relevant the Chief Executive comments are included in this report.  
  
The Chair of Audit & Governance Committee, Cllr Connolly, decided that Committee should 
receive the report in two parts, given the length and detail.  Cllr Connolly felt Committee 
would not have adequate time in one meeting to robustly consider all elements of the report.  
It was agreed that the A&G Committee meeting on 24 September 2024 would receive a 
PART A report for scope items 1 to 4, and a subsequent meeting would receive this DRAFT 
report incorporating scope items 5 to 8.  
 
It has been necessary to add to or adjust PART A report findings, in scope items 1-4, in a 
limited number of areas as new or related information was subsequently identified in the 
Draft report, changes or additions are shown in red text. 
  
Whilst the Interim Corporate Director for Resources reported, 11 January 2024, on lessons 
learnt from the closure of BCP FuturePlaces, agenda item 8 – Council Owned Companies 
Shareholder Governance Review, this Draft investigation report includes recommendations, 
at Section C, where it is appropriate to do so and assign lead officer and target dates for 
implementation. 

I propose that A&G Committee will monitor the implementation of report recommendations 
utilising the agreed methodology for High recommendations. This means Internal Audit will 
report on their implementation, or not, by the due date, to the next available committee. Lead 
officers will be invited to committee to explain any slipped or non-implemented 
recommendations. 
 
Independence of the investigator and Internal Audit 
Internal Audit work to a strict set of professional standards and a code of ethics, and work is 
done with complete independence and objectivity. 
 
The team has been externally assessed as compliant with those professional standards and 
code of ethics. 
 
In BCP Council, I operate within an environment where senior leaders and councillors 
respect the independence and objectivity that I am required to operate within.   
 
It was explained at the A&G meeting 29 May 2025 that councillors and the general public 
could be assured that I would immediately inform the chair of Audit & Governance 
committee, the external auditor and my relevant professional body if any individual sought to 
influence or instruct in any way which impacted my independence or objectivity during 
investigation. No such influence or instruction has taken place, accordingly no escalation 
has been required during this investigation. 
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Investigation methodology 
My role in this investigation has been to obtain evidence that supports fact – for example, 
this happened, this did not happen.  Some evidence has always been readily available or 
has been presented to various Committees in the past, this report brings that evidence and 
information together.  The report consequently repeats some information previously seen by 
the A&G committee during the period that the scoping of this investigation took place.   
 
Summary of financial implications 
I have conducted this investigation with some support from salaried staff within the Internal 
Audit team. The total cost of the investigation up to this Draft report stage has been 
approximately £34,650. This is 77 days using a £450 per day proxy.  
 
I have not sought to quantify the total cost of other colleagues outside of the Internal Audit 
team who have responded to question and issues I have raised during the investigation.     
 
Forward Look 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This report is marked Draft, and will not be considered Final until the A&G Committee 
agree that the investigator has responded to the original agreed scope to the 
satisfaction of the Committee – at that point it does not necessarily mean that the 
A&G committee consider the investigation is complete.  
(just the investigator’s role in completing the original scope is complete) 
 
A&G Committee members have recognised that, at the conclusion of this part of the 
investigation, there may still be gaps in understanding, some scope sub-questions 
which may not be fully answered or resolved.  
 
The committee may, or may not, decide that further investigation through other 
means is required.  Other means could include:  
 

• Specific questions posed to specific individuals (accepting that individuals who have 
left the Council, or FPL may choose to ignore the request) 

• Commission further specific lines of enquiry – defining the scope and identifying 
suitable person(s) to perform the task 
 

The committee has also received reactive comments from individuals to the initial 
PART A of the report and are likely to receive further reactive comments to this Draft 
report.  Committee will need to determine how it wishes to consider these comments, 
including whether any response, committee debate or other action is required.   
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B. Key Findings 

 
This section of the report is structured and ordered using the same numbering 
as the agreed A&G Committee scope. Numbers 1 to 8 are the main scope 
heading areas:    
 
1. Timeline and key decisions taken 
2. Decision to create BCP FuturePlaces Ltd - Cabinet 26 May 2021 
3. Establishment and operation of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd 
4. Detailed expenditure incurred by BCP FuturePlaces Ltd 
5. Items requiring specific assurance 
6. Council oversight of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd 
7. Decision to close of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd – Cabinet 27 September 2023 
8. Lessons learnt update including any additions as a result of this investigation 
 
The detailed scope areas (1.1, 1.2, etc) are also shown in the exact same numbering 
as the agreed A&G Committee scope.   
 
These detailed scope areas have been lightly shaded so they stand out within the 
report and then the investigation findings are summarised below each heading   
 
Each detailed scope item starts on a new page.  
 
Where applicable more detailed explanations and samples of evidence are included in 
numbered appendices in sections E and F.   
 
The numbered appendices also correspond to the detailed scope areas, so for 
example appendix 2.1 refers to the scope item 2.1.  Not all detailed scope areas 
require an appendix so the detailed scope appendices do not run sequentially (there 
will be numbering gaps)  
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1. Timeline and key decisions 
1.1 Produce the timeline of key decisions in respect of BCP Future Places Ltd (As per MO 

report to A&G Committee 20/3/25). 
 

Table 1 - BCP COUNCIL DECISION MAKING 
 

DATE MEETING / 

EVENT  

RELEVANT AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY  LINK TO 

DOCUME

NT 

10.02.2021 Cabinet  Our Vision for the Future (Our Big Plan) 

Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole – the 

UK’s newest city region 

View link 

10.02.2021 Cabinet  Minutes of meeting View link 

10.03.2021 Cabinet The Future of Regeneration in Bournemouth, 

Christchurch and Poole  
This report summarises the opportunities and the 

Council’s ambitions for regeneration in the BCP 

area.  It seeks to strengthen the Council’s capacity 

to deliver, setting out an approach for reviewing and 

progressing the available options to realise those 

opportunities and ambitions.  The report sets out 

the options for increasing our regeneration delivery 

capacity, working with an urban regeneration 

company and other forms of partnership as well as 

sourcing external consultancy input 

The report authorises procurement of external 

consultants (who would be Inner Circle) to provide 

the council with advice and support. Funded from 

£1.75m revenue budget for regeneration (which 

was added to the 2021/22 base budget)    

View link 

10.03.2021 Cabinet Minutes of meeting  View link 

26.05.2021 Cabinet Proposed Regeneration Vehicle Options 

Appraisal  
To achieve the Council’s regeneration ambitions 

across the conurbation at pace, this report 

recommends the creation of a wholly owned Urban 

Regeneration Company (URC).  The URC will bring 

together the resources, leadership, and focus 

required to deliver the ambitions set out in the Big 

Plan which was considered by Cabinet and Council 

in February  

View link 

26.05.2021 Cabinet  Minutes of Meeting View link 

08.06.2021 Officer 

Decision 

Record 

To approve business case to create the BCP Urban 

Regeneration Company and to establish the 

company in line with the decision of Cabinet of 26 

May 2021.  To provide further information 

requested by Cabinet in its report 26 May 2021.  

Following consideration of the business case the 

formal decision is taken to establish the URC as a 

corporate entity and enable it to operate as soon as 

possible. 

View link 
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Initial cost will be contained within the council’s 

approved regeneration budget of £1.75m or pre-

existing base budget allocations 

20.09.2021 Overview & 

Scrutiny 

Board 

Minutes of Meeting 
Moved by Cllr Cox, seconded by Cllr Dedman to 

recommend to Cabinet a change of wording to 

Recommendation C to put on hold additional 

resources for regeneration purposes (including to 

the URC) pending greater clarity on MTFP and 

2021/22 budget overspend forecasts. 

Move defeated – Voting 5 in favour, 10 against 

View link 

29.09.2021 Cabinet Accelerating regeneration and investment in 

the BCP area 
This report sets out how the Council can bring 

forward an innovative approach to the way we 

manage regeneration and development.  …  This 

report describes how by forming a URC the Council 

will enable investment to be delivered at a greater 

pace and scale without compromising the quality 

and sustainability of development.  The report also 

considers the future role of Bournemouth 

Development Company (BDC) and the plans for 

delivering the Bournemouth Town Deal for 

Boscombe.  

Recommendations include agreeing additional 

£3.470M in 2021/22 to support regeneration 

programme which would need Council approval 

View link 

29.09.2021 Cabinet Minutes of Meeting  View link 

09.11.2021 Council Minutes of the Meeting 
Approval for additional funding of £3.470M in 

2021/22  

Voting – For - 41, Against - 8, Abstentions 13 

View Link 

18.10.2021 Overview & 

Scrutiny 

Board 

Minutes of the Meeting 
Moved by Member and duly seconded to 

recommend to Cabinet that the URC Board has 

cross party representation 

Move defeated – For-6, Against-6, Abstentions-1 

The Chairman used casting vote 

View link 

27.10.2021 Cabinet BCP Commissioning Plan for Regeneration 

and Development and Urban Regeneration 

Company Business Plan  
This report proposes that the Council should adopt 

a key commissioning model for regeneration 

working with key partners including its URC, BCP 

FuturePlaces Limited, the Bournemouth 

Development Company (BDC) and the Boscombe 

Towns Fund Board to delivery high quality 

regeneration and development for residents.  

This report explains the Council’s approach, 

detailing how it will commission services from 

FuturePlaces; the initial plans for regenerating key 

sites, and the anticipated outcomes from the 

approach. 

View link 

27.10.2021 Cabinet Minutes of the Meeting View link 

29

https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/s57015/2021092002MinutesOverviewandScrutinyBoard1.pdf
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=285&MId=4836&Ver=4
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g4836/Printed%20minutes%2029th-Sep-2021%2010.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=1
http://ced-pri-cms-02.ced.local/documents/g4810/Printed%20minutes%2009th-Nov-2021%2019.00%20Council.pdf?T=1&$LO$=1
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/s57016/2021101802MinutesOverviewandScrutinyBoard.pdf
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=285&MId=4837&Ver=4
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g4837/Printed%20minutes%2027th-Oct-2021%2010.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=1
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10.03.2022 Audit & 

Governance 

Committee 

Minutes of the Meeting  
A briefing presentation about FuturePlaces 

View link 

16.05.2022 Portfolio 

Holder 

Decision 

Record 

Cllr Drew 

Mellor, 

Leader of the 

Council  

Funding of BCP FuturePlaces 

 
Approve the carry forward of resources that Council 

previously allocated to regeneration from 2021/22 

to 2022/23  

View link 

16.06.2022 Place 

Overview & 

Scrutiny 

Committee 

Minutes of the Meeting 
The minutes show there was significant scrutiny of 

the new (capital based) business plan and funding 

mechanism (18 minuted separate bullet points, no 

formal recommendations made for Cabinet to 

consider. 

View link 

22.06.2022 Cabinet BCP FuturePlaces Ltd – Revised business 

plan and funding mechanism (Move to £8m 

working capital loan arrangement) 
This report seeks approval for funding changes to 

the business model due to revised approach as 

proposed in the Councils 2022/23 Budget as to how 

the company will be funded.  

The funding model agreed is explained as the ’rule 

of thirds’, where invoices presented to the Council 

by FPL will be:   

1/3 relevant external cost (consultants,3rd party 

fees) 

1/3 FPL overheads (staffing and admin costs)  

1/3 Contribution to FPL profit and reserves 

 

It also seeks approval for the revised company 

business plan as Council approval as sole 

shareholder as such a change is a reserved matter 

under the Shareholders Agreement.  

 

It also seeks approval to streamline the Gateway 

Approval process outlined in the Commissioning 

Plan.  The changes seek to remove duplication and 

ensure that each new stage builds on, and 

complements, its predecessor.  There will not be a 

reduction in the work required to investigate options 

for delivery of each project and it is still based on 

HM Treasury Green Book guidance. 

View link 

 

 

 

 

 

22.06.2022 Cabinet Minutes of the Meeting 
Recommendations unanimously agreed 

View link 

12.07.2022 Council Minutes of the Meeting 
Approval for new (capital) based funding model and 

£8M working capital loan facility  

Voting – For-33, Against-27, Abstentions-3 

View link 

07.09.2022 Cabinet BCP FuturePlaces Ltd - Appointment of 

Independent Chair and Non-Executive 

Directors (NEDs) 

View link 

30

https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g5292/Printed%20minutes%2010th-Mar-2022%2018.00%20Audit%20and%20Governance%20Committee.pdf?T=1
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/s57042/2022051601PortfolioHolderDecisionRecordPortfolioHolderforFinanceandTransportation.pdf
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/s57018/2022061602MinutesPlaceOverviewandScrutinyCommittee.pdf
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=285&MId=5011&Ver=4
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g5011/Printed%20minutes%2022nd-Jun-2022%2010.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=1
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=284&MId=5028&Ver=4
http://ced-pri-cms-02.ced.local/documents/g5013/Public%20reports%20pack%2007th-Sep-2022%2010.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=10&$LO$=1
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07.09.2022 Cabinet Minutes of the Meeting 
Recommendations unanimously agreed 

View link 

11.01.2023 Cabinet Bournemouth Towns Fund update 
In addition to the main elements of the report this 

included a progress update form BCP FuturePlaces 

on its work to date on wider masterplan (phase2) 

and regeneration of Boscombe Town Centre 

View link 

11.01.2023 Cabinet Minutes of the Meeting  View Link 

08.02.2023 Cabinet Approve Outline Business Case (OBC) for 

Chapel Lane car park, agree to pay FPL £31k.   

View link 

16.02.2023  Officer 

Decision 

Record  

To approve Outline Business Case (OBC) for 

Constitution Hill site, agree to pay FPL £42k.  

To move responsibility for progression into the 

Council’s CNHAS programme and for Housing 

Development Services will lead and progress 

the scheme to full business case   FPL to 

retain a design quality and placemaking role 

View link 

08.03.2023 Cabinet Approve Outline Business Case (OBC) for 

Poole Civic Centre site £250k,(agenda item 

10) Christchurch Civic Centre £169k (agenda 

item 11) site and Beach Rd car park 

£74k(agenda item 12), agree to pay FPL.   

Cabinet also resolves to move to Full Business 

Case (FBC) for the three sites. Poole and 

Christchurch sites require Council approval to 

move to FBC because of financial cost.  

 

Notes Annual Review 22/23 of FPL (agenda 

item 13) 

View link 

21.03.2023 Council Minutes of the meeting 

Does not agree to move Poole Civic Centre 

and Christchurch Civic Centre sites to FBC.  

Reason - Pause the project for further 

consideration and for next administration 

following May elections.   

Voting not to move to FBC Poole = For 33, 

against27, abstain2. 

 

Voting not to move to FBC Christchurch = For 

34, against26, abstain2. 

View link 

06.09.2023 Cabinet  Responding to the Best Value Notice 
This report contains link to the Best value Notice itself 

and internal governance review conducted by the Chief 

Executive and external review conducted by DLUCH  

  

View link 

BV Notice 

Ext review 

07.09.2023 Audit & 

Governance 

Committee 

Grant Thornton:  Auditor's Annual Report 

2021/22 & 2022/23 (Value for money 

arrangements report) 
Auditor refers to significant weakness (no.5) 

 SW5 – Economy, effectiveness and efficiency- Key 

Recommendation 5 The Council must 

View link 

31

http://ced-pri-cms-02.ced.local/documents/g5013/Printed%20minutes%2007th-Sep-2022%2010.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=1&$LO$=1
http://ced-pri-cms-02.ced.local/documents/g5018/Public%20reports%20pack%2011th-Jan-2023%2010.15%20Cabinet.pdf?T=10
https://bcpcouncil-my.sharepoint.com/personal/nigel_stannard_bcpcouncil_gov_uk/Documents/Personal%20Folder/Investigations/FuturePlaces%202025/Scope%20and%20report/11.01.2023%09Cabinet%09Bournemouth%20Towns%20Fund%20update
http://ced-pri-cms-02.ced.local/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=285&MId=5356&Ver=4&$LO$=1
http://ced-pri-cms-02.ced.local/ieDecisionDetails.aspx?ID=617&$LO$=1
http://ced-pri-cms-02.ced.local/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=285&MId=5357&Ver=4&$LO$=1
http://ced-pri-cms-02.ced.local/documents/g5033/Printed%20minutes%2021st-Mar-2023%2019.00%20Council.pdf?T=1&$LO$=1
http://ced-pri-cms-02.ced.local/documents/g5360/Public%20reports%20pack%2006th-Sep-2023%2010.15%20Cabinet.pdf?T=10&$LO$=1
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/bournemouth-christchurch-and-poole-council-best-value-notice
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/bournemouth-christchurch-and-poole-council-external-assurance-review/external-assurance-review-of-bournemouth-christchurch-and-poole-council
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=287&MId=5593&Ver=4
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A) Ensure it has a robust decision making process 

in place for specific initiatives including the 

transformation programme, BCP FuturePlaces and 

other service delivery models as well as capital 

projects and small investments. 

B) Ensure there is robust scrutiny and a sound 

business case for selling Council assets to fund the 

transformation programme. This should include a fit 

for purpose mechanism for developing a Business 

case, financial appraisal models, and sufficient 

programme management support to ensure 

programme objectives are identified, project plans 

are developed, objectives are delivered, and 

risk/reward and issues are identified and mitigated/ 

enhanced. C) Establish a regular cycle of reviewing 

business plans in relation to all high value and high-

risk investments including its subsidiary companies 

such as BCP FuturePlaces. 

 

The external auditor noted: 

 

 

07.09.2023 Audit & 

Governance 

Committee 

Minutes of the Meeting View link 

20.09.2023 Corporate 

and 

Community 

Overview & 

Scrutiny 

Committee 

(renamed 

Overview & 

Scrutiny 

Board) 

Minutes of the Meeting 
Scrutiny of the report to Cabinet (27/9/23) 

recommending closure of BCP FuturePlaces. 

 

Minutes included a public statement from Gail 

Mayhew, Managing Director, ‘FuturePlaces’  

Statement 

 I am extremely proud of the work that FuturePlaces 

has done in raising the aspirations for regeneration 

and placemaking in Bournemouth, Christchurch 

and Poole. This work has attracted interest from 

national public and private investors alike. I 

recognise that the ongoing financial situation of the 

council requires a different solution. BCP 

FuturePlaces has played a part in setting a new 

agenda and proposed structures for placemaking 

and high-quality development delivery which may 

be taken forward positively by the Council as it 

View link 

32

https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g5593/Printed%20minutes%2007th-Sep-2023%2018.00%20Audit%20and%20Governance%20Committee.pdf?T=1
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/s57037/2023092004MinutesCorporateandCommunityOverviewandScrutinyCommittee1.pdf
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takes over the lead role on key sites such as Holes 

Bay and the BIC. FuturePlaces drive has been to 

deliver the highest quality development for 

communities and people in BCP. It is therefore 

regrettable that the DLUHC report raised questions 

around governance which may have been wrongly 

interpreted as attaching to the FuturePlaces team. 

27.09.2023 Cabinet The Future of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd, 

investment and development 
This report makes recommendations (to close BCP 

FuturePlaces) following a review of BCP 

FuturePlaces Ltd’s work programme and business 

plan to enable BCP Council to deliver financially 

sustainable investment and development.  

View link 

27.09.2023 Cabinet  Minutes of Meeting  View link 

25.10.2023 Cabinet Christchurch Civic Offices 
Cabinet recommends to Council sale of 
Christchurch Civic Centre – reference to outline 
business case (OBC) prepared by BCP 
FuturePlaces (hotel scheme) in options appraisal 
section which goes on to say there was a £0.7m 
per annum viability gap in the OBC so was not 
progressed. 

View link 

25.10.2023 Cabinet Minutes of the meeting Cannot 

access 

07.11.2023 Council  Minutes of Meeting 
RESOLVED that Council: - after consideration of 

any feedback from a consultation with Christchurch 

Town Council, approve the disposal of the former 

civic offices in Christchurch on such terms to be 

approved by the Chief Financial Officer, also acting 

in his capacity as Corporate Property Officer, in 

consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Finance.  

Voting: For: 57, Against: 5, Abstention: 3. 

View link 

10.01.2024 Cabinet Council-Owned Companies – Shareholder 

Governance Review 
This report sets out the action taken to ensure 

appropriate and effective governance of Council 

owned companies including the independent 

governance review undertaken by DLUHC, a self 

assessment review of Council-owned companies 

undertaken by the Council’s Internal Audit Team, 

and the governance review undertaken by the 

Interim Chair of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd which 

considered lessons learnt over the first year of 

operation.  

 

Following the work undertaken above and the 

subsequent closure of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd, a 

review of shareholder governance arrangements for 

all Council-owned companies was undertaken by 

the Interim Corporate Director for Resources in 

November 2023. 

 

The review recommends changes designed to 

provide clearer understanding of the respective 

View link 

33

https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=285&MId=5361&Ver=4
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g5361/Printed%20minutes%2027th-Sep-2023%2010.15%20Cabinet.pdf?T=1
http://ced-pri-cms-02.ced.local/documents/g5362/Public%20reports%20pack%2025th-Oct-2023%2010.15%20Cabinet.pdf?T=10&$LO$=1
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=284&MId=5384&Ver=4
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=285&MId=5365&Ver=4
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roles, decision-making arrangements, and 

improved accountability along with next steps for 

implementation should these recommendations be 

approved. 

10.01.2024 Cabinet Minutes of the Meeting View link 

11.01.2024 Audit & 

Governance 

Committee 

Council Owned Companies Shareholder 

Governance Review  
Following a question raised at Council on 7 

November 2023, the Leader of the Council has 

asked the Audit & Governance Committee to 

consider a report on lessons learnt from a 

governance perspective following the closure of the 

Council’s Urban Regeneration Company – BCP 

FuturePlaces Limited. 

 

This report sets out the action taken to ensure 

appropriate and effective governance of Council 

owned companies including the independent 

governance review undertaken by DLUHC, a self 

assessment review of Council-owned companies 

undertaken by the Council’s Internal Audit Team, 

and the governance review undertaken by the 

Interim Chair of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd which 

considered lessons learnt over the first year of 

operation.  

 

Following the work undertaken above and the 

subsequent closure of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd, a 

review of shareholder governance arrangements for 

all Council-owned companies was undertaken by 

the Interim Corporate Director for Resources in 

November 2023. 

 

The review recommends changes designed to 

provide clearer understanding of the respective 

roles, decision-making arrangements, and 

improved accountability along with next steps for 

implementation should these recommendations be 

approved. 

View link 

11.01.2024 Audit & 

Governance 

Committee 

Minutes of the Meeting View link 

17.07.2024 Cabinet Financial Outturn Report 

BCP FuturePlaces Ltd 

15. BCP FuturePlaces Ltd is a wholly owned 

subsidiary of the Council. It was set up to provide 

development advice to the council regarding its 

strategic regeneration schemes across the three 

towns. 

16. In September 2023 the company's only 

shareholder, BCP Council resolved to bring all 

activities in-house with the staff joining the councils 

regeneration and housing options teams to form the 

new directorate for Investment and Development. 

Subsequently, on 31 October 2023 all the business 

assets and employees of the company were 

View link 

34

https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g5365/Printed%20minutes%2010th-Jan-2024%2010.15%20Cabinet.pdf?T=1
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=287&MId=5596&Ver=4
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g5596/Printed%20minutes%2011th-Jan-2024%2018.00%20Audit%20and%20Governance%20Committee.pdf?T=1
http://ced-pri-cms-02.ced.local/documents/g5901/Public%20reports%20pack%2017th-Jul-2024%2010.15%20Cabinet.pdf?T=10&$LO$=1
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transferred to the council and the company is 

expected to cease trading in 2024. The company 

financial statements for 2023/24 have, therefore, 

been prepared on a basis other than going concern.  

17. The company sales for the year (all to the 

council) were £3.3m with a gross profit of £2.3m. 

After administrative expenses of £1.2m and interest 

and other costs of £0.3m the net profit achieved 

was £0.8m. This amount reduces the company 

accumulated deficit brought forward from March 

2023 of £3.2m to £2.4m. This deficit is backed by a 

loan from the council which is now irrecoverable. 

The council set aside a £4m provision against 

company losses leaving £1.6m available to fund the 

additional revenue costs picked up by the council 

for regeneration activity in 2023/24  

18. Due to the materiality level for the council’s 

statement of accounts, FuturePlaces activities will 

not be consolidated into the group accounts, but the 

financial outcome as described above will be 

reflected in the council’s overall general fund 

position. 

25.07.2024 Audit & 

Governance 

Committee 

Grant Thornton: Interim Auditor’s Annual 

Report for the year ended 31 March 2024 
Grant Thornton note the closure of BCP 

FuturePlaces and recommendations previously 

made are closed  

View link 

25.07.2024 Audit & 

Governance 

Committee 

Minutes of the Meeting View link 

02.10.2024 Cabinet Council owned companies Shareholder 

Governance Review  
This report sets out the action taken following the 

reports to Audit & Governance Committee on 11 

January 2024, and to Cabinet on 10 January 2024, 

advising on the lessons learnt from a governance 

perspective following the closure of the Council’s 

Urban Regeneration Company – BCP Future 

Places. These reports recommended changes 

designed to provide a clearer understanding of the 

respective roles, decision-making arrangements 

and improved accountability for council owned 

companies.  

 

In response to the recommendations from both 

Audit & Governance Committee and Cabinet this 

report now sets out the detailed governance 

framework proposed by BCP Council via the 

establishment of the Shareholder Advisory Board 

and the Shareholder Operations Board together 

with supporting Guidance for Councillors and 

Officers appointed to Outside Bodies.  

 

A further report providing an update following a 

review of the existing Council owned companies on 

View link 

35

https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=287&MId=5973&Ver=4
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g5973/Printed%20minutes%2025th-Jul-2024%2018.00%20Audit%20and%20Governance%20Committee.pdf?T=1
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=285&MId=5903&Ver=4
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their effectiveness will be presented to a future 

meeting of Cabinet.  

 

It is also noted that in line with the governance 

framework initially approved by Audit & Governance 

Committee and Cabinet in January 2024, BCP 

Councillors currently appointed to council owned 

companies will be removed and replaced with 

Officer appointments. Further details about these 

arrangements will be detailed in a further report to 

Cabinet 

02.10.2024 Cabinet Minutes of the Meeting View link 

15.10.2024 

Reconvened 

on 

04.11.2024 

Council  Minutes of the Meeting 
 

Council approved the inclusion of the 

Shareholder Governance Framework in the 

Council’s Constitution subject to amendments 
 

RESOLVED that Council: -  

(a) Approve the Shareholder Advisory Board and 

Shareholder Operations Board Governance 

Framework for inclusion in the Council’s 

Constitution subject to the replacement of ‘be 

appointed’ with ‘normally be nominated’ into the 

final paragraph of 1.5.2 so as to read ‘For 

clarification, BCP Councillors will not normally be 

nominated by BCP Council to Boards of Council 

Companies’;  

(b) Approve the Guidance to Councillors and 

Officers Appointed to Outside Bodies for inclusion 

in the Council’s Constitution; and  

(c) Delegate authority to the Monitoring Officer to 

take all steps necessary to ensure the Council’s 

Constitution remains up to date in respect of these 

documents. 

View link 

20.03.25 Audit & 

Governance 

Committee 

Review of BCP FuturePlaces Limited 
Following the Committee’s debate on 28 November 

2024, and 27 January 2025, the purpose of this 

report is to provide an overview of BCP 

FuturePlaces Limited from its inception to the most 

recent decision making relating to shareholder 

governance in so far as it relates to BCP Council 

View link 

 
 

 

End of Table 1 

 

 

 

 

 

36

https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/s52998/Minutes%20of%20Previous%20Meeting.pdf
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=284&MId=5909&Ver=4
https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/g5979/Public%20reports%20pack%2020th-Mar-2025%2018.00%20Audit%20and%20Governance%20Committee.pdf?T=10
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Table 2 - BCP FUTUREPLACES LIMITED (FPL)TIMELINE 

OF EVENTS  

(relevant as far as is practicable to the scope items in this 

report) – this timeline does not attempt to be an exhaustive timeline of every event 

involving FPL and BCP Council (as FPL Shareholder)) 

 

BCP FUTUREPLACES Ltd = FPL in this table  

DATE EVENT  LINK (if 

available and 

relevant) or 

whereabouts 

in this report 

18 June 2021 FPL is formally incorporated at Companies House – 

Graham Farrant Director 

Articles of 

Association 

Early July  

 

(and to the 

end of 

financial year 

31/3/22) 

BCP Council creates a separate FPL cost centre within 

the Council’s finance system for FPL financial activity 

and any costs incurred are met by BCP Council who 

pay supplier and creditors direct. There was an eventual 

recharge (via BCP Council invoice(s)) at the end of the 21/22 

financial year to FPL for these costs (i.e. costs paid for by the 

Council on FPL’s behalf).  FPL then invoiced (sales) the Council for 

these costs (i.e. the Council paying for these costs as the 

customer).  These two transactions were circular to ensure the 

relevant debit and credit transactions appear in the general 

ledger/accounts and cash/bank of FPL but because of VAT nuance 

and timings the invoice amounts were not identical (in the Council 

accounts and the FPL accounts)      

See 4 

5 July 2021 Managing Director appointed, initially on interim basis  See 3.1 

July and 

August 2021 

Appointment of 5 further interim staff members 

including Chief Operating Officer (COO) and Strategic 

Engagement Director. 

All 5 on interim contracts via Comensura, the Council’s 
neutral third party vendor supplier of agency workers.   

See 3.1 

6 Oct 2021 FPL Business Plan 2021/23 is produced and agreed by 

Cabinet on 27 October 2021. Where FPL are to – 

“Provide extra bandwidth to existing property facing 

departments within the council by providing additional 

place making and real estate expertise, advising and 

supporting the Council on an initial list of 14 projects”.  

Emphasis on Stewardship proposition – a longer term 

interest in the place, patient capital, value creation 

(economic, social and environmental) over the long 

term instead of value extraction in the short term (by 

investors). 

The FPL business plan also included 6 thematic 

projects and further mentioned FPL involvement in a 

number of cross-cutting strategic initiatives.    

See 3.4 

14 Oct 2021 Cllrs Mellor and Broadhead formally registered as 

directors of company at Companies House.  The COO 

sends a note to the Council’s MO which states that 

independent executive directors need to be appointed 

asap  

Filing History 

37

https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/document-api-images-live.ch.gov.uk/docs/LHimCxgBGDOjPdGcXiI1PlbvMJZQQYGRTFCTLzwi2Vg/application-pdf?X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAWRGBDBV3EGKFH7BN%2F20250902%2Feu-west-2%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20250902T145806Z&X-Amz-Expires=60&X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEMT%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCWV1LXdlc3QtMiJHMEUCIEcK7WHoqRxdHBz0V0PJJ9hwbaSMHfyM1pyP7OMFbScBAiEApCdUgehs2CNCej4ELUuQeyzXkKUGwzRfaEurgyigm%2BIqugUILBAFGgw0NDkyMjkwMzI4MjIiDDlx9bNOK7rhHbYT6yqXBQQ7cOiClMGEUJScWDiI%2FE8KGXB9C5vGfzHxYq1jWg0%2Fk%2FdWeQA5vVwVCxQvihaHMvVHwhSa0ABj9I%2FD3nenoR9vWmt5%2FRozfKvS48E8LSzW7i2B87ikO24jHpMf4%2FXYKTTiWq2FwlRSYtnv8dA5gGgUMZ6%2Bqz%2BPufMVoO0umfYeK9lk6aurQIS84dkFL4vXO%2Bu3ZFF6PgnULQPxB4Hh8weC1dS80X8cBF1CpZ5%2FChLeruRBGel3Zz0klxGZzWoJkaWnTbb%2BPcEg4vZmPSiJILzgxhjTvPQwgi8f3ye6mTv9SqCLd%2Fl0s9FbnVYJL0S4caxMDhV9JLPDtDgPElbn9SEA4RVWVQpyJYMRx02CDC0FsfuqH2L94V54nIhaF%2F4GaUn2Z%2BnztGCjDZn7Drb7XRoSy5mDQCp20eO0d7KQI36FxRNLw4To0cjTxGUZQDdeLZOs4xvv4UrJ7q2lZ9eto01fL2nB1mTfVY9lJSjHBX6%2FCBQa1UXMcMsQIDTLBhwpJTg9weey8e8DcEyphAtwtvqXkM%2BWJXAufOTOjj6NUQReoGi2yGgE7xG9WYP7gUyaHc6Y5vXB%2FeL7LlIGsi9%2FjMxtYqs5pmYnfizAD3bBPUZjBjWWZfRJlDCrmdACzco10mXYPVQlCmWp29EQdlcAlvygvyjQ9VPIfPuqYVgquMfBIZpqfDesXryQBit6NPYMvUkIp%2FxilLqB20LX8wXn1o5Q3WKxsHb6%2F0pSExkgU6QIjwfRsh3FPF9KtsqgNkfvfVEu3U9WenOzU3x%2B2E3B0l3hYWgmZIBRtAvLp4IS2i2DubGri8O3QU2toYxkY6jNWS4cYiGOTgkJdsnGN8XMfaLzi99agnc3MVEvNCiqoC6rmkPlHjC0OjCQo9vFBjqxAYEg5V98CxRJ8cWaF4e9dyZf0K3bPLi6EKF6noVmIZA%2FqRyV9YezNNYWpETnQLIhaQrX1qOZLkuHFqIEAbIKY72oU55b6KRC7DHPxpereH9V39Qdgr7rmI6ItdHwZSPMqX0pcJ3gA%2FaMbUqsst69FzSPXzbPQC%2BP%2FKvtlUiGpFleQJdN7Zsiuvt1K5gdZfhOIwNwpF8aP4fYHrZMMjgyuBS4r1j%2BCbAMPzO6ncrKu59fIQ%3D%3D&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&response-content-disposition=inline%3Bfilename%3D%2213465045_newinc_2021-06-18.pdf%22&X-Amz-Signature=9179d5b25bc4585ead7febf02de17334677d20625e671d90c17fef1fe31fb925
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/document-api-images-live.ch.gov.uk/docs/LHimCxgBGDOjPdGcXiI1PlbvMJZQQYGRTFCTLzwi2Vg/application-pdf?X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAWRGBDBV3EGKFH7BN%2F20250902%2Feu-west-2%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20250902T145806Z&X-Amz-Expires=60&X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEMT%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCWV1LXdlc3QtMiJHMEUCIEcK7WHoqRxdHBz0V0PJJ9hwbaSMHfyM1pyP7OMFbScBAiEApCdUgehs2CNCej4ELUuQeyzXkKUGwzRfaEurgyigm%2BIqugUILBAFGgw0NDkyMjkwMzI4MjIiDDlx9bNOK7rhHbYT6yqXBQQ7cOiClMGEUJScWDiI%2FE8KGXB9C5vGfzHxYq1jWg0%2Fk%2FdWeQA5vVwVCxQvihaHMvVHwhSa0ABj9I%2FD3nenoR9vWmt5%2FRozfKvS48E8LSzW7i2B87ikO24jHpMf4%2FXYKTTiWq2FwlRSYtnv8dA5gGgUMZ6%2Bqz%2BPufMVoO0umfYeK9lk6aurQIS84dkFL4vXO%2Bu3ZFF6PgnULQPxB4Hh8weC1dS80X8cBF1CpZ5%2FChLeruRBGel3Zz0klxGZzWoJkaWnTbb%2BPcEg4vZmPSiJILzgxhjTvPQwgi8f3ye6mTv9SqCLd%2Fl0s9FbnVYJL0S4caxMDhV9JLPDtDgPElbn9SEA4RVWVQpyJYMRx02CDC0FsfuqH2L94V54nIhaF%2F4GaUn2Z%2BnztGCjDZn7Drb7XRoSy5mDQCp20eO0d7KQI36FxRNLw4To0cjTxGUZQDdeLZOs4xvv4UrJ7q2lZ9eto01fL2nB1mTfVY9lJSjHBX6%2FCBQa1UXMcMsQIDTLBhwpJTg9weey8e8DcEyphAtwtvqXkM%2BWJXAufOTOjj6NUQReoGi2yGgE7xG9WYP7gUyaHc6Y5vXB%2FeL7LlIGsi9%2FjMxtYqs5pmYnfizAD3bBPUZjBjWWZfRJlDCrmdACzco10mXYPVQlCmWp29EQdlcAlvygvyjQ9VPIfPuqYVgquMfBIZpqfDesXryQBit6NPYMvUkIp%2FxilLqB20LX8wXn1o5Q3WKxsHb6%2F0pSExkgU6QIjwfRsh3FPF9KtsqgNkfvfVEu3U9WenOzU3x%2B2E3B0l3hYWgmZIBRtAvLp4IS2i2DubGri8O3QU2toYxkY6jNWS4cYiGOTgkJdsnGN8XMfaLzi99agnc3MVEvNCiqoC6rmkPlHjC0OjCQo9vFBjqxAYEg5V98CxRJ8cWaF4e9dyZf0K3bPLi6EKF6noVmIZA%2FqRyV9YezNNYWpETnQLIhaQrX1qOZLkuHFqIEAbIKY72oU55b6KRC7DHPxpereH9V39Qdgr7rmI6ItdHwZSPMqX0pcJ3gA%2FaMbUqsst69FzSPXzbPQC%2BP%2FKvtlUiGpFleQJdN7Zsiuvt1K5gdZfhOIwNwpF8aP4fYHrZMMjgyuBS4r1j%2BCbAMPzO6ncrKu59fIQ%3D%3D&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&response-content-disposition=inline%3Bfilename%3D%2213465045_newinc_2021-06-18.pdf%22&X-Amz-Signature=9179d5b25bc4585ead7febf02de17334677d20625e671d90c17fef1fe31fb925
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/13465045/filing-history?page=2
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29 Oct 2021 First formal FPL Board meeting, Cllr Broadhead 

nominated as Chair. Thereafter Board meetings took 

place on an approximate 6 weekly basis – Board 

meetings were structured with an agenda, minutes 

were produced, together with an actions log    

See 3.3 

1 Nov 2021 Managing Director becomes permanent employee of 

FPL (formal start date for employment purposes) 

See 3.1 

Mid Nov Strategic Engagement Director becomes permanent 

employee of FPL (formal start date for employment 

purposes) 

See 3.1 

26 Nov 2021  First transaction to FPL HSBC bank account.  £5k credit 

drawdown on the £400k (initially) agreed working 

capital loan.  £5k pragmatic to merely set up bank 

account.   

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2 

Working 

capital loan 

summary 

16 Dec 2021 Board meeting action log states – Explore ways to 

maintain stewardship with a working capital (loan) 

financial model – whilst not stated in the action log this 

is as a result of MTFP revenue budget pressures  

 

20 Dec 2021 BCP Council awards FPL £100k ARG4 grant for ‘Place 

Value Identification to inform a Brand & Place making 

Strategy for the BCP area’ and pays into FPL’s HSBC 

bank account.  Note – FPL were not the final recipient of this 

grant, FPL commission 1HQ to do this work  

See 5.10 

1 Jan 2022  Chief Operating Officer becomes permanent employee 

of FPL (formal start date for employment purposes) 

See 3.1 

25 Jan 2022 FPL directors, Mellor and Farrant sign working capital 

loan agreement (1) for £400,000.  Drawdown is not 

automatic, FPL (the borrower) needs to request*, 

following the procedure in the agreement. 

*this excludes the £5k drawdown shown at 26 Nov 2021 entry, 
which was instigated by the Council 

Signed 

agreement 

available on 

file 

27 Jan 2022 Managing Director and Chief Operating Officer are 

formally registered as directors of company lodged at 

Companies House 

Filing History 

27 Jan 2022 FPL Board minutes show that FPL premises (office 

location) has been Poole civic centre annexe and is 

being closed in May 2022.  Action for the COO to bring 

forward to next meeting an accommodation business 

case report.   

See 5.5 

1 Feb 2022 Formal Termination of appointment of Graham Farrant 

as a FPL director on 31 January 2022 lodged at 

Companies House 

Filing History 

3 Feb 2022  BCP Council set up FPL Barclays Bank account 

(following tendered change of bank) – note first 

transaction did not hit this bank account until 27 April 

2022  

Bank 

statements are 

available  

15 Feb 2022 New bespoke Memorandum and Articles of Association 

lodged at Companies House (replacing initial model 

articles) 

Articles 

38

https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/13465045/filing-history?page=2
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/13465045/filing-history?page=2
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/document-api-images-live.ch.gov.uk/docs/F1Wfl5AMTxlXwwKGRH5erM4JacNICFnlnScaGEklS9w/application-pdf?X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAWRGBDBV3AELICRXU%2F20250904%2Feu-west-2%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20250904T101019Z&X-Amz-Expires=60&X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEPH%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCWV1LXdlc3QtMiJHMEUCIBmmmGZ%2BQ6sk3q%2BLc%2BgaiytXupwNBr6gZ3r8QxhtZuv%2BAiEA9ib%2F%2FFWzjVrmRrCdSuY2mghECFSbjQaCJRtzT4RIDv8qugUIWhAFGgw0NDkyMjkwMzI4MjIiDOcQutQyELwVcNEL2SqXBW1QqIdCtYFggN%2Fc054KYaabs3CumsjnyBppXd0bthE%2BcryhvKoWV77mpypspYSxWlP8W39pKmku5FS5jvqDH3WCepPpf3tT3KeWuhFvvq4dNqVpj%2FDpzfKOYIsW%2BKAtDePEx5HKHriwN9%2FqK4FNAm%2BJWVK%2FrnTPBsM7TrWEGVWAoBddgnXj8cINIE3rqyFViquumUFvZRIhryy%2Fo%2FPj2lWGKYYEuVxyr05fEaARmb4WzujN6mFor%2BUxqLQfx2UudOthwSJphuVxiPNKJRz%2FqPcLnVaI%2BhfA1RHSMgVg6vUKfsrgVujuwD9%2FTfgx6%2BtVXbp%2FFxAXdJ8pPg1LKVHyguiFx2ayJLS9Vtc3brQYiwKos9jEJ87iD0aVzvOuLhw1vE7xJOai1WpQ1LgnUmyGZIx%2BTsifLSJtcFv1sAJ%2FIOD3H1rFeCtKcdFp0XmjnJqRZS7bc8F0b5l5vDQUYHDeVHWKXPN9WZ4qDptnC63J3v223PkB0%2Bu%2BMiDQFCF0xTY6q4pQxnSCFiTLkni%2Bu9Q87%2FP3cJcJJQzpDcf60X9hCly6uAZXo9fXCY8LDDVekC8b6cWPJvliydzoTdCQNqXue6ldoD%2BLPv9m5InWylEP3NZzFDw7sDdN24f0MuS%2F4tkTqBnKUyg33tmGXt42JfFCAbJvp9oWfoUEqjO6VQz6OhuRj9qgmqWrbI6txrIbyX%2B04OjvvnqYTrBoA0MUS9zV2zvDVXW4Rbh1uznVjeS%2BV1zXG78QwhgovscxdlXlZe6qdp7tCMNRZI0sdltmY%2BvFGlrnoe1BZXc1rsuZIfAtyDBIqEjV6SorVo8IqFBI94Fz8wSzK2R2%2FGbVyWRe7tuwnYKTG1xMJlhvqbv3WrI1H6dxPvdBTNRCbzDBreXFBjqxAXFlAcY7cyuuI0ORAebMhhvLjOppJrRXlAr2keYoE7xX%2Fa%2B%2BcmLCWHx16oa9S3fQKx13Hn%2FGS8x5LNINSDQlhPiVX1PN1EWNEbrmCuM9u22MKTckagliHVXPg7HOu5PQK52ldOhxiMda3iUXNG9EpJv3cA3JonuBwXqzfJB%2Fsv0tBaOk6z2xv8mnD5146lyw45%2FpsPzZZLgqj0kKCh%2B55w%2Bww3R6Dxd8kyah19krGbHOew%3D%3D&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&response-content-disposition=inline%3Bfilename%3D%22companies_house_document.pdf%22&X-Amz-Signature=010ded264be2218cf5a170ea26bdf00d2c7bf4e86cd76efb3ba67c32dfc7edcf
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23 Feb 2022 First debit transaction through FPL bank (HSBC) 

account, and first direct posting to FPL separate 

ledger(s).  Up to this point BCP Council paid for (bank) and 

posted to FPL cost centre in BCP ledger (see early July 2021 entry 

in this table) 

Bank 

statements are 

available 

24 Mar 2022 Terms of Reference (ToR) for Remuneration Committee 

are produced by the company secretary – ToR state 

that all members shall be independent members  

Available on 

file 

31 Mar 2022 Financial Year End 21/22 for FPL and the Council – 

Accounts produced on an accruals basis so relevant 

21/22 transactions are processed well into 22/23 as 

FPL statutory reporting (filing) date is not until 31/12/22.  

The Council has an earlier statutory reporting date.  

This means some accrual estimates are different 

between FPL and Council accounts – both are “true 

and fair” (external auditors’ opinion)   

 

25 Mar 2022 BCP Council presents two invoices to FPL for costs 

incurred during 21/22 by FPL but were recorded in 

Council cost centre and ledgers.  The two invoices 

aggregate to £1,213,608.29 + 177,870.91 VAT = 

£1,391,479.20 .  

 

 

 

 

 
Invoice 1261609 - Important to note not all costs were subject to 

VAT (this was a disbursement recharge of costs not a sales invoice) 

so VAT total above does not equal 20% of net invoice total.  Non-

vatable expenditure includes salaries and wages for example. 

 

Invoice 1261667 – All costs subject to VAT (this was a sales invoice 

for council services provided to FPL so VAT at 20% applied).   
 

These two invoices were paid by FPL on 29 April. This was after the 

point the Council had paid/settled the sales invoice from FPL, see 

26 April 2022.   

See Appendix 

1.1, Table 2, 

25 March 2022 

26 April 2022 BCP Council pays FPL for invoice £1,107,552.59 + 

£221,510.52 VAT = £1,329,063.11 (FPL0001).   Note 

this invoice is based on two invoices presented to FPL 

by BCP Council for costs incurred by the Council (see 

25 March 2022 entry above) but also includes some 

minor costs incurred directly by FPL. Important to note all 

costs were subject to VAT (this was a sales invoice, FPL being Vat 

registered) so VAT total above does equal 20% of net invoice total.     

See Appendix 

1.1, Table 2. 

26 April 2022 

27 April 2022 First transaction through FPL Barclays account  

£1,391,476.20.  Transaction is a transfer actioned by 
FPL from its HSBC bank account. 
 

Bank 

statements are 

available 

29 April 2022  FPL pays BCP Council (from its’ Barclays bank 

account) for the two invoices shown at 25 Mar 2022 

entry above.  £1,391,479.20   

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2, 29 

April 2022 
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3 May 2022 Further £10k credit drawdown on the £400k (initially) 

agreed working capital loan.  Unclear why this 

drawdown was made.   

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2 

Working 

capital loan 

summary 

17 May 2022 Further £385k credit drawdown on the £400k (initially) 

agreed working capital loan.  At this point all the initial 

£400k loan was drawn down. (5+10+385 =400)  

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2 

Working 

capital loan 

summary 

12 July 2022 Council agrees £8M working capital loan facility.   

Accordingly, FPL produce a revised/updated Business 

Plan for 22/23. 

 

18 July 2022 FPL Board minutes indicate that FPL have secured new 

premises (office in Exeter Rd, Bournemouth BH2 5AY) 

and are close to moving in after some minor work is 

completed.  Exact move in date – Office licence 

agreement is 1/8/2022.  Licence fees are paid to Hinton 

Road Investments Ltd (who appear to be the rent 

collection entity with the Bourne Space Group) 

Minutes 

available on 

file.   

 

Also See 5.5 

29 July 2022 FPL pay Hinton Rd Investments Ltd £60,750 + £10,800 

VAT = £71,550.   This sum is made up of £54,000 

rent/licence for 12 months which is subject to VAT and 

£6,750 deposit (refundable) when occupancy is 

terminated.  (refunded on 10 Jan 2024)   

See 5.5 

9 Aug 2022 FPL directors, the MD and COO sign working capital 

loan agreement (2) for £8,000,000  

 

10 Aug 2022 Further £800k credit drawdown on the new £8M 

(extended) agreed working capital loan.   

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2 

Working 

capital loan 

summary 

11 Oct 2022 Appointment of Lord Kerslake as a director on 1 

October 2022 Lodged at Companies House – Non 

Executive Director and Chair of the Board 

Filing History 

27 Oct 2022 Further £850k credit drawdown on the £8M (extended) 

agreed working capital loan.   

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2 

Working 

capital loan 

summary 

9 Nov 2022 Termination of appointment of Philip Broadhead as a 

director on 8 November 2022 

Filing History 

7 Dec 2022 BCP Council presents final invoice (final reconciliation) 

to FPL for costs incurred during 21/22 by FPL but were 

recorded in Council cost centre and ledgers.  The 

invoices was for £262,253.70 + 35,135.18 VAT = 

£297,388.88.  
Invoice 12869640 - Important to note not all costs were subject to 

VAT (this was a disbursement recharge of costs not a sales invoice) 

so VAT total above does not equal 20% of net invoice total.  Non-

vatable expenditure includes salaries and wages for example. 
 

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2, 7 

Dec 2022 

40

https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/13465045/filing-history?page=2
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/13465045/filing-history?page=2
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This invoice was paid by FPL on 27 January 2023l. This was after 

the point the Council had paid/settled the sales invoice from FPL, 

see 23 January 2023. 

20 Dec 2022 Accounts for a small company made up to 31 March 

2022 (audited 21/22 accounts) are filed at Companies 

House 

21/22 

Accounts 

1 Jan 2023 

approx. 

First signs (emails) that Council Commissioning Team 

and FPL relations are becoming strained 

See 3.2.20 

23 Jan 2023 BCP Council pays FPL for invoice £262,253.70 + 

£52,450.74 VAT = £314,704.44 (FPL0002).   Note this 

invoice is based on the invoice presented to FPL by 

BCP Council for costs incurred by the Council (see 7 

Dec 2022 entry above). Important to note all costs were 

subject to VAT (this was a sales invoice, FPL being Vat registered) 

so VAT total above does equal 20% of net invoice total.     

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2, 23 

Jan 2023 

27 Jan 2023 FPL pays BCP Council (from its’ Barclays bank 

account) for the invoice shown at 7 Dec 2022 entry 

above.  £297,388.88   

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2, 27 

Jan 2023 

19 Jan 2023 Appointment of Mr Patrick Hayes as a director on 19 

January 2023 and Termination of appointment of 

Andrew Mellor as a director on 19 January 2023 lodged 

at Companies House 

Filing History 

Feb 2023 BCP Council appoints a new Commissiong Director in 
charge of the Commissiong team, following resignation 
of previous post holder  

 

2 Feb 2023 Further £1,450k credit drawdown on the £8M 
(extended) agreed working capital loan.   

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2 

Working 

capital loan 

summary 

9 Feb 2023  FPL invoice the Council for first two Outline Business 
Cases (OBC) for Constitution Hill £41,670 and Chapel 
Lane £30,975.  (figures are VAT exclusive) 
The two figures aggregate to the total sales/turnover 
figure in the FPL P&L account for 22/23. 
(Note as a result of Cabinet resolution 8 Feb 2022) 
BCP Council make payment to FPL on 10/3/23 

Invoices and 

bank 

statements 

available on 

file 

3 Mar 2023 Appointment of Mr Ian Marcus as a director on 13 
February 2023 and Appointment of Ms Karima Fahmy 
as a director on 13 February 2023 lodged at 
Companies House 

Filing History 

Mar 2023 FPL Chair initiates three reviews (one from each NED) 

of arrangements 

• Governance Review – Karima Fahmy 

• Projects Review – Pat Hayes 

• Investment Review – Ian Marcus (paused until 

after elections) 

 

15 Mar 2023 BCP Council presents one disbursement invoices to 

FPL for costs incurred during 22/23 by FPL but were 

recorded in Council cost centre and ledgers (same 

arrangement as 21/22 and before working capital loan 

agreement was agreed in July 2022) £628,750.39 + 

£91,884.21 VAT = £720,634.60 

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2, 15 

Mar 2023 

41

https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/document-api-images-live.ch.gov.uk/docs/sV5_5CZ-qfnm4RYjG89yizbITadWb9BbhWh8qmqllwM/application-pdf?X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAWRGBDBV3MV3WBORA%2F20250904%2Feu-west-2%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20250904T104527Z&X-Amz-Expires=60&X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEPL%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCWV1LXdlc3QtMiJHMEUCIQDTUzrPQjvdddPj2CSPdB4fmTBZ3tOEIpg%2Bm6Bv3PADzwIgPQZmOCKSuyACFo7xlz%2BBXSLfqox3syJ%2BTZ2M6w%2BOSv4qugUIWxAFGgw0NDkyMjkwMzI4MjIiDOyv%2Fo2imzFRujDzDiqXBY3FYo%2Faldw0%2FxpLRiGuLEY1%2FBhFyJ6GNkLKfaqztlIBjIMwEJl%2BcLPZURD0CuKO3Ih0Gc0Gfq9UbCaaxiGjZso1460MMqPOrYY6wgmmRgvNOnhkNDlxPufb%2FFzNnVd%2BAnFgn6Is5HQc2%2F8VPTtYipC9P5ZkxbRAuw3iP9kH8bKMEYhm%2FHPC4kbXmovO9M%2B4Qql5vXZrKx0Z8Rcmt5lnfKtPkZFt3t2Qx6HtiygTg0xRk6bLgE5WaGEQmvyV6Ps6iiTR4kpMTQy2U%2BsJpFYZjsZ53IDazpnyGwxnGGTNxsj6N0AHceYltqS4c0AQHSI8sPup9er8Tsvuo7%2BugM%2BIENiT7MJHOEzHqmhrbekHNKUudb4GhDyO83ao4HhSufgX8ePMTPcsrWu8WpGFg96D8mP%2BOE72OjDNsTnpli39A%2BUFL84bXQFY8LzxKoYR8ohvL6gZBul%2FoSCFN%2FzYjN%2Bdx%2FVAIQ6RdRx89Rkp91o63uSuDxOM9Yab6I4gLIqmpjWR8Nmv2JUazfOtHYTDDSkikK5BuffECpeHM%2BCY0EOEoezdPQm5fLGpJmKtbdiaq3vuIVcro26jZ4vYKdO%2FdQo6bosZUQ0UUFZTGDjnYLfzM0RB72sFg87IlQWs7klryQYCK74iRn%2FmVDYzIWOQX5U300aStwYc%2BteOhsVd6GRHq99J2l07EAadq2soeENaStGsSflARiQtR7vBAeowz4OQG7e0jAuXycXjrNcx%2FnJ4zEgawrLJs64kGSobzCAFRNm5JPcr0ETbFwXCQ8V8kt%2BBjpdYBAvttrwOlbt2AvEIao4fL5cQkT%2BhqyYGZWP7EGuRzUGJqJ2%2FuKWSOjlnRDXovA3Gxrc%2B0HwlMO17jkp%2F90AJFLebqkT5JTDdw%2BXFBjqxARGQE5PL2ao6m%2BhJDhduk%2Fu40rrDgawQ47NAzD18Isa4gvvRtYy%2Bj4bJeT8aT%2F1VkwHyqRFwITIYmEtHLHa9Ym9ojQhwnnhdgGKcLo5ff8RcJyay%2FYr%2BmrqVwhw0QSGBcVtqW9FJxNxbHJhqAFPduk4DbQcxQXBrdjUxS%2Frmv8ftBubgk4pkiT28VyVQdAetKjzDI2TtdRZKtiKmQmS1Ece3ECENUbwJx0PpKJ0sxB7MzQ%3D%3D&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&response-content-disposition=inline%3Bfilename%3D%2213465045_aa_2022-12-20.pdf%22&X-Amz-Signature=76ddf1fabdd1f6139a1c49468358eb9ddb520a6dd4c8f1489aaf986c229453d0
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/document-api-images-live.ch.gov.uk/docs/sV5_5CZ-qfnm4RYjG89yizbITadWb9BbhWh8qmqllwM/application-pdf?X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAWRGBDBV3MV3WBORA%2F20250904%2Feu-west-2%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20250904T104527Z&X-Amz-Expires=60&X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEPL%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCWV1LXdlc3QtMiJHMEUCIQDTUzrPQjvdddPj2CSPdB4fmTBZ3tOEIpg%2Bm6Bv3PADzwIgPQZmOCKSuyACFo7xlz%2BBXSLfqox3syJ%2BTZ2M6w%2BOSv4qugUIWxAFGgw0NDkyMjkwMzI4MjIiDOyv%2Fo2imzFRujDzDiqXBY3FYo%2Faldw0%2FxpLRiGuLEY1%2FBhFyJ6GNkLKfaqztlIBjIMwEJl%2BcLPZURD0CuKO3Ih0Gc0Gfq9UbCaaxiGjZso1460MMqPOrYY6wgmmRgvNOnhkNDlxPufb%2FFzNnVd%2BAnFgn6Is5HQc2%2F8VPTtYipC9P5ZkxbRAuw3iP9kH8bKMEYhm%2FHPC4kbXmovO9M%2B4Qql5vXZrKx0Z8Rcmt5lnfKtPkZFt3t2Qx6HtiygTg0xRk6bLgE5WaGEQmvyV6Ps6iiTR4kpMTQy2U%2BsJpFYZjsZ53IDazpnyGwxnGGTNxsj6N0AHceYltqS4c0AQHSI8sPup9er8Tsvuo7%2BugM%2BIENiT7MJHOEzHqmhrbekHNKUudb4GhDyO83ao4HhSufgX8ePMTPcsrWu8WpGFg96D8mP%2BOE72OjDNsTnpli39A%2BUFL84bXQFY8LzxKoYR8ohvL6gZBul%2FoSCFN%2FzYjN%2Bdx%2FVAIQ6RdRx89Rkp91o63uSuDxOM9Yab6I4gLIqmpjWR8Nmv2JUazfOtHYTDDSkikK5BuffECpeHM%2BCY0EOEoezdPQm5fLGpJmKtbdiaq3vuIVcro26jZ4vYKdO%2FdQo6bosZUQ0UUFZTGDjnYLfzM0RB72sFg87IlQWs7klryQYCK74iRn%2FmVDYzIWOQX5U300aStwYc%2BteOhsVd6GRHq99J2l07EAadq2soeENaStGsSflARiQtR7vBAeowz4OQG7e0jAuXycXjrNcx%2FnJ4zEgawrLJs64kGSobzCAFRNm5JPcr0ETbFwXCQ8V8kt%2BBjpdYBAvttrwOlbt2AvEIao4fL5cQkT%2BhqyYGZWP7EGuRzUGJqJ2%2FuKWSOjlnRDXovA3Gxrc%2B0HwlMO17jkp%2F90AJFLebqkT5JTDdw%2BXFBjqxARGQE5PL2ao6m%2BhJDhduk%2Fu40rrDgawQ47NAzD18Isa4gvvRtYy%2Bj4bJeT8aT%2F1VkwHyqRFwITIYmEtHLHa9Ym9ojQhwnnhdgGKcLo5ff8RcJyay%2FYr%2BmrqVwhw0QSGBcVtqW9FJxNxbHJhqAFPduk4DbQcxQXBrdjUxS%2Frmv8ftBubgk4pkiT28VyVQdAetKjzDI2TtdRZKtiKmQmS1Ece3ECENUbwJx0PpKJ0sxB7MzQ%3D%3D&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&response-content-disposition=inline%3Bfilename%3D%2213465045_aa_2022-12-20.pdf%22&X-Amz-Signature=76ddf1fabdd1f6139a1c49468358eb9ddb520a6dd4c8f1489aaf986c229453d0
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/13465045/filing-history?page=2
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/13465045/filing-history?page=2
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16 Mar 2023 BCP Council Chief Executive releases his Governance 

Assurance Review – Recommendation 25-28 relate to 

FPL 

CEx - internal 

Gov.Review 

28 Mar 2023  BCP Council presents one sales invoice for Council 

services provided to FPL for 22/23.  £92,302.91 + 

£18,460.58 VAT = £110,763.49 (Paid by FPL 31/3/23) 

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2, 28 

Mar 27 2023 

31 Mar 2023  FPL pay BCP Council for invoices shown at 15 and 28 

March above. 

bank 

statements 

available on 

file 

31 Mar 2023 Financial Year End 22/23 for FPL and the Council – 

Accounts produced on an accruals basis so relevant 

21/22 transactions are processed well into 23/24 as 

FPL statutory reporting (filing) date is not until 31/12/23.  

The Council has an earlier statutory reporting date.  

This means some accrual estimates are different 

between FPL and Council accounts – both are true and 

fair (external auditors’ opinion)   

 

21 Apr 2023 Further £500k credit drawdown on the £8M (extended) 

agreed working capital loan.   

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2 

Working 

capital loan 

summary 

4 May 2023 Local elections leading to new administration at BCP 

Council. 

 

5 May 2023  A former Leader of the Council is registered at 

Companies House as new owner of Hinton Road 

Investment Ltd, the company that collect the 

rent/licence on behalf of the owner of Office 2@Bourne 

Park, Exeter Rd.    
When this becomes know in late August 2023, at the point of 

rent/licence renewal, this sparks speculation that FPL’s Board 

approved decision 18 July 2022 to move to this space may have 

been influenced by the former leader.      

Company Hs 

link 

 

 

See 5.5 

22 May 2023 New Leader of the Council makes maidan speech and 

FPL is mentioned – looking to review and to have a 

reduced more focused programme 

 

2 June 2023 Further £750k credit drawdown on the £8M (extended) 

agreed working capital loan 

Note this is the point where the cumulative loan is at its 

maximum amount which was £4,750k 

(5+10+385+800+850+1450+500+750= 4750) 

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2 

Working 

capital loan 

summary 

13 June 2023  FPL Executive Directors assert that they have seen a 

draft copy of the DLUCH external assurance review 

(linked to the Council’s Best Value Notice, see 6/9/23 

entry in Table 1 above) and they believe comments 

(about FPL) are ambiguous and inaccurate and they 

should be corrected.  They also query why they were 

not interviewed. 

Council Chief Executive highlights that the review had a 

DLUCH deadline, FPL Executive Directors could not 

attend the interview date originally scheduled to meet 

Ext review 
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https://www.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/about-the-council/BCP-Council-Assurance-Review.pdf
https://www.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/documents/about-the-council/BCP-Council-Assurance-Review.pdf
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/08676587/officers
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/08676587/officers
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/bournemouth-christchurch-and-poole-council-external-assurance-review/external-assurance-review-of-bournemouth-christchurch-and-poole-council
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the DLUCH official and a mutually convenient 

alternative meeting could not be found.  The Council 

Chief Executive also highlights that unless we can 

argue there is a factual error, we cannot ask the 

DLUCH official to merely change their opinion.    

17 June 2023 FPL NED, Karima Fahmy produces a two page 

Governance Review  

See Appendix 

1.1, table 2, 17 

June 

June 2023 FPL Executive Officers assert that the Council’s 

Commissioning Director makes ‘defamatory comments 

about performance of FPL and this is leading to a false 

narrative.   

The COO makes what he says is a Public Interest 

Disclosure Act (PIDA) (aka a Whistleblowing 

disclosure) to the FPL Board. The acting chair of the 

Board (independent NED) was tasked with speaking to 

the Council’s shareholder representative (Chief 

Executive). 

FPL MD asserts nothing was done.  Chief Executive 

says he spoke to Commissioning Director and asked 

him to be aware that FPL are of the view his comments 

are defamatory and leading to a false narrative and to 

consider this in any future required interaction, whether 

this is verbal or written.   

 

29 June 2023 FPL COO issues a report into Investigation into 

Allegations of Control Failures at FuturePlaces – the 

report concludes there were no failures and the 

allegations made by the Council’s Commissioning 

Director are wrong, defamatory and creating a false 

narrative and should be corrected immediately.  The 

report goes on to say that the Commissioning Director 

has “vigorously and forcefully stated they do not intend 

to correct any record”.   Unclear where this report went 

or whether it was intended as a written evidence note.  

Update – The COO’s report is considered by The Board 

on 4/9/23, agreed that the Chair would address the 

matter with the BCP Chief Executive  

Report 

available on 

file  

 

 

 

 

 

Minutes of 

Board 4/9/23 

referred to as 

Confidential 

item 

1 July 2023 The death of FPL Chair, Lord Kerslake is announced  

27 July 2023 FPL invoice the Council £30,000 for Strategic Car park 

review part of the 23/24 LTP 

 

1 Aug 2023 Termination of appointment of Robert Walter Kerslake 

as a director on 11 July 2023 and Director's details 

changed for Ms Karima Fahmy on 11 July 2023 lodged 

at Companies House 

Filing History 

3 Aug 2023 FPL invoice the Council for three Outline Business 

Cases (OBC). 

Poole Civic Centre £156,461.97, Christchurch Civic 

Centre £170,163.70 and Beach Rd car park £69,088.29 

(+vat on all 3 invoices) 

(Note as a result of Cabinet resolution 8 March 2022) 

FPL also invoice for further outline business case costs 

for Chapel Lane £44218.71 + VAT, I can find no 

Invoices and 

bank 

statements 

available on 

file 
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Cabinet approval for this, Cabinet only appear to have 

approved £31k (see 9 Feb 2023 entry on this table)  

Sums show in sales/turnover figure in the FPL P&L 

account for 23/24. 

BCP Council pays on the 8/8/2023 – for all four invoices 

9 Aug 2023 Informal meeting between FPL Executive Directors (MD 

and COO) and Council Chief Executive. Chief Exec. 

states that the Council was moving towards closure of 

the company and this would be put forward as the 

recommended option to Cabinet in September. 

MD, COO ask whether full Council decision required.  

 

11 Aug 2023  Council Chief Executive and Council Chief Operating 

Officer meet FPL staff setting out it is the intention to 

recommend to Cabinet to close the company and 

transfer staff to the Council (under TUPE). 

 

14 Aug 2023  FPL COO electronically signs (via secure portal) 

second year office licence agreement. 

See 5.5 

Mid-August 

to 27 Sept 

(Cabinet date 

where 

decision 

made to 

close FPL) 

FPL Executive team produce an ‘Option3’ scenario 

which, in their view, allows for an orderly closure of FPL 

over 9 months to 1 year ‘to protect shareholder value’. 

FPL Executive team say they received assurances that 

this option would be incorporated into the 27 Sept 

Cabinet report.  It was not included. 

Option 3 in final report is – Continue FPL under a 

revised funding model. 

FPL team also suggest amendments to draft report, 

which includes removal of what they say is false 

narrative around governance failings which they say are 

not taken forward in final version.  

Considered at FPL Board 6/9/23 – A non-executive 

director (NED) comments: 

“There is a need for the report to be factually correct but 

(he) considered that the report was reasonably 

objective and did not contain any slights on FP 

executives or undermine the company”. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Board minutes 

available on 

file  

17 Aug 2023 The FPL MD has stated in a timeline she has produced 

that the FPL COO has ‘negotiated the appointment of 

Pinsent Masons (legal advisors) as insolvency advisors’ 

to FPL and its’ directors. Note FPL was never insolvent and 

the legal advice helped this be so. 

See 5.6 

18 Aug 2023 Extraordinary FPL Board meeting which agrees to 

weekly extraordinary board meetings until point of 

closure – Pinsent Mason reps. in attendance. 
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23 Aug 2023 Extraordinary FPL Board, key minuted points: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The redacted 

at the time box 

says 

Constitution 

Hill 

(the smaller 

redaction box 

is initials of the 

external legal 

advisor) 

30 Aug 2023 Extraordinary FPL Board, key minuted points: 
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Board also discussed the issue of (office) rent, after 

receipt of facts from a FPL employee the Board agreed 

to: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For rent issue 

see 5.5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 Sept 2023 FPL pay Hinton Rd Investment Ltd £27,000 + vat 

£32,400 and exercise immediately the break clause 

which takes payment to end of January 2024 

See 5.5 

4 Oct 2023  COO resigns from FPL and was placed on gardening 

leave while serving out paid notice period, which was 

due to terminate 4 January 2024. (3 months notice). 

 

9 Oct 2023 Termination of appointment of COO as a company 

director on 9 October 2023 lodged at Companies 

House 

Filing History 

10 Oct 2023 The COO sends what he says is a Public Interest 

Disclosure Act (PIDA) (aka a Whistleblowing 

disclosure) to the Chief Executive.  In the email he says 

he will send the email to Nigel Stannard (NS), Head of 

Audit & Management Assurance. The COO does not 

send email to NS.   

On 15 October 2023, Chief Executive sends email to 

NS.  NS considers, following Policy, the disclosure has 

already been extensively investigated (rent payment), 

there was no failure to comply with a legal obligation, 

payment was agreed formally by the Board and no 

further investigation is necessary. The COO is formally 

informed of the decision on 24/11/2023, including 

appeal and other routes available.    

Decision 

record on file  

 

Reported to 

Audit & 

Governance 

committee in 

annual report 

17 Oct 2024 

17 Oct 2023 FPL invoice the Council for £100,000, DLUCH grant 

funded design code costs for Poole Quay (£25k) and 

Landsdown (£75k) 

BCP Council pays invoice on 20/10/23 

Invoice and 

bank 

statements 

available on 

file 

1 Nov 2023 17 FPL staff are on TUPE list to transfer to the Council, 

13 do so.  4 staff members decide to leave FPL before 

the transfer date and are paid any untaken pro-rata 

annual leave (contractual entitlement) by FPL before 

transfer date. These costs met by FPL (P&L account). 
Note within the 13 are the MD and COO.  In the case of the MD, the 

council did not have need for an MD so an alternative employment 

offer was made (Director of Regeneration), this was turned down by 

the MD and a redundancy process was initiated immediately. 

Although the COO had resigned on 4 Oct, because the individual 

was still within and serving notice period, TUPE applied.   

 

2 Nov 2023  FPL invoices Council for £6,000 Strategic Car park 

Review part of the 23/24 LTP.  See first payment 27 

July 2023. 

BCP Council pays invoice on 10/11/23 

Invoice and 

bank 

statements on 

file 
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6 Nov 2023 Termination of appointment of Managing Director as a 

company director on 31 October 2023 lodged at 

Companies House 

Filing History 

10 Nov 2023  The COO, now TUPE’d to the Council, is not required to 

serve out paid notice period and, in line with contract, is 

paid in lieu of notice and is also paid for pro-rata 

untaken leave.  These costs were Council cost and 

were not charged to FPL accounts. Total council cost 

£42,915.26. 

Schedule on 

file and note 

subject of an 

FOI 

21 Nov 2023  The MD sends what she says is a Public Interest 

Disclosure Act (PIDA) (aka a Whistleblowing 

disclosure) to Nigel Stannard (NS), Head of Audit & 

Management Assurance.  NS considers, following 

Policy, the disclosures are not considered to be PIDA 

disclosures, but may be grievance matters. The MD is 

formally informed of the decision on 24/11/2023, 

including appeal and other routes available.       

Decision 

record on file.  

Reported to 

Audit & 

Governance 

committee in 

annual report 

17 Oct 2024 

23 Nov 2023  The MD submits a grievance to HR with remedies 

sought. 

 

13 Dec 2023  MD redundancy process concludes and MD is 

dismissed.  MD entitled to 3 months paid notice but is 

not required to serve out this paid notice period and, in 

line with contract, is paid in lieu of notice and is also 

paid for pro-rata untaken leave. These costs, together 

with November and part of December (to 13 Dec) 

salary were Council cost and were not charged to FPL 

accounts.  Total council cost £87,133.69  

Schedule on 

file and note 

subject of an 

FOI 

18 Dec 2023 Accounts for a small company made up to 31 March 

2023 (audited 22/23 accounts) are filed at Companies 

House 

22/23 

Accounts 

10 Jan 2024 Appointment of Mr Chris Shephard as a director on 9 

January 2024 lodged at Companies House 

Filing History 

9 Feb 2024 Termination of appointment of Ian Marcus as a director 

on 9 February 2024, Termination of appointment of 

Karima Fahmy as a director on 9 February 2024, 

Termination of appointment of Patrick Hayes as a 

director on 9 February 2024 lodged at Companies Hs 

Filing History 

29 Feb 2024 Last formal scheduled and minuted company Board 

meeting   

Available on 

file 

8 Mar 2024 

(26/3/24) 

FPL invoice the Council for final Work in Progress 

(WIP), £2,691,704.99 +VAT = £3,230,045.98 this 

followed a Council assessment of whether the Council 

wished to purchase WIP.   

BCP Council makes payment on 26 March 2024 

Invoices and 

bank 

statements 

available on 

file 

27 Mar 2024 FPL make loan repayment to BCP Council of 

£2,350,000, balance outstanding now £2.4M 

See Appendix 

1.1 Table 2 

Working 

capital loan 

summary 

26 June 2024 FPL Barclays bank account closed with final payment 

out to BCP Council bank account £23,450.21  

bank 

statements on 

file 
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https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/13465045/filing-history?page=2
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/document-api-images-live.ch.gov.uk/docs/tv0L5VWxxiYjTK2FihhtAy8uejAXy4Vd9fzgiTCNIHc/application-pdf?X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAWRGBDBV3AELICRXU%2F20250904%2Feu-west-2%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20250904T104430Z&X-Amz-Expires=60&X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEPH%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCWV1LXdlc3QtMiJHMEUCIBmmmGZ%2BQ6sk3q%2BLc%2BgaiytXupwNBr6gZ3r8QxhtZuv%2BAiEA9ib%2F%2FFWzjVrmRrCdSuY2mghECFSbjQaCJRtzT4RIDv8qugUIWhAFGgw0NDkyMjkwMzI4MjIiDOcQutQyELwVcNEL2SqXBW1QqIdCtYFggN%2Fc054KYaabs3CumsjnyBppXd0bthE%2BcryhvKoWV77mpypspYSxWlP8W39pKmku5FS5jvqDH3WCepPpf3tT3KeWuhFvvq4dNqVpj%2FDpzfKOYIsW%2BKAtDePEx5HKHriwN9%2FqK4FNAm%2BJWVK%2FrnTPBsM7TrWEGVWAoBddgnXj8cINIE3rqyFViquumUFvZRIhryy%2Fo%2FPj2lWGKYYEuVxyr05fEaARmb4WzujN6mFor%2BUxqLQfx2UudOthwSJphuVxiPNKJRz%2FqPcLnVaI%2BhfA1RHSMgVg6vUKfsrgVujuwD9%2FTfgx6%2BtVXbp%2FFxAXdJ8pPg1LKVHyguiFx2ayJLS9Vtc3brQYiwKos9jEJ87iD0aVzvOuLhw1vE7xJOai1WpQ1LgnUmyGZIx%2BTsifLSJtcFv1sAJ%2FIOD3H1rFeCtKcdFp0XmjnJqRZS7bc8F0b5l5vDQUYHDeVHWKXPN9WZ4qDptnC63J3v223PkB0%2Bu%2BMiDQFCF0xTY6q4pQxnSCFiTLkni%2Bu9Q87%2FP3cJcJJQzpDcf60X9hCly6uAZXo9fXCY8LDDVekC8b6cWPJvliydzoTdCQNqXue6ldoD%2BLPv9m5InWylEP3NZzFDw7sDdN24f0MuS%2F4tkTqBnKUyg33tmGXt42JfFCAbJvp9oWfoUEqjO6VQz6OhuRj9qgmqWrbI6txrIbyX%2B04OjvvnqYTrBoA0MUS9zV2zvDVXW4Rbh1uznVjeS%2BV1zXG78QwhgovscxdlXlZe6qdp7tCMNRZI0sdltmY%2BvFGlrnoe1BZXc1rsuZIfAtyDBIqEjV6SorVo8IqFBI94Fz8wSzK2R2%2FGbVyWRe7tuwnYKTG1xMJlhvqbv3WrI1H6dxPvdBTNRCbzDBreXFBjqxAXFlAcY7cyuuI0ORAebMhhvLjOppJrRXlAr2keYoE7xX%2Fa%2B%2BcmLCWHx16oa9S3fQKx13Hn%2FGS8x5LNINSDQlhPiVX1PN1EWNEbrmCuM9u22MKTckagliHVXPg7HOu5PQK52ldOhxiMda3iUXNG9EpJv3cA3JonuBwXqzfJB%2Fsv0tBaOk6z2xv8mnD5146lyw45%2FpsPzZZLgqj0kKCh%2B55w%2Bww3R6Dxd8kyah19krGbHOew%3D%3D&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&response-content-disposition=inline%3Bfilename%3D%2213465045_aa_2023-12-18.pdf%22&X-Amz-Signature=bd196c68046e8dd3a33316d1c86c8eecde5371d9ad31e0f11806132ffdffe7c2
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/document-api-images-live.ch.gov.uk/docs/tv0L5VWxxiYjTK2FihhtAy8uejAXy4Vd9fzgiTCNIHc/application-pdf?X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAWRGBDBV3AELICRXU%2F20250904%2Feu-west-2%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20250904T104430Z&X-Amz-Expires=60&X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEPH%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCWV1LXdlc3QtMiJHMEUCIBmmmGZ%2BQ6sk3q%2BLc%2BgaiytXupwNBr6gZ3r8QxhtZuv%2BAiEA9ib%2F%2FFWzjVrmRrCdSuY2mghECFSbjQaCJRtzT4RIDv8qugUIWhAFGgw0NDkyMjkwMzI4MjIiDOcQutQyELwVcNEL2SqXBW1QqIdCtYFggN%2Fc054KYaabs3CumsjnyBppXd0bthE%2BcryhvKoWV77mpypspYSxWlP8W39pKmku5FS5jvqDH3WCepPpf3tT3KeWuhFvvq4dNqVpj%2FDpzfKOYIsW%2BKAtDePEx5HKHriwN9%2FqK4FNAm%2BJWVK%2FrnTPBsM7TrWEGVWAoBddgnXj8cINIE3rqyFViquumUFvZRIhryy%2Fo%2FPj2lWGKYYEuVxyr05fEaARmb4WzujN6mFor%2BUxqLQfx2UudOthwSJphuVxiPNKJRz%2FqPcLnVaI%2BhfA1RHSMgVg6vUKfsrgVujuwD9%2FTfgx6%2BtVXbp%2FFxAXdJ8pPg1LKVHyguiFx2ayJLS9Vtc3brQYiwKos9jEJ87iD0aVzvOuLhw1vE7xJOai1WpQ1LgnUmyGZIx%2BTsifLSJtcFv1sAJ%2FIOD3H1rFeCtKcdFp0XmjnJqRZS7bc8F0b5l5vDQUYHDeVHWKXPN9WZ4qDptnC63J3v223PkB0%2Bu%2BMiDQFCF0xTY6q4pQxnSCFiTLkni%2Bu9Q87%2FP3cJcJJQzpDcf60X9hCly6uAZXo9fXCY8LDDVekC8b6cWPJvliydzoTdCQNqXue6ldoD%2BLPv9m5InWylEP3NZzFDw7sDdN24f0MuS%2F4tkTqBnKUyg33tmGXt42JfFCAbJvp9oWfoUEqjO6VQz6OhuRj9qgmqWrbI6txrIbyX%2B04OjvvnqYTrBoA0MUS9zV2zvDVXW4Rbh1uznVjeS%2BV1zXG78QwhgovscxdlXlZe6qdp7tCMNRZI0sdltmY%2BvFGlrnoe1BZXc1rsuZIfAtyDBIqEjV6SorVo8IqFBI94Fz8wSzK2R2%2FGbVyWRe7tuwnYKTG1xMJlhvqbv3WrI1H6dxPvdBTNRCbzDBreXFBjqxAXFlAcY7cyuuI0ORAebMhhvLjOppJrRXlAr2keYoE7xX%2Fa%2B%2BcmLCWHx16oa9S3fQKx13Hn%2FGS8x5LNINSDQlhPiVX1PN1EWNEbrmCuM9u22MKTckagliHVXPg7HOu5PQK52ldOhxiMda3iUXNG9EpJv3cA3JonuBwXqzfJB%2Fsv0tBaOk6z2xv8mnD5146lyw45%2FpsPzZZLgqj0kKCh%2B55w%2Bww3R6Dxd8kyah19krGbHOew%3D%3D&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&response-content-disposition=inline%3Bfilename%3D%2213465045_aa_2023-12-18.pdf%22&X-Amz-Signature=bd196c68046e8dd3a33316d1c86c8eecde5371d9ad31e0f11806132ffdffe7c2
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/13465045/filing-history?page=2
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/13465045/filing-history?page=2
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3 July 2024 Accounts for a small company made up to 31 March 

2024 (audited 23/24 accounts) are filed at Companies 

House 

23/24 

Accounts 

18 Sept 2024 Application to strike the company off the register, 

lodged at Companies House 

Filing History 

1 Oct 2024 First Gazette notice for voluntary strike-off (Companies 

House notice)  

Filing History 

17 Dec 2024 Final Gazette dissolved via voluntary strike-off Final Gazette 

 
 
End of 1.1 
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https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/document-api-images-live.ch.gov.uk/docs/R9Ba2Tkl6rCQVs1PEzXRq7FGO3-updkQMrH0QTnxKHk/application-pdf?X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=ASIAWRGBDBV3AELICRXU%2F20250904%2Feu-west-2%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20250904T104318Z&X-Amz-Expires=60&X-Amz-Security-Token=IQoJb3JpZ2luX2VjEPH%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2F%2FwEaCWV1LXdlc3QtMiJHMEUCIBmmmGZ%2BQ6sk3q%2BLc%2BgaiytXupwNBr6gZ3r8QxhtZuv%2BAiEA9ib%2F%2FFWzjVrmRrCdSuY2mghECFSbjQaCJRtzT4RIDv8qugUIWhAFGgw0NDkyMjkwMzI4MjIiDOcQutQyELwVcNEL2SqXBW1QqIdCtYFggN%2Fc054KYaabs3CumsjnyBppXd0bthE%2BcryhvKoWV77mpypspYSxWlP8W39pKmku5FS5jvqDH3WCepPpf3tT3KeWuhFvvq4dNqVpj%2FDpzfKOYIsW%2BKAtDePEx5HKHriwN9%2FqK4FNAm%2BJWVK%2FrnTPBsM7TrWEGVWAoBddgnXj8cINIE3rqyFViquumUFvZRIhryy%2Fo%2FPj2lWGKYYEuVxyr05fEaARmb4WzujN6mFor%2BUxqLQfx2UudOthwSJphuVxiPNKJRz%2FqPcLnVaI%2BhfA1RHSMgVg6vUKfsrgVujuwD9%2FTfgx6%2BtVXbp%2FFxAXdJ8pPg1LKVHyguiFx2ayJLS9Vtc3brQYiwKos9jEJ87iD0aVzvOuLhw1vE7xJOai1WpQ1LgnUmyGZIx%2BTsifLSJtcFv1sAJ%2FIOD3H1rFeCtKcdFp0XmjnJqRZS7bc8F0b5l5vDQUYHDeVHWKXPN9WZ4qDptnC63J3v223PkB0%2Bu%2BMiDQFCF0xTY6q4pQxnSCFiTLkni%2Bu9Q87%2FP3cJcJJQzpDcf60X9hCly6uAZXo9fXCY8LDDVekC8b6cWPJvliydzoTdCQNqXue6ldoD%2BLPv9m5InWylEP3NZzFDw7sDdN24f0MuS%2F4tkTqBnKUyg33tmGXt42JfFCAbJvp9oWfoUEqjO6VQz6OhuRj9qgmqWrbI6txrIbyX%2B04OjvvnqYTrBoA0MUS9zV2zvDVXW4Rbh1uznVjeS%2BV1zXG78QwhgovscxdlXlZe6qdp7tCMNRZI0sdltmY%2BvFGlrnoe1BZXc1rsuZIfAtyDBIqEjV6SorVo8IqFBI94Fz8wSzK2R2%2FGbVyWRe7tuwnYKTG1xMJlhvqbv3WrI1H6dxPvdBTNRCbzDBreXFBjqxAXFlAcY7cyuuI0ORAebMhhvLjOppJrRXlAr2keYoE7xX%2Fa%2B%2BcmLCWHx16oa9S3fQKx13Hn%2FGS8x5LNINSDQlhPiVX1PN1EWNEbrmCuM9u22MKTckagliHVXPg7HOu5PQK52ldOhxiMda3iUXNG9EpJv3cA3JonuBwXqzfJB%2Fsv0tBaOk6z2xv8mnD5146lyw45%2FpsPzZZLgqj0kKCh%2B55w%2Bww3R6Dxd8kyah19krGbHOew%3D%3D&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&response-content-disposition=inline%3Bfilename%3D%2213465045_aa_2024-07-03.pdf%22&X-Amz-Signature=f83f9975cb14f4cab55f44ebbd535b748df46262845cac9dd79435b9287a4707
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/13465045/filing-history?page=2
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/13465045/filing-history?page=2
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1.2  Find and restate the motivations and considerations behind the decision to create a URC 
and the environment for decision-making in which it was created. 

 
1.2.1    Cabinet report, 10/3/2021 stated the following concise summary:   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.2.2    At that stage Cabinet agreed to authorise the Chief Executive, in consultation with the 
leader and deputy leader, to procure and review advice from external consultants, who 
would be Inner Circle Consulting, to identify suitable structures or mechanisms to 
accelerate the delivery of regeneration projects. 
 
The full report can be found here: 
http://ced-pri-cms-02.ced.local/documents/g4261/Public%20reports%20pack%2010th-
Mar-2021%2010.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=10&$LO$=1 
 
Cabinet report, 26/05/2021 stated the following summary: 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1.2.3 That report considered what was effectively an evaluated options appraisal by Inner 
Circle Consulting Ltd.  The Inner Circle work identified five alternative delivery 
mechanisms and evaluated these across six appraisal criteria.  Scope section 2. 
considers this report and evaluation in more detail, including a link to the full report. 
 

1.2.4 In terms of the political environment for decision making at the time of this report; 
recovery from the Covid19 pandemic was still fresh and on-going, the Council was led by 
a Conservative administration and Cabinet had recently (Feb2021) agreed the Big Plan, 
(quote) 
‘An ambitious aspirational vision for the place of BCP, as the UK’s newest city region. 
We want the BCP City region to be world class – one of the best coastal places in the 
world in which to live, work, invest and play’. 
 

1.2.5 The Big Plan involved five big projects (quote) 
‘that will deliver big changes across our whole area and support the creation of 13,000 
jobs across all sectors of our economy – good jobs for local people – creating wealth for 
our businesses and livelihoods for our families’ 
 
The Five key projects were stated as: 

• We will invest in an iconic cityscape 

• We will invest in our seafront 

• We will deliver on the promise to rejuvenate Poole 

• We will invest in the physical and digital infrastructure of our coastal city region 

• We will act at scale and aim to deliver more than 15,000 new homes for people of 
all incomes  

To enable greater focus and corporate grip on realising opportunities for delivering 
homes and jobs on sites owned or controlled by the council and increasing the 
scale and pace of delivery.  

 

The internal management of site delivery is too small in scale to deliver the 
ambitions set out in the Big Plan… 

To enable greater focus and capacity for realising the significant opportunities for 

delivering homes and jobs on sites owned, or controlled, by the council and 

increasing the scale and pace of delivery. The current internal capacity of the council 

is not sufficient to deliver the scale of ambitions set out in the Big Plan and additional 

support and expertise is required, which after options appraisal, is considered to be 

best met by creating a URC. 
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1.2.6 The Big Plan sat above the Council’s Corporate Strategy which was not rewritten but 
was refreshed in places. 
    

1.2.7  The Overview and Scrutiny Board met before Cabinet on 10/3/2021 and 26/5/2021 and 
considered the reports but did not make any specific recommendations to Cabinet.  The 
Chairman of the Overview and Scrutiny Board addressed the Cabinet (26/5/2021) and 
advised that the Board were overall supportive of the paper. (this appears in the Minutes 
of the meeting).    
 
End of 1.2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This infographic was widely 

used to visually summarise 

the Big Plan 

This additional statement was 

made: 

The scale of our ambition is 

also demonstrated in our 

plans to invest an additional 

£2 million a year in 

regeneration and a £50 million 

Futures Fund for infrastructure 

investment, as well as in our 

aim to support the creation of 

13,000 jobs and more than £3 

billion of investment value for 

our area. 
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2. Decision to create BCP FuturePlaces Ltd - Cabinet 26 May 2021  
 

2.1 Review the authority of Cabinet to establish an Urban Regeneration Company was in 
line with the council’s constitution and did the report set out the risks, rewards, pros, 
cons. 

 
2.1.1 Cabinet RESOLVED that: 

 
2.1.2 As summarised at 1.2 above, the Cabinet report 26 May 2021, leading to the 

resolution above, considered what was effectively an evaluated options appraisal by 
Inner Circle Consulting responding to key findings which provided the case for an 
alternative model for regeneration delivery.  Key findings included: 

 
• The scale of the opportunity is significant delivering up to circa 3,500 homes and £2 
billion gross development value from an initial list of 16 Council owned sites. 
  
• The Council does not currently have the appropriate capacity, capability, or in-depth 
experience in this field to advance these sites at pace.  
 
• The Council is seeking a significant step-change in delivery and therefore a 
commensurate step-change in resources, leadership and focus is required. This was 
recognised in the 2021/22 budget of the council (additional £1.75M on-going base 
budget).  
 
• The strategic sites could have a hugely positive social and economic impact on the 
community and wider area. This supports the rationale for an alternative type of 
delivery model which could bring together the resources, leadership and focus 
described. 
 

2.1.3 The Inner Circle work identified five alternative delivery mechanisms and evaluated 
these across six appraisal criteria. 
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The five delivery mechanisms were: 
A. Urban Regeneration Company (URC) 
B. Special Purpose Vehicle 
C. Joint venture 
D. Strategic Partnership 
E. Expansion of existing wholly owned Council Company (Seascape Homes) 

 
The six appraisal criteria or categories were: 

I. Value for Money 
II. Dedicated leadership and focus 

III. Accelerated Delivery 
IV. Adaptability and flexibility 
V.  Scalability 

VI. Talent attraction 
 

2.1.4 The options appraisal included a do-nothing benchmark criteria.  The evaluation was 
summarised into the following table:  

 
 

2.1.5 There was an appendix to the report which provided more detail than this summary 
table. This included pros and cons of each mechanism. That appendix is shown at 
Appendix 2.1 

 
2.1.6 The report went on to say that the URC was the option most likely to meet the 

Council’s strategic objectives. The following key characteristics of the URC model 
were stated: 

• It would be a company wholly owned by the Council and so would ensure that it 
prioritises the Council’s strategic objectives. 

• It would provide regeneration, development, and project management services to the 
Council, and only to the Council in the first instance. 

• The team would be made up of a mixture of directly employed key staff and 
seconded Council staff to get the best results.  
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• It would prepare an annual business plan for approval by the Council. 

• It would not own any Council assets or enter into any development or construction 
contracts unless agreed by the Council, it is envisioned that these would be entered 
into by the Council following advice from the URC, retaining ultimate control within 
the Council’s leadership.  

• It would advise the Council on the most appropriate and suitable delivery models for 
each of its development sites (including reviewing and exploring the advantages of 
Joint Ventures, Special Purpose Vehicles, etc), to ensure the greatest benefits are 
delivered across the regeneration portfolio.  

• It would act as a beacon for the area; attracting the very best people and partners to 
deliver in a world class city region - one of the best coastal places in the world in 
which to live, work, invest and play.  

• Any decisions taken by the Council under this arrangement would be open to public 
scrutiny and subject to the controls of the Council’s Constitution. 

 
2.1.7 The report contained a number of key statements covering how the URC would 

operate, how it would be staffed including: 

• Development on each site may be delivered directly through the Council, or through 
specific JVs or SPVs established for each site as appropriate. The URC’s primary 
role will be to employ expert staff who are versed in working with the private and 
public sectors to deliver first class development at scale and with pace and to 
provide expert advice to the Council on the preferred way of achieving strong 
outcomes through regeneration and investment on the key sites, and across the 
wider environment.  

• The URC will be funded for its activities each year by the Council paying for the 
services provided under a commissioning contract, utilising an element of the 
additional funds that have been allocated in the revenue budget for 2021/22 and 
future years. Some elements will be retained within the Council, including finance to 
ensure that we have adequate regeneration, financial and legal resources to work as 
an appropriate and strong client to the URC. The funding will be confirmed each 
year, against the proposed Annual business plan which will be presented to the 
Cabinet and will be set out in an annual service level agreement.  

• The URC will wish to commission technical project development and masterplanning 
capacity and other technical advice, on behalf of the Council, or may advise the 
Council on the advisory services required. The budgetary requirements and the 
source of funding for this work will be agreed between the Council and the URC as 
required. Until the URC is formally established, any interim budgetary requirements 
for consultancy, staffing and support are being met from the £1.75m, governed using 
the Councils financial rules and regulations. 

• Land ownership will not be transferred to the URC, and it is not intended to hold 
assets so it will not need to raise funds for site acquisition or direct works. However, 
with the guidance and advice of the URC, the Council may decide, through its 
normal governance arrangements, to transfer into or sell land to a JV or SPV 
designed for the purposes of achieving development. Formal decision making on 
each site will remain with the Council, with those decisions guided by the outcomes 
from the URC’s thinking and taken through the appropriate route, depending on site 
value.  

• The Council will have to provide sufficient budget for any initial development 
activities on each site including master planning and development design and will 
need to fund the establishment costs for the URC for the long term. This will be 
established through a formal service level agreement between the URC and the 
council. 

• It is likely that the URC will be asked to provide strategic advice on the potential 
uses for the Futures Fund to assist the Council in determining the key priorities for 
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this essential investment and to ensure that the use of this fund supports the 
Councils overall direction for regeneration and investment.  

• The URC will need an agreed staffing and establishment structure which will be 
designed to deliver the long-term ambitions but will also need to flex in light of short-
term experience of operating alongside the Council. In the interim period this will be 
populated by a mixture of consultants and staff made available to the URC with that 
team gradually being supplemented and replaced by permanent appointments into 
the URC structure and short-term appointments as required. 

 
2.1.8 The report also included financial and legal implications sections.   

 
The financial implications section covered matters such as Shareholding, Teckal status 
explanation, VAT implications, additional costs associated with producing annual accounts 
and thereafter independent audit of these, transfer of undertakings (TUPE) and also a clear 
statement that separate individual business cases would be brough forward to Cabinet and 
or Council based on the recommendations of the URC.   
 
The legal implications section covered similar matters, with the obvious more legal context, 
in addition this section explained the legal powers the Council could use or rely on to set up 
the company and duties the council and the company would need to consider.  The following 
legal risks were shown which were explained as inherent when setting up a company: 
 
The legal risks inherent in setting up a company should be mitigated by taking legal advice 
on all aspects of the proposal. The advice will need to cover aspects such as:  
a. procurement (including Teckal criteria and compliance);  
b. governance and directors;  
c. subsidy control;  
d. TUPE;  
e. equal pay;  
and f. information governance.  
 
Further advice will be required on the implementation of the proposed operating model (once 
defined), including the contractual arrangements such as:  
a. legal review of any existing contracts proposed to be accessed by the newly incorporated 
vehicle;  
b. incorporation;  
c. shareholder agreement;  
d. support service agreement;  
e. working capital loan agreement;  
f. commissioning contract;  
and g. lease / licence to occupy 
 

2.1.9 The report briefly summarised the equality implications, which stated: 

• There are no specific equality implications directly arising from this report, but the 
accelerated provision of good quality housing development should enable some of 
the inherent inequalities in our communities to be addressed. The URC will need to 
have comprehensive policies for ensuring equality and diversity in employment and 
its operating practices. 

 
2.1.10 The report included a summary of risk assessment, which stated:  

The risks associated with this report fall into three categories.  

• Firstly, how the Council will manage risks in its relationship with the new regeneration 
vehicle. Secondly, how the new regeneration vehicle will manage company and 
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project risk and finally how risks will be managed on individual developments and 
projects.  

 

• The manner by which the Council assesses and manages risks in its relationship 
with the new regeneration vehicle and how the vehicle assesses and manages 
company risk will be the subject of further, more detailed work that will be captured in 
the Councils commissioning arrangements and the vehicle’s business plan.  

 

• Risk assessment and management on individual developments and projects will be 
set out in the individual business cases that will come before Cabinet for approval at 
each investment gateway 

 
2.1.11 Paragraph 14 and 15 of the report summarises the next steps: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.1.12 The full 26 May 2021 Cabinet report can be found here: 
http://ced-pri-cms-02.ced.local/documents/g4683/Public%20reports%20pack%2026th-
May-2021%2010.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=10&$LO$=1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
End of 2.1 

 
 

Taking the URC Forward  

14. This report sets out the detail of the proposed URC and seeks Cabinet 

approval of the concept and that responsibility be delegated to the Chief 

Executive, in consultation with the Leader and Deputy Leader, and working with 

the Director of Finance and the Director of Law and Governance, to set up the 

company. This will include a review and approval of the final business case and 

agreeing any required arrangements regarding and including:  

• Registration at Companies House 

• Preparation of company documentation  

• Establishing governance arrangements 

• Establishing a budget and any constraints on the use of Council funding 

• Recruitment of the permanent team, both board and employees 

• Agreement of any relevant contracts.  

 

15. The final business case and supporting information will be provided in good 

time to the Chief Executive in preparation for him making any decisions under the 

delegations set out in this report. It is estimated that the advice will be available in 

full by the end of May, enabling early movement on the set-up of the company. 

The Inner Circle Consulting advice, contributing to the Cabinet report 26 May 
2021 and the Chief Executive’s ODR, cost £37,676.90 (Inv.2158 and 2199, 
Purchase Order BCP161802, initially raised for £37,150), this was charged to 
BCP Council revenue base budget which was £1.75M at that time.  

 
Inner Circle Consulting were retained passed this point and provided advice and 
support to the Council, including to help conclude associated governance 
documents and procedures (including but not limited to those as at 2.2.5) and to 
more significantly advise on the wider regeneration approach.   
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2.2 Review the approval of the final business case by the Chief Executive and the inclusion 
of the information as requested by Cabinet.  

 
2.2.1 The Chief Executive approved the final business case via a formal Officer Decision 

Record (ODR), dated 8 June 2021,  
http://ced-pri-cms-
02.ced.local/documents/s26907/Officer%20Decision%20Record.pdf?$LO$=1  

 
2.2.2 The ODR is comprehensive, several key elements have been reproduced below to 

address this scope (2.2) item: 
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Council appointed Inner Circle Consulting to look at the Council’s regeneration 
portfolio in greater detail to consider how the scale and pace of regeneration could be 
improved, in line with the ambitions set out in the Council’s Big Plan. At its meeting on the 
26 May 2021, Cabinet supported the establishment of an Urban Regeneration Company 
(URC) in principle, and delegated authority to the Chief Executive, in consultation with the 
Leader and Deputy Leader, to set up the URC, subject to his approval of the further 
required information (i.e. a suitable business case).  
 

Inner Circle has developed the business case at Annex 1. This follows the approach 
recommended by HM treasury in its Green Book appraisal and evaluation guidance and 
emphasises the need to ensure that the intervention is based upon the intended social 
and economic outcomes and follows an appropriate logic chain, ensuring that the target 
outcomes are likely to be achieved as a result of the intervention undertaken.  
By following this process, the Council can demonstrate that it has considered the 
available options to achieve its target outcomes and that its preferred way forward would 
satisfy the principle of best value.  
 

The business case analysis is now complete (attached at Annex 1 along with indicative 
financial information at Appendices A and B). The financial information is based upon 
current regeneration and commercial property sector benchmarks. These will be further 
considered as the URC business plan is developed. The URC presents an enormous 
opportunity for the Council to accelerate the development of at least 12 major publicly 
owned sites with a gross development value of around £2bn, with the scope to deliver 
around 3,500 new homes. 
  
The URC will be wholly owned by the Council and its work overseen by a client 
commissioning team within the Council whose purpose will be to ensure that the projects 
progressed by the URC adhere to the scope and specification agreed with the Council 
and align with its objectives and priorities and fit with the other regeneration and delivery 
vehicles that we use. 
  
It is likely that the scope of the URC will broaden over time, but within the objectives set 

out in the Cabinet report of 26 May, to include a leading role on stewardship and 

leadership of investment in the place, and this will require the URC to have a strong 

relationship with the Dorset LEP and any replacement vehicle that is established, either 

by government, or by the Council in partnership or alone.  
 

Establishment of the URC Company: For the avoidance of doubt, this Decision Record 
will enable and result in the company being legally established, a budget provided from 
the Council, under the terms of a contract to be drawn up, staff to be appointed, initially 
on an interim basis, and for the Company to be operated as soon as registered with 
Companies House. The Council will recognise the formation of the URC and internally we 
will refer to the URC as being a critical element of the delivery of our regeneration 
ambitions.  
The decision has been taken in consultation with the Leader and Deputy Leader as 

required by the delegation from Cabinet.  
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2.2.3 The ODR prompted the formal incorporation (under the Companies Act 2006) of BCP 
FuturePlaces Ltd, shortly afterwards on 18 June 2021, at Companies House.  
Graham Barry Farrant was the named company director, the company reference 
number was 13465045.  There was one ordinary share, the Shareholder was BCP 
Council and the share value was £1.  A Certificate of Incorporation therefore existed 
as evidence of this process having been formalised.  

 
2.2.4 At this point ‘model’ (default) articles of association were adopted. (Bespoke Articles 

of Association were agreed on 4 February 2022 and lodged with Companies House 
on 15 February 2022).  

 
2.2.5 Also at this point, for the avoidance of doubt, the following key governance 

documents may have existed in draft form but were not sufficiently progressed for 
execution. There was a desire for wider stakeholders to be involved in their 
finalisation, not least the Executive Directors. 

• Bespoke Articles (see 2.2.4) 

• Shareholder Agreement  

• Resource Agreement 

• (Working Capital) Loan Agreement 

• Commissioning Plan 

• Commissioning Contract 
 
2.2.6 The ODR clearly reiterates that the initial costs of BCP FuturePlaces during 2021/22 

will be contained within the Council’s approved £1.75M regeneration budget, which 
was additional base budget for 2021/22. 

 
2.2.7 Although the ODR pointed to revenue funding, a ‘standard’* working capital loan of 

£400,000 was agreed from 25 January 2022.  
 *Standard – precedent set, other BCP companies have the same working capital loan facility should it 

be required, primarily to manage cashflow   

The revenue funding approach, in practice effectively meant FPL was to be funded in 

the exact same way as an internal department.   

   
2.2.8 On 29 September 2021, Cabinet recommended that Council should agree a further 

£3.404M* to support the regeneration programme in 2021/22, £3.470M in 2022/23 
and £1.311M per year thereafter (from 2023/24 onwards).   

 http://ced-pri-cms-2.ced.local/documents/g4836/Public%20reports%20pack%2029th-
Sep-2021%2010.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=10&$LO$=1  
*this include £380k for seafront strategy specific priorities so £3.024M remained for other regeneration    

 
2.2.9 Whilst the principles within the Chief Executive’s ODR remained constant and still 

valid, the Cabinet report above and subsequent Council approval changed the 
funding envelope considerably.   The extract and table below summarised the 
revised position: 
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2.2.10 This additional resource was allocated from the Council’s Financial Resilience 

Reserve, which at the time stood at £20.870M. 
 
2.2.11 As it transpired not all this additional resource was required in 2021/22 and £1.497M 
 remained unspent and was carried forward* into 2022/23, with £647,000 being set 

aside to fund the costs incurred by FPL between, 1st April 2022 to 12th July 2022, in 
the exact same way as in 2021/22 (as per 2.2.7).   This became known as the 
transition period between the old revenue funding model and a new capital funding 
model (capitalisation model), via a working capital loan facility which Council agreed 
on 12 July 2022 of up to £8M.   

 
 *via Portfolio Holder Decision Record    

http://ced-pri-cms-
02.ced.local/documents/s34249/Portfolio%20Holder%20Decision%20Record.pdf?$L
O$=1  

 
End of 2.2 
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3. Establishment and operation of BCP Future Places Ltd. 
 

3.1 Identify the process for the appointment of the company’s Executive and Non-
Executive Directors and other staff (was an appropriate open and transparent 
process followed). 

 
This scope item is aligned to scope item 5.2 - Were fees paid to head-hunters for their 
support in appointing executive directors, non-executive directors and staff.  
 
Appointment of Executive Directors (Managing Director and Chief Operating Officer) 
3.1.1 By Executive Directors I have taken this to mean the Managing Director (MD) and the 

Chief Operating Officer (COO) only. There were at least two other BCP FuturePlaces 
officers with the word Director in their job title, but these officers were not executive 
directors (i.e. members of the Board), although they may have deputised or attended 
the Board on certain occasions. 
 

3.1.2 The, to be, Managing Director was engaged by the Council initially as a consultant in 
June 2021 with the first invoice being presented for payment dated 8 July 2021 for 
£18,581.17 (BCP Council Purchase Order 171752 Smart Growth Associates). The 
description of the work provided was:  Strategic advice – regeneration policy and 
development of URC. (where URC = Urban regeneration company) 
 

3.1.3 I have been unable to identify how or why Smart Growth Associates were chosen as 
provider of this service.  The to be Managing Director said this about the business: 
“My business, Smart Growth Associates, works with property interests and local 
authorities to help secure high-quality development on the stewardship model set out 
through the Building better, Building Beautiful Commission.    
 

3.1.4 According to an email from the Head of HR to the Council’s Chief Executive (14 June 
2021), the to be MD had been approached by the Leader of the Council to become 
MD presumably on the quality of the consultancy work they undertook (3.1.2) and or 
recommendations from somewhere, because BCP Council did not advertise the MD 
role. See Appendix 3.1. 
 

3.1.5 Any offer of employment, to become MD, made by the Leader of the Council appears 

to have been made verbally and to be one in principle; I can find no evidence of any 

offer detail such as salary and other essential employment elements.  Indeed on 1 

July 2021, (one day before the interview) the to be MD sent an email to the Head of 

HR saying, “I wonder if you have an offer for me to take a look at?”. 

 

3.1.6 I have identified a slightly earlier one to one meeting, 11 June 2021, between the to 

be MD and the Head of HR where some ‘offer’ expectations were discussed.  The 

Council would appear to have been reactively acting to the Leader’s apparent ‘offer 

of employment’ and the individual’s expectations in terms of salary and key 

employment terms.   

 

3.1.7 It appears that both the Head of Human Resources (HR) and the then Monitoring 
Officer (MO) (Director of Law and Governance) advised that some form of selection 
process needed to be followed. The MO advocated that the post should be formally 
advertised.  The Head of HR, in emails, seems to agree this was the ideal but in the 
circumstances (of the Leaders offer) was content that an interview of the candidate 
by a panel was sufficient to justify an appointment, subject to satisfactory 
performance at the interview.  
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3.1.8 The Head of HR prepared a set of eight questions, and a Managing Director Role 

Profile and arranged an interview panel comprising the Leader of the Council, Cllr 

Mellor, Deputy Leader of the Council and relevant portfolio holder, Cllr Broadhead, 

and Cllr Howell. The Chief Executive and Head of HR were to be in attendance to 

offer advice and support.   

 

3.1.9 The interview took place on Friday 2 July 2021.  The Leader of the Council sent an 

email to the Head of HR shortly after the interview (also on 2 July 2021) which stated 

that: “For the avoidance of doubt I am happy to proceed to offer the MD position on 

the basis of that interview”.  See Appendix 3.1 

 

3.1.10 An email from the Head of HR to the interview panel was sent (6 July 2021) 

summarising the interview, this shows the decision to offer the role to the candidate 

was by majority, 2 to 1.  Cllr Howell has confirmed to me that he thought the 

candidate appeared to have extensive experience and knowledge in regeneration 

and place shaping, was very highly regarded and had national influence regarding 

the stewardship approach to regeneration, but in his view lacked experience in an 

MD role, in financial management and planning and in operational delivery.  See 

Appendix 3.1  

 

3.1.11 Following the interview process, the MD accepted the offer, made by the Head of 
HR, in the week commencing 5 July 2021, or shortly afterwards after obtaining 
personal legal advice which the council agree to pay for, £500+vat.  There followed 
some toing and froing on some matters of the offer including private health cover 
which was agreed and details around travel expenses. See Appendix 3.1 
 

3.1.12 The offer also included a period of transition where the appointment was considered 
to be interim and whereby the individual continued to invoice the council via Smart 
Growth Associates invoices.  Two further invoices followed for 64 days work at £900 
per day from 5th July to 1st October, Total £57,600 – the description on the invoice 
was: INTERIM MD role URC.   
 

3.1.13 It is unclear to me, and I have found no evidence, to explain why the Council agreed 
to pay £900 per day for this interim period when the agreed offer was a salary of 
£150,000 per annum which is a day rate in the region of £660 per day (150,000 
divided by 227 days (5days x 52weeks, less 25 days annual leave and 8 bank 
holidays).  The explanation may simply lie in the interim nature and the fact the 
contract was not a permanent contract until later signed in the year on 1 November 
2021 when formal FPL employment, and certain employment rights started.  
 

3.1.14 The interim period was Council stipulated based on internal legal advice (2/6/2021), 
from the Head of Legal Services & Deputy Monitoring Officer, and not from delays 
caused by the MD.  As well as legal advice this interim position appears to be one of 
sensible pragmatism (ultimately applying to other individuals as well as the MD) 
because some roles ramped up from 2 days per week, to 3 days……etc and paid on 
a day rate, as the company quickly evolved from nothing to a fully operational 
company with a core staff group. This interim and sub-contractor employment 
approach was highlighted in various committee reports.     
 

3.1.15 For the avoidance of any doubt the table below summarises the appointment key 
dates of the MD and costs associated in 2021/22 (only). 
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Event Date  £ 

Consultant to BCP Council (Smart Growth 

Associates) 

June to 5 July 2021 18,581 

Consultant – Interim MD of URC (Smart Growth 

Associates) 

5July to 1 Oct 2021 57,600 

Interim MD employed via Comensura  The month of 

October 2021 

19,610 

Formal start as FPL MD on permanent contract 

(Salary, NI, pension) 

1 November 2021 

to 31 March 2022 

78,644 

The MD is registered at Companies House as a 

director of the Company (FPL) 

27 January 2022 - 

Total 2021/22 
(ultimately all charged to FPL (P&L account), including line 1 of this table which, given 

timing/ dates, may be arguable as this could be viewed as a Council cost).  Note the 

company existed formally from 18 June 2021, see 2.2.3. 

174,435 

 

3.1.16 The Council does not appear to have been involved in any other specific staff 
appointment decisions, other than the MD role outlined in 3.1.2 to 3.1.15 above.   
 

3.1.17 In an email on 9 July 2021 to the Council’s Interim Director of Delivery, the newly 
appointed (on 5 July 2021) interim MD stated: “I have now identified two individuals 
to undertake the key roles of COO* and Strategic Engagement Director (see 3.1.26) 
and would like to discuss how we get these in place asap whether via consultancy 
contract, interim or perm hire. It would be extremely beneficial for the COO hire to be 
included ASAP in business planning and in commercial decision making on projects”. 
 

*where COO = Chief Operating Officer 

 

3.1.18 I have been unable to confirm with certainty how the MD identified the two individuals 
as stated in the comment above.  A&G Committee may wish to seek confirmation 
from the MD on this point. 
 

3.1.19 I have identified that the MD and the COO had previous professional acquaintance 
and had worked together in the past.  It is possible that the interim MD simply 
considered the COO as highly suitable for the role, based on previous working 
together, and made the interim offer on that basis.   See Confidential appendix 
3.1.19. 
 

3.1.20 Based on the Council’s legal advice (see 3.1.14) both roles where initially recruited to 
on an interim basis via Comensura**, the Council’s neutral third party vendor supplier 
of agency workers.   
**In this example Comensura engaged the worker and through their flexi payroll services paid the 

worker based on the pay-rate terms agreed.  Comensura then invoiced BCP Council for associated 
payroll costs, based on approved timesheets, plus a payroll fee, which was £25 per week.  In very 
simple terms the Council was paying for an interim or temporary payroll service including compliance 
with IR35 tax rules. For interim staff this approach is more cost efficient than on-boarding and then 
deleting an interim worker onto the Council’s payroll system.      

 
3.1.21 In the case of the COO interim appointment period, Comensura invoices started 

being paid from 1/8/21 and continued to 31/12/21, total paid to Comensura was 
£104,216.92.   
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3.1.22 During the interim appointment period of the COO I have identified an e-mail from the 
MD to the appointed* external HR company (6/9/2021), supporting FPL and BCP 
Council, referring to the role of COO and Strategic Engagement Director, which says: 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*Purple HR was appointed, by the Council after a tendered/quote process, to support FPL with HR 

recruitment, HR policy creation and payroll matters, contractual costs were charged to FPL and appear 

in the P&L account.  FPL appointed in-house HR resource and it would appear that gradually Purple HR 

activity reduced to providing a payroll function.   

 

3.1.23 The post of COO was subsequently advertised on the BCP Council website for one 
week during October 2021 (between 22 and 29 Oct).  The person incumbent as the 
interim appointment (see 3.1.19) was appointed on a permanent basis, I have been 
unable to confirm the process or whether as a result of the advertising any other 
candidates were interviewed.  The COO took up permanent employment on 1 
January 2025. 
 

3.1.24 For the avoidance of any doubt the table below summarises the appointment key 
dates of the COO and costs associated in 2021/22 (only). 
 

Event Date  £ 

Interim COO employed via Comensura  1/8/21 to 31/12/21 104,217 

Formal start as FPL COO on permanent 

contract (Salary, NI, pension) 

1 January 2021 to 

31 March 2022 

44,830 

The COO is registered at Companies House as 

a director of the Company (BCP FuturePlaces 

Ltd) 

27 January 2022 - 

Total 2021/22 
(ultimately all charged to FPL (P&L account) 

149,047 

 
Appointment of Non-Executive Directors (independent non-executive board members, 
including a chairperson) 
3.1.25 See section 5.2. 
 
Appointment of Other Staff (All other staff, not executive directors or non-executive directors) 
3.1.26 It has been stated, by members of the public, in emails sent to A&G Committee 

members that in the case of the Strategic Engagement Director, the individual who 
was appointed (firstly on an interim basis and then permanently) was known to the 
former Leader of the Council, as a friend, and this may have had a bearing on the 
appointment.   

 
3.1.27 The individual was also a former CEO of Bournemouth Rugby Club and former 

employee of a local development company.  This was reported in the Bournemouth 
Echo on 29 July 2021: 
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BCP Council regeneration company will 'deliver change across the area' | 

Bournemouth Echo 

 

3.1.28 The Echo report states that the individual was also the current Chairperson of the 
Poole BID.  I have been told by a former employee of FPL that they believed it was in 
this role that the individual impressed the MD such that an interim offer of 
employment was made.  A&G Committee may wish to seek confirmation from the 
MD on this point. 
    

3.1.29 The former Chief Executive, responding to rumours that the former Leader of the 
Council and the individual were friends, said this on the matter: 
“Questions have also been raised regarding the appointment of the Strategic 

Engagement Director.  I am not aware of the process by which he was appointed, but 

I was assured by the then Leader of the Council that he had not met the individual in 

any significant way prior to his appointment with BCP FuturePlaces”. 

3.1.30 For the avoidance of any doubt, I think it likely that the former Leader knew the 

individual through association with Bournemouth Rugby Club, but I have found no 

evidence that may indicate they were friends, and this friendship may have had a 

bearing on the appointment made by the MD. 

3.1.31 For all other staff the recruitment and appointment processes appear to have followed 
what can be best described as typical and similar to those that may happen within 
BCP Council, broadly falling into one of three categories: 

• Open advertising, followed by shortlisting and interview. 

• Comensura supplied CV’s for relevant job role, followed by shortlisting and 
interview.  On some occasions Comensura supplied member of staff, following 
initial successful period of employment, were recruited on a permanent basis*.  

• Agency (off-contract with Comensura) supplied CV’s for relevant job role, 
followed by shortlisting and interview.  On some occasions agency supplied 
member of staff, following initial successful period of employment, were recruited 
on a permanent basis* 

 

Other relevant matters associated with staff recruitment (references) 

3.1.32 The Council did not appear to obtain any reference(s) when making the offer to the 

MD.  Purple HR confirmed this to be the case in an email to the current Director 

People and Culture.  This may have been on the basis that the MD was already 

working for the Council on an interim service and then interim employment contract.  

 

3.1.33 FPL did not appear to obtain any reference(s) when making the offer to the COO.  

Purple HR confirmed this to be the case in an email to the current Director of People 

and Culture.  

 

3.1.34 I have been unable to confirm or not whether FPL obtained any reference(s) when 

making the offer to the Strategic Engagement Director.   

 

End of 3.1 
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3.2 Consider the adequacy of the governance arrangements put in place by the Council 
for the operation of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd. 
 

3.2.1 One of the very early decisions (governance related) the Council had to make was 
the initial composition of the FPL Board, for the period of time before independent 
non-executive members (NED’s) were to be in place. On 18 October 2021 the 
Overview & Scrutiny Board met to consider the Cabinet reports for the meeting on 27 
October 2021.  It was moved that O&S should recommend to Cabinet that : 
“To help give confidence to potential developers, investors and residents that the 
Council has a long-term commitment to regeneration, we request that the URC’s 
board has cross-party councillor representation” 

 
3.2.2 On being put to the vote the motion was lost, voting For 6, Against 6, Abstention 1, 

the Chairman used his casting vote. 
 
3.2.3 The minutes state that before being put to the vote a wider debate ensued where the 

Chairman expressed some concern in relation to the Chief Executive being a 
member of the URC’s Executive Board.   

 
3.2.4 This highlights a re-occurring theme then and since, where the Council has grappled 

with the issue of whether councillors, officers or a mix should be board members (or 
perhaps more accurately formal company directors) of Council owned companies.    

 
3.2.5 One external report, the DLUHC governance review report, linked to the Best value 

notice and published on 3 August 2023, states the original governance structures (of 
BCP FuturePlaces) did not reflect good practice in terms of governance and elected 
members were too involved in the day-to-day operational management of the 
company and in commissioning activity.   

 
3.2.6   The internal council report, Council owned companies – Shareholder Governance 

Review, authored by the Interim Corporate Director of Resources, 
 10 January 24, View link states more explicitly at 2.2 that: 

“It is now broadly accepted that there is no place for elected members on the Board 
of Council companies since companies are delivery vehicles and not an appropriately 
transparent and accountable forum for making Council policy”.    

 
3.2.7 I have identified what may have been referred to as the ‘good practice’ at 3.2.5.  

Lawyers in Local Government (LLG) have produced several documents including 
Guidance Note – The Governance of Council Interests in Companies - Code of 
Practice (cabinet and scrutiny example). 

  council-interests-in-companies-code-of-governance-cabinet-structure.pdf 
 
3.2.8 In this code of practice at 10.2 and 10.3 the following is stated: 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

64

https://democracy.bcpcouncil.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=285&MId=5365&Ver=4
https://llg.org.uk/media/01rdmrgm/council-interests-in-companies-code-of-governance-cabinet-structure.pdf


Page 43 of 190 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.2.9 With regard to FPL whilst the temporary appointment of the Leader and Deputy 
Leader to the Board, as temporary company directors, pending appointment of NEDs 
may have been pragmatic in the circumstances it also created an unavoidable 
conflict of interest.  I have made a specific recommendation as a suggestion to avoid 
this situation in the future. 

 
3.2.10 Turning to other governance arrangements I have identified and summarised the 

following relevant governance documents that were put in place by the Council for 
the operation of FPL. Governance arrangements were articulated in the various 
reports (available in the timeline at 1.1). 

  

Governance Documents When agreed   Who agreed / signed 
(by FPL and BCP 
Council) 

The business case (Inner 
Circle) 

26 May  Cabinet reviewed and 
delegated to Chief Exec 
to finalise and act upon 
business case 

The Company 
memorandum and Articles 
of Association 

18 June 2021 Chief Exec via ODR 
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BCP Council’s 
Commissioning Plan 

n/a  Cabinet 27 Oct 2021 

Commissioning Contract  Appears to exist in draft form only (not formally 
agreed or signed) 
Disagreement on invoicing arrangements / points 
post OBC. Council wants to pay at point that the FBC 
is approved – FPL too financially risky wants stage 
payments.    

Shareholder Agreement 25 January 2022 FPL Board – Council’s 
Monitoring Officer and 
FPL MD signed the 
agreement 

Resource Agreement Appears to exist in draft form only (not formally 
agreed or signed) 

Working capital loan 
Agreement (1) from 
25/1/22 to 31/3/23 for 
£400,000 

25 January 2022 FPL Board – Leader, 
Chief Exec (acting as 
company directors) and 
Council’s Monitoring 
Officer’s representative 

Working capital loan 
Agreement (2) from 
29/7/22 to 31/3/27 for 
£8,000,000 

9 August 2022 FPL Board – MD and 
COO (acting as company 
directors) and Council’s 
Monitoring Officer’s 
representative  

FPL Business Plan 
(although produced by FPL the 
business plan was a Council 
requirement) 

27 October 2021 Cabinet 

  
3.2.11 It was a Council aspiration that a Commissioning Contract (or Commissioning 

Agreement) and Resource Agreement should be in place to ensure good 
governance, both documents appear to exist in draft form but were not formally 
agreed or signed.  The last Council side update position I can find was recorded in 
March 2023 (19/3/2023) which stated: 

 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Note this is the Council’s Commissioning Team view. As a result of work undertaken in section 5.7 of 

this report it was identified that FPL’s Board was informed that on 6 January 2023 the drafts were with 
the Council for review.  It would appear therefore that FPL and the Council had opposite views – both 
parties seem to be saying that it was waiting for the other party to finalise and agree.      

 
3.2.12 In the case of the Commissioning Contract, the change from a revenue funded FPL 

(in 21/22 and part 22/23) to a working capital loan funded FPL (from July 2022 
onwards) required the document to be very materially re-written.  In practice contract 

Current position on the two outstanding documents: 

• Commissioning Contract/ Agreement – This was prioritised over the 

Resourcing Agreement due to the need for a contractual relationship 

between the Council and FuturePlaces so they can commission studies 

and works in relation to council-owned sites (which came to light when 

FuturePlaces commissioned invasive ground works at Holes Bay).  The 

latest (and I hope final draft) is with the COO for review. 

• Resource Agreement – latest draft with the COO for review 6 January 

2023.  
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terms, including payment timings seem to have been mutually and pragmatically 
agreed, utilising Board meetings to finalise matters.   

 
3.2.13 In the case of the Resource Agreement (what services, at what price, to what level 

and standard would the Council provide to FPL, e.g. accountancy, legal), a simple 
payment schedule seems to have been adopted and agreed in practice. The Council 
chooses not to have internal and individual service level agreements (between 
council services), instead service levels and standards are set out in service 
business plans. As a Teckal company it may be argued that FPL received the same 
standards and levels of service as an in-house council services and this was as set 
out in service business plans and priced accordingly based on estimated levels of 
support.      

 
   3.2.14 The following governance arrangements were also put in place by the Council: 

• Ways of Working meetings – meeting with key council departments to agree 
working method 

• Board/shareholder/commissioning team/FPL strategy sessions to establish 
project prioritisation 

• Project commissioning and Governance Gateways and Decision Gateways 
agreed – e.g. go / no-go decisions on investments and workstreams 

• Client side Commissioning team – note this was initially stated to likely be 
6FTE, but was 2 FTE plus non-dedicated admin support, their role to 
facilitate shared working, information (e.g. financial) and understanding 

• BCP Future Infrastructure Fund Programme Board 

• Member - FuturePlaces Engagement Forum (MFEF) (from April 2023) – 
Chaired by FPL Board Chair – each political group provided a member to the 
forum. 

 
3.2.15 The Council required FPL to have regular Board meetings, custom and practice 

evolved to them being 6 to 8 weeks apart.  The Council was represented at the 
Board meetings by a formal shareholder representative who was the Council’s Chief 
Executive. The shareholder representative was an observer, with no voting rights at 
Board meetings.       

 
3.2.16 The Chief Executive, as the shareholder representative is shown, in minutes, to have 

attended most Board meetings.  When the Chief Executive missed the very 
occasional meeting the MO or CFO attended.  Also invited and in regular attendance 
from the Council side was a member of the client commissioning team – this was 
often the Head of Delivery – Regeneration but was on some occasion the Director of 
Delivery – Regeneration (and sometimes both). 

 
3.2.17 The Council’s MO and CFO were invited to all Board meetings and during 2021/22 

attended most meetings. From approximately April 2022 their attendance reduced to 
meetings where specific agenda items may have required their attendance.   

 
3.2.18 During the FPL operating period I have identified a number of areas where 

governance arrangements were refined and reviewed usually where both parties (i.e. 
the Council and FPL) were in agreement that improvements could be made.  One 
such example is the slight streamlining of the decision making gateway process 
where some duplication was removed. 

 
3.2.19 I have found examples where the Council (commissioning team) and FPL (executive 

directors and senior staff) did not fully agree that governance weaknesses or issues 
existed, one such example was individual project transparency and oversight. This 
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issue was resolved through the creation of SharePoint file storage which allowed 
accessibility of files to both suitably restricted FPL and Council staff. 

 
3.2.20 From approximately January 2023 I have seen that the Council’s Commissioning 

Team were becoming increasingly concerned that the Council’s Commissiong Plan 
and the FPL Business Plan increasingly did not correlate.  This email extract 16/2/23 
between officers in the team highlights some of the concerns:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Head of Delivery (Council Commissioning Team) outlined the issues to the Chief 
Executive (shareholder representative) 19/3/2023 and suggested actions needed 
from the Council and FPL to address them.  It was further suggested that the timing 
of the up-coming elections was an opportunity for this review, and this would ensure 
the Council’s Commissioning Plan was still aligned to the Corporate Strategy.         

 (See appendix 3.2.20) 
 

3.2.21 Officers in the commissioning team were clearly of the view that FPL were being 
commissioned to undertake work/projects outside of the Commissioning Plan and the 
FPL Business Plan, presumably by councillors or the FPL Board (Board minutes do 
not indicate commissioning by the Board took place).  The following wording was 
used in an email,19/3/23, to the Chief Executive: 

     
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
3.2.22 The issue of FPL involvement in activity not in the Commissioning Plan or FPL 

Business Plan and/or ‘scope creep’ on existing projects (that were in the 
Commissioning Plan and FPL Business Plan), and how that came about, is 
considered in more detail at 4.5.   

 
3.2.23 It needs to be said that many projects do naturally evolve and it was the Council’s 

responsibility to manage this project evolution by saying Yes or No to specific items. 

review of current schemes – either jointly with FuturePlaces or to ask them to produce project outline cases 

or ensure that sufficient detail for each project is included in their draft 2022/23 Business Plan. 

We must be clear that this includes the scope for each scheme as they see it (as you know commissioning 

has not always come via the officer team), outputs/outcomes, KPIs, critical success criteria and timelines 

alongside forecasts of whether investment is likely, the schemes will be self-funding, and/or if there is any 

anticipated return for the council. 

 

Over the past year I have on numerous occasions brought up the question of what has actually 
been commissioned, as I have been concerned about scope creep (and projects without funding 
streams or any likelihood of return on investment for some time) particularly in light of the council’s 
budgetary constraints.  As we know FuturePlaces have been pulled into numerous areas of work 
and have tried to accommodate requests and we have both been concerned that the number of 
projects being progressed has grown and prioritisation has been an issue. 
 
I have repeatedly asked for KPIs and critical success criteria that ties back to the list in the 
Commissioning Plan.  I was hoping that the Annual Review was going to provide this 
information.  But it hasn’t. 
 
I have been carrying around my spreadsheet showing all the projects (and the limited information 
we have on deliverables) for six months and do keep challenging and asking for this information. 
 
We did offer to help on several occasions – but FP declined to accept. See email string below. 
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The commissioning team’s point, I believe, is that this was hard to do if 
commissioning activity was verbal and from councillors. 

 
3.2.24 The officer’s comment, from the commissioning team above, is not saying officers 

should commission activity, it is saying it should come via the officer team, so they 
were aware and able to manage evolutionary changes.     

 
3.2.25 I will be making a recommendation that the Council should pre-define what natural 

evolution of a project looks like and what is a more fundamental tangent sub-project 
(from any original Cabinet or Council agreed Commissioning Plan or Business Plan 
project).   Further, what is the trigger that means a decision is required from 
councillors to materially evolve a project – this could be budget increase or decrease 
for example as a proxy.       

 
 
End of 3.2 
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3.3 Consider the adequacy of the governance arrangements put in place by the 
company executive directors for the day to day operation of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd.  

 

3.3.1 BCP Council stipulated (Teckal company status, control test, states that the Council 
must have decisive control, and similar to its own departments) that FPL was to 
follow certain key Council governance arrangements, arguably the two key 
arrangements being: 

• Adherence to Council decision making/committee arrangements as set out in 
the Constitution – this included adherence to timetables, forward plans and 
the Overview & Scrutiny of Cabinet reports 

• The Council’s Financial Regulations, were required to be adopted – this 
included for Procurement and Contract management arrangements  

 
3.3.2 The day to day operational, including governance, arrangements within FPL was a 

matter for the Executive Directors, MD and COO, and other managers within the 
company.  I have not explored these arrangements in great detail, several 
arrangements are highlighted as examples below.        
 

3.3.3 Examples of suitable governance arrangements within FPL: 

• ICT and electronic storage arrangements to enable efficient and effective 
formal and informal collaborative working practices 

• Project management processes 

• Financial management processes  

• A comprehensive suite of twenty HR policies for FPL. There appeared to be 
an executive officer preference and a Board decision to deliberately create a 
point of difference between FPL and the Council, to facilitate agility, speed of 
working and response.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.3.4 These FPL policies were created from generic templates (for each policy), that look 
to have been provided by Purple HR.    
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3.3.5 I will be making a recommendation that the Council should decide, in advance of 
senior executive appointments of staff to any new future companies (so they can 
make informed decision over applying for roles understanding council control 
position), whether all relevant Council policies should apply to all Teckal companies, 
(rather than the Council allowing bespoke company policies to be agreed) to 
evidence the Teckal decisive control test. 
 

3.3.6 In the case of financial management, FPL were largely reliant on the Council’s 
finance team during most of 2021/22 financial year until their own financial controller 
was appointed on 7/3/2022.  The FPL financial controller kept financial records in a 
well-structured e-filing system.  I have not significantly drilled into the budget setting 
arrangements, bank reconciliations, cashflow forecasting, and other internal to FPL 
financial management arrangements, although I can see these were all done and 
considered in internal FPL meetings.  

   
3.3.7 In the case of a new company, as FPL was, day to day operational arrangements, 

including governance arrangements do take time to be created, embed and then 
evolve. The arrangements implemented by FPL executive directors and managers 
appear to me to have been entirely reasonable.  

 
3.3.8 FPL produced an Annual Review 2022-23, which was presented to Cabinet on 8 

March 2023, agenda item 13. This is an example of compliance with best practice 
and component of good governance.   View link to the Annual Review. 

 
3.3.9 However, I have found emails which show the Council’s Commissioning team 

thought this Annual Review, in their view, missed an opportunity to showcase the 
achievements of FPL, including missing a high level summary of expenditure against 
each project to date, estimated % of work completed (towards the Outline Business 
Case (OBC) milestone), target dates for submission of OBC to the Council, and 
some other points. 

 
3.3.10 It was the Commissioning Team’s view that this information existed within FPL but 

was not included, instead the Annual Review: 

• was more of an academic paper with some jargon and phrases that did not 
make particular sense, such as ‘recognises the challenges and opportunities of 
the polycentric urban footprint’  

• repeated a lot of what was said in the Business plan, such as explanation of the 
Stewardship proposition         

• failed to include “you said/we did/next steps” (Council said/FPL did/next steps) 
 
3.3.11 The Annual Review included a section on ‘cross cutting projects’ undertaken by FPL, 

there was no mention of how much these had cost FPL and how they were funded 
given a capitalisation event did not exist.    

 One cross cutting pilot was DLUCH grant funded, and another project was funded form Council received 
government grant (Local Transport Plan (LTP))         

 
Footnote to 3.3 
There is no obvious place to make comment on the work ethic within FPL, so I am 
positioning it here – in my opinion FPL staff had a strong desire to make FPL a success.  I 
have seen evidence of staff working considerably beyond standard working hours to meet 
deadlines – no additional pay was received – no additional time off was taken – annual leave 
entitlement not taken.  This applied to staff across pay bandings (high to low). 
 
End of 3.3 
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3.4 Consider the adequacy of business planning arrangements as applied by BCP 
FuturePlaces Ltd. 

 
3.4.1 To a significant degree this scope question has already been answered by the 

Council’s past actions.  Cabinet agreed two FPL Business Plans: 

• 27 October 2021 – FPL Business Plan 2021/2023 View link 

• 22 June 2022 – FPL Business Plan Update FY22/23 View link 
 
The updated business plan was required as a result of the change in Council funding of FPL from a 
revenue model to a capital model, services by a working capital loan of up to £8m.    

 
3.4.2 In agreeing the FPL Business Plans, by definition the Council, via the Cabinet and 

(full) Council decision effectively agreed that the FPL business plan was complete, 
robust and adequate in the context of this scope question.  Had this not been the 
case the business plans should not have been approved.     

 
3.4.3 Council officers, including the shareholder representative, Interim Director of 

Delivery, Director of Delivery -Regeneration and Head of Delivery (the 
Commissioning Team) had a role to ensure the FPL Business Plan aligned to the 
Councils Commissioning Plan and to advise Cabinet and Council accordingly.    

 
3.4.4 I have seen email evidence where the commissioning team and FPL worked together 

to strengthen initial draft versions of the business plans so covering reports and 
business plans could be presented to Cabinet and Council for approval.  

 
3.4.5 On both occasions when the FPL Business Plan was considered by Cabinet, see 

above, there were major elements marked Restricted Content – Not for publication. 
 Indeed, in the case of the original Business Plan, i.e. Cabinet on 27 October 2021, 

the whole business plan was marked as such.  Whilst at the 22 June 2022 Cabinet, 
where the updated Business Plan was received, the business plan itself was not 
marked restricted, the ‘business plan financials’ was restricted.   

 
3.4.6 I have not been able to identify whether it was the Council’s preference or FPL’s 

preference for the content to be restricted – either way this should have been a BCP 
Council decision.  The decision not to publish was one the Council must own.  

 
3.4.7 I have reviewed all of the restricted, un-published, content and I cannot see a 

particularly strong justification for it to be so.  With the benefit of hindsight the 
justification to restrict the content, in my opinion, does not outweigh the negative 
justification of failing to allow the public access and to demonstrate the Council’s 
commitment to transparency and open reporting. 

 
3.4.8  FPL was not in competition with any other entity, the Council was its’ only customer 

and allowing the public/contractors/suppliers to see budgetary information was no 
different to the Council context.       

 
3.4.9 I will be making a recommendation that the Council should consider publishing all 

BCP Council Teckal company Business Plans and financial information including 
budgets, and financial outturn where the Council is the sole customer.       

 
End of 3.4 
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3.5 Consider the adequacy of the financial and performance management as applied by 
BCP FuturePlaces Ltd, and applied to BCP FuturePlaces Ltd by the Council, 
including consideration of ongoing risk and issues management. 

 
Financial management (management accounts)  
3.5.1 The Council essentially produced the management accounts for FPL during 21/22 

and up to the point that FPL recruited their own financial controller (late March 2022). 
This took the form of Council cost centre downloads and analysis. 

  (Note - costs incurred by FPL during 21/22 (and part of 22/23) were recorded in the Councils ledger and 
a recharge of costs (via invoice) to FPL took place at year end. FPL invoiced the Council (Sales), the 
Council funding these from its revenue budget).     

 

3.5.2 From the start of 22/23, with the FPL financial controller, in place, extensive financial 
management records have been kept and are easily accessible.  These were 
summarised at the Board meetings. 

 
3.5.3 At his first Board meeting as new Independent Chair, Sir Bob Kerlake requested a re-

formatting of financial information presented to the Board – this included an analysis 
of costs to date in P&L account format.  (see similar to Appendix 4.1.4)   

 
3.5.4 The Board signed off all statutory reporting requirements, i.e. approved proposed 

P&L and Balance Sheet after reviewing external auditor’s comments / changes 
required /changes recommended. 

 
3.5.5 Schedule 3.1.1 of the Shareholder agreement stated that FPL should provide to the 

Council monthly management accounts. For 21/22 (and part of 22/23) this happened 
by default because the Council controlled the management accounts via its own 
ledger and cost centre.  Thereafter management accounts were not provided to the 
Council on a monthly basis, but the Commissioning Team kept a detailed 
commissioning spreadsheet based on financial information supplied by FPL which 
essentially provided similar information.  This information, combined with the Board 
financial information (see3.5.3) meant, that in my opinion, the Council had oversight 
of FPL financial position.  

 
3.5.6 Besides some occasional delays (two weeks), it is my opinion that FPL complied with 

the substance and form of the Shareholder agreement requirement, albeit that a 
schedule from FPL headed ‘Monthly Management Accounts’ was not produced.    

  
Performance management  
3.5.7 I have been unable to ascertain with certainty whether the performance management 

arrangements within FPL applying to their own assessment of their own employee’s 
performance was robust.  The HR policies highlighted at 3.3.3 indicate that a 
framework existed and specifically policy 12, Performance Improvement indicates a 
performance management process was being followed – regular 1:1 meeting, 
periodic appraisals, feedback, setting of targets and so on.   

 
3.5.8 The Council’s Commissioning Team, which was originally set out as likely to be 6 

FTE staff, was only ever a maximum of 2FTE with ad-hoc administrative support 
from the Council’s corporate core business support function, was the client function 
which monitored FPL performance activity against the Plan(s) 

 
3.5.9 As identified at 3.2.20 there were performance related concerns raised by the 

Commissioning Team from about January 2023.  These concerns were expressed 
internally within the team at first and the extended to the Chief Executive, 
shareholder representative.  See 1.1 Table 2, entries from Jan23 to July23. 
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3.5.10 This came to a head in June 2023, when FPL Executive Director’s (MD and COO) 
say that the Commissioning Director made potentially defamatory comments about 
performance of FPL.  The comments were said to propagate an untrue narrative 
about: 

• The quality of procurements undertaken by FPL 

• FPL being out of control and over budget  
 
See entry in Section 1.1 Table 2 timeline June entry – COO’s formal review, 
concluding comments are untrue, Public Interest Disclosure Act submission to the 
Board, interim Board Chair tasked with raising with shareholder representative.    

 
3.5.11 The FPL MD has submitted her own list of FPL Delivered Work, which also highlights 

her belief that Council representatives had in their possession work submitted by 
FPL.  I think this highlights that work had been done but which did not trigger a 
payment event based on the capitalisation funding model and therefore Councillors 
did not have a true understanding of exactly what had been achieved by FPL: 
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3.5.12 The MD also submitted a list of work in progress which was spread over 14 project 
lines: 
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End of 3.5 
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3.6 Consider the adequacy of decision-making regarding the prioritisation of projects and the 
deliverability for the Business Plan as managed by BCP FuturePlaces Ltd. 

 
3.6.1 For large periods the 14 initial project in the Commissioning and Business Plan, plus 

the thematic studies was the prioritisation list.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.6.2 If there was any prioritisation list within the list of projects, this has not been apparent 
to me in any formal communications or documents I have seen, but these could have 
been verbal.  There were phrases and conversations such as ‘quick wins’ and 
‘important to show something tangible’, stated between the Commissioning Team 
and FPL at various points, but it seems it was left to FPL to interpret that and to apply 
it to the projects listed. 

 
3.6.3 Some of these comments do not necessarily align well with the ‘Stewardship 

approach or proposition’, which by definition is a slower paced delivery model.  This 
was all articulated in various reporting and the MD was a staunch believer in the 
model, being part author of the Building better, Building Beautiful Commission and 
founder of the ‘Stewardship Initiative’. Stewardship Initiative 

 
3.6.4 The Stewardship proposition, includes traits such as patient capital, long term 

investment in quality and value creation economic, social and environmental and a 
wider value for money (vfm) criteria.    

 
3.6.5 It is very difficult to argue with the good intentions and principles of the Stewardship 

proposition, but besides a few examples around the country is largely untested in a 
Council/municipal setting.  The whole ethos relies on patient investors and in a 
regeneration environment most developers are not, preferring fastest possible and 
optimum (largest possible) returns. 

 
3.6.6 Similar to the Council’s Commissioning team, the FPL team was also not as large as 

originally planned (according to comments made at FPL Board meetings). This 
resulted in a smaller team trying to complete the same list of projects in the same 

  

77

https://www.stewardship-initiative.com/about


Page 56 of 190 

 

timeframe. The inevitable outcome was a longer period of time before tangible, 
completed work such as OBC were available for consideration.   

 
End of 3.6      
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4. Detailed expenditure incurred by BCP FuturePlaces Ltd 
 

4.1    Provide details of where the money went / what expenditure did BCP FuturePlaces Ltd 
incur. (a schedule). 

 
4.1.1 FPL accounts filing at Companies House says that: 

 
 

 
 
 
 

I have been unable to identify whether the decision to opt not to deliver to the registrar 
a copy of the company’s Profit and Loss Account (P&L) was a Council decision.  On 
the face of it, this is a company decision (Board), but as a Teckal company where the 
Council should demonstrate decisive control, it is my view the Council should make 
this decision.  Further as Teckal companies are public funded, the publication of the 
annual P&L account would significantly enhance transparency and public 
understanding. 

 
4.1.2 I will be making a recommendation that the Council should stipulate for Council Teckal 

companies, P&L accounts should be filed/delivered to the registrar (Companies 
House).  This will not require extra work as the P&L account has to be produced in any 
case, and in fact may save time overall for the Council and the company in responding 
to public queries (FOI’s).  

 
4.1.3 FPL external auditor, Hixsons, was appointed by the Council. Over the life of FPL (3 

financial years, 2 partial years and one full year) Hixsons were paid £17,400.  
 
The FPL P&L account (all figures are VAT exclusive unless stated otherwise, figures may not cast due to 

rounding differences) 
4.1.3 This section of the report shows the high level P&L account and then gradually drills 

down through the numbers to more detailed schedules of expenditure.  The Council 
has responded to a number of Freedom of Information (FOI) requests asking for 
similar information.   

 
4.1.4 FPL P&L headlines (full P&L at Appendix 4.1.4) , over the life of FPL are: 

• Total expenditure was £7,205,442.   

• Total income from BCP Council was £4,728,751 (Turnover/Sales) 

• Other Income was £100,233 (ARG4 grant + interest received) 

• Total trading loss was therefore £2,376,458.  
 

The snip below shows this figure within the final accounts of FPL filed at Companies 
House Companies House final accounts 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Note this figure also reconciles to the reported loan write off, of £2.4M less the FPL closing bank balance 
figure which was paid to the Council on 26/6/2024. 
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4.1.5 Drilling down into the total expenditure figure, £7,205,442, I have used lettering in the 
P&L account (Appendix 4.1.4) to highlight the individual figures I have drilled down 
into.  The table below summarises this drilldown, further analysis for each drilldown 
letter then follows the summary table.  

  

 P&L description Amount £ Drilldown letter 

Consultancy Fees (cost of sales) 3,146,410 A 

Director’s salaries (inc. NED’s) 789,531 B 

Staff salaries 1,319,976 C 

Sub-contractor costs 707,897 D 

Rent (see 5.5) 71,550 E 

Advertising and marketing 267,554 F 

Legal Fees 96,728 G 

Consultant  76,852 H 

Management fees -BCP Council svs to FPL 319,061 I 

External Audit Fees - Hixsons (not analysed) 17,400  

Other P&L expenditure lines not analysed 392,483  

Total 7,205,442  

 
4.1.6 Drilldown A – Consultancy Fees (Outsourced - cost of sales) £3,146,410 

 This drilldown of costs is sorted by value paid to each supplier, high to low.  The 
arrangement for procuring these suppliers is considered at section 4.2.   
 
It should be noted that £1,257,517 of the figures in this table were paid to the suppliers shown via Bloom 
Framework. 
It should also be noted that this list does not total to the £3,146,410 figure shown in the P&L account 
due to a manual adjustment of £8,467, for which I can find no working paper.     
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4.1.7 Drilldown B – Director’s salaries (inc. NED’s) £789,531 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note – rounding difference to P&L  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.1.8 Drilldown C – Staff salaries £1,319,976 (Broken down by FY)  
In the tables below, Employee A, B etc, is the same employee in each year  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Position

Date 
Appointed as 

an emplyee the 
company

Last day as 
an employee 

of the 
company 

Period as an employee 
of FP Dirs Salary Dirs Bonus Dirs NIC Dirs Pension Total

Managing Director 01/10/2021 31/10/2023 25 months 304,375 24,914 44,097 8,007 381,393
Chief Operating Officer & Investment Director 01/01/2022 31/10/2023 22 months 270,062 21,661 38,956 7,014 337,693
NED and Interim Chair from July 2023 (NED) 13/02/2023 09/02/2024 Almost one year 20,774 0 1,629 0 22,403
Non-Executive Director 01/01/2023 09/02/2024 13 months & 1 week 13,310 0 686 0 13,996
Chair (until June 2023) (NED) 01/10/2022 11/07/2023 9 months 19,875 0 1,819 0 21,694
Non-Executive Director 13/02/2023 09/02/2024 Almost one year 11,941 0 410 0 12,351
Total 640,337 46,575 87,597 15,021 789,530

 

Position

Date 
Appointed as 

a Director of 
the company

Date 
Resigned as 
a Director of 

the company 
Tendered 

resignation

TUPE 

transfered 

into the 

Council

last day as 

a paid 

employee 

of the 

Council

Managing Director 27/01/2022 31/10/2023 n/a 01/10/2023 13/12/2023

Chief Operating Officer & Investment Director 27/01/2022 09/10/2023 04/10/2023 01/10/2023 10/11/2023

NED and Interim Chair from July 2023 (NED) 13/02/2023 09/02/2024 n/a n/a n/a

Non-Executive Director 19/01/2023 09/02/2024 n/a n/a n/a

Chair (until June 2023) (NED) 01/10/2022 11/07/2023 n/a n/a n/a

Non-Executive Director 13/02/2023 09/02/2024 n/a n/a n/a

 

Staff cost (INC BONUSES) FOR FY21/22

Position Salary Bonus 10% NIC Pension Total

Employee A 15,461.52 1,520.55 1,523.43 225.00 18,730.50

Employee B 37,948.76 3,726.03 4,728.43 250.00 46,653.22

Employee C 12,500.00 1,191.78 1,521.60 15,213.38

Employee D 4,076.91 394.52 460.91 4,932.34

Employee E 73.97 73.97

adjust. -2,960.77 -2,960.77

Total 69,987.19 6,906.85 5,273.60 475.00 82,642.64

 

Staff cost (INC BONUSES) FOR FY22/23

Position Salary Bonus 12.5% NIC Pension Total

Employee A 30,000.00 3,750.00 3,764.52 900.00 38,414.52

Employee B 99,999.96 12,500.00 15,446.75 127,946.71

Employee C 75,000.00 9,375.00 11,033.49 2,062.50 97,470.99

Employee D 62,083.30 7,760.41 8,808.75 1,412.50 80,064.96

Employee E 91,384.60 11,423.08 13,549.60 2,025.00 118,382.28

Employee F 55,500.03 0.00 6,993.57 62,493.60

Employee G 17,930.84 2,241.36 2,005.05 255.24 22,432.49

Employee H 35,333.36 4,416.67 4,785.86 530.04 45,065.93

Employee I 13,750.02 1,718.75 1,526.26 206.28 17,201.31

Employee J 12,500.01 1,562.50 1,626.83 125.01 15,814.35

Employee K 17,969.23 2,246.15 2,475.92 539.08 23,230.38

Employee L 10,666.64 1,262.79 11,929.43

adjust. 5,110.00 -0.04 -1,160.74 3,949.22

Total 527,227.99 56,993.88 72,118.65 8,055.65 664,396.17

10% Bonus was correctly 

accrued in the P&L account but 

was not physically paid to staff 

until November 2022 (i.e. some 

8months after year end. See 

section 5.1 for details.             
Note for employee E, Bonus was 

accrued back but salary was not  

  

12.5% Bonus was correctly 

accrued in the P&L account but 

was not physically paid to staff 

until May 2023 (i.e. some 

2months after year end. See 

section 5.1 for details 
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4.1.9 Drilldown D – Sub-contractor costs £707,897  

Sub-contractors was the P&L account term for staff who were not permanent 
employees of the company paid through payroll and included interim staff.  
 
Note the MD and COO were interim staff before becoming salaried employees of the company on 
permanent contracts.  See section 3.1 for more details. 
 
Also note that bonus payments were not paid to sub-contractors and for any interim staff who became 
permanent, bonus payments were only paid from the date they became permanent. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Staff cost (INC BONUSES) FOR FY23/24

Position Salary Termination NIC Pension Total

Employee A 21,048.26 2,172.45 631.50 23,852.21

Employee B 49,999.98 25,000.00 6,586.20 81,586.18

Employee C 45,937.50 5,607.15 1,378.15 52,922.80

Employee D 39,812.49 4,761.90 1,194.40 45,768.79

Employee E 55,125.00 6,875.05 1,653.75 63,653.80

Employee F 0.00

Employee G 18,144.24 1,771.69 544.33 20,460.26

Employee H 30,226.87 3,439.10 906.82 34,572.79

Employee I 19,140.06 1,909.10 574.24 21,623.40

Employee J 33,401.40 3,877.15 1,002.06 38,280.61

Employee K 47,028.77 5,757.75 1,410.90 54,197.42

Employee L 0.00

Employee M 28,437.50 3,401.35 31,838.85

Employee N 14,933.21 1,433.13 160.00 16,526.34

Employee O 11,528.79 1,067.95 127.79 12,724.53

Employee P 33,749.96 3,925.30 650.00 38,325.26

Employee Q 8,000.00 685.60 8,685.60

Employee R 22,615.08 2,493.28 337.50 25,445.86

adjust. 1,100.01 1,372.11 2,472.12

Total 480,229.12 25,000.00 57,136.26 10,571.44 572,936.82

Termination 

agreement was 

agreed by the FPL 

COO and was 

payment in lieu of 

notice.  The 

individual was not 

required to work their 

contractual notice 

period. 

Note no bonus 

payments were paid 

in 23/24. 

  Comensura  

  Recharge  

  21/22 22/23 23/24 Total 

Employee 1 85,963.40 151,871.47 57,738.93 295,573.80 

Employee 2 30,394.44 33,349.35  63,743.79 

Employee 3 44,505.70    44,505.70 

Employee 4 (COO) 104,216.92    104,216.92 

Employee 5 (MD) 19,610.40    19,610.40 

Employee 6 84,846.13    84,846.13 

Employee 7 * 21,000.00 74,400.00   95,400.00 

  390,536.99 259,620.82 57,738.93 707,896.74 

Employee 7 was via Heads Resourcing not 
Comensura      
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4.1.10 Drilldown E – Rent £71,550 
 FPL occupied premises at Office 2, Bourne Park, Exeter Rd Bournemouth and paid 

Hinton Road Investments Ltd £71,550.  Section 5.5 of this report considers the 
matter of rent payments in more detail.   

 
4.1.11 Drilldown F – Advertising and marketing £267,554 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.1.12 Drilldown G – Legal Fees £96,728 

   I have not sought to put description of work done on all transactions (materiality) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Note rounding difference on P&L 

I am unclear what the commercial review 

of Stewardship model by Knight Frank was 

seeking to achieve.  According to the 

website below, the MD and a partner at 

Knight Frank are co-founders of the 

Stewardship Initiative.  Stewardship 

Initiative 

In any case, it would appear Knight Frank 

were not giving legal advice, they are not a 

legal firm, and therefore this expenditure 

may have been misclassified in the P&L. 

For Pinsent Mason fees see 5.6 
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4.1.13 Drilldown H – Consultant £76,852 
 These costs were, with the exception of £670.82, paid to Smart Growth Associates 

which is operated by the individual who became the FPL MD.  Section 3.1.15 of this 
report has covered some detail in this matter.  The three invoice snips below, with 
private information redacted, show more detail and aggregate to £76,181.17.  
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4.1.14 Drilldown I – Management fees -BCP Council services to FPL £319,061 (rounding diff) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I have identified that the breakdown of costs by BCP Council Service type in the FPL P&L 
account does not equal the breakdown of the BCP Council service type on the invoices 
physically paid by FPL as per their bank statement payment, total differences shown in 
the table above. 
 
Example shown below for the 2022/23 financial year where the P&L figure is shown as 
£91,233 but the invoice presented and paid, confirmed by the bank statement payment 
on 31/3/23 was £92,302.91+vat = £110,763.49: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

86



Page 65 of 190 

 

4.1.15 Drilldown J – FPL Sales to BCP Council (Turnover for FPL)  
The detailed P&L account shown at Appendix 4.1.4 shows drilldown figure J, which is 
£4,728,751 as the Sales figure – The sales figure FPL received from BCP Council  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Shaded figures are for Outline Business Cases see 4.4 
 

The final invoice for £2,691,704.99 above, was subject to the ‘Principles to be applied 
to the financial closure of BCP Futureplaces Ltd’ (Appendix 3) which was agreed by 
Cabinet on 27 September 2023. View link  

  
 The following financial schedule was produced which summarises the work in 

progress that FPL had incurred and which BCP Council agreed to pay for, following a 
subject matter expert (SME) review by Council staff: 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  The SME process to get to the summary financial position above is shown below: 
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End of 4.1 
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4.2 Review the commissioning, procurement, and contract management processes for any    
outsourced work. 
 

4.2.1 The FPL P&L account shows that outsourced cost of sales was £3,146,410, the breakdown 
of this figure was considered at 4.1.6. 

 
4.2.2 It was also stated at 4.1.6 that £1,257,517 of the outsourced cost of sales was 

commissioned and procured via Bloom Frameworks. Bloom Framework 
 
4.2.3 The use of Bloom Frameworks was a compliant (with Public Contract Regulations) way of 

accessing professional services, either via a mini-competition or direct award from within the 
framework supplier list.  The strategic approach was agreed by the Board on 16/12/21:   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.2.4 There is a cost of using Bloom Frameworks, typically adding approximately 5% to the cost of 
each procurement, when compared to the cost / rates if the procuring entity approaches the 
market directly. (obtaining quotes or tendering process).  The procuring entity is therefore 
effectively deciding whether the 5% Bloom overhead offers better value for money than the 
cost it would incur obtaining quotes and or undertaking a tender process for itself.   

 
4.2.5 The Bloom Frameworks overhead, covers their costs of creating the framework, doing due 

diligence on each supplier in the framework and for providing a managed payment service. 
 
4.2.6 Bloom Frameworks are not static and new suppliers can be ‘on-boarded’ by Bloom at 

anytime subject to the new supplier providing certain due diligence documentation and 
acceptance of terms and conditions.   

 
4.2.7 I believe FPL had a procurement model in place where ‘preferred suppliers’ were 

encouraged to join the Bloom Frameworks, to then allow FPL a pragmatic and rapid route to 
a professional service provider (for example - architectural, planning, placemaking service 
provider) via a mini-competition or direct award.  Direct award seems to have been the 
preferred FPL choice, if the Framework allowed this.    
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4.2.8 Procurement matters were reviewed by the FPL Board at each meeting, Procurement being 
a standard agenda heading. An example of information seen and discussed by the Board is 
shown below, snipped from Board minutes:    

     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.2.9 FPL employed their own Procurement manager (an interim and then a different permanent 
manager), I have seen evidence that the relationship with the Council’s Strategic Procurement 
Team was initially somewhat adversarial.  The absence of the intended Resource Agreement 
between the Council and FPL detailing what the Council would provide and what it would not, 
and including roles and responsibilities almost certainly created this tension to a degree.    

 
4.2.10 FPL Board considered a draft FPL Procurement Policy and Procedure on 9/3/23 but the 

agreed minutes do not indicate if this Policy and Procedure was agreed.  
 
End of 4.2 
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4.3 Detail where possible the projects this (expenditure) was spent supporting. 
 
4.3.1 This information is theoretically available but is not in a readily accessible form and will 

require a significant amount of time to complete fully and accurately.  A&G committee is 
asked to re-assess whether this information is essential given information at 4.1.15 in 
this report which may be a part-proxy in answering this question.     

 
End of 4.3 
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4.4 Detail which projects produced Initial and Full Business Cases. 
 

4.4.1 Five projects produced Outline Business Cases (OBC).  No Full Business Cases (FBC) 
were produced.  

 
4.4.2 The five projects where OBC where produced were: 

• Constitution Hill  

• Beach road Car Park 

• Chapel Lane Car Park 

• Christchurch Civic Centre 

• Poole Civic Centre 
 
4.4.3 The summary below shows OBC sums shaded. All these sums were approved by Cabinet. 

The schedule also shows, for the avoidance of doubt, other work purchased by the Council 
(i.e. work paid for that was not for completed OBC’s).    

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.4.4 Note for the second payment against Chapel Lane, £44,218.71, I can find no approval from 
Cabinet to make the payment.   The invoice from FPL (000042) states: Chapel Lane OBC 
costs (additional).  

 
4.4.5 FPL produced for the Board, 9/11/2022, a briefing note that showed an estimate of future 

costs, including additional cost, to get to the Full Business Case (FBC) stage and ultimately 
to build out the project for four projects where OBC had been completed.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
End of 4.4 
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4.5    Was any expenditure or activity incurred by BCP FuturePlaces Ltd outside the stated 
company’s terms of reference (initial or as amended). 

 
4.5.1 The issues of so called project scope ‘creep’ and commissioning plan ‘creep’ has been 

considered elsewhere in this report, mainly in section 3. This 4.5 question has been 
interpreted as being whether FPL, or FPL employees, became involved in matters that 
were not matters for a URC: 

  
‘FPL was set up with the fundamental purpose to drive “Place making”, regeneration and 
property market transformation both across key sites owned by the Council and the wider 
area to support the aspirations set out in the Council’s Big Plan’.  

   
4.5.2 The wording above particularly the wording ‘to support the aspirations set out in the 

Council’s Big Plan’ can be interpreted in a broad sense.  Former Leader of the Council, 
Drew Mellor, stated openly and in his resignation speech that he wanted to be innovative 
and challenge treasury orthodoxy during his tenure (because the Local Government 
funding and financing system was broken).      

 
4.5.3 During the proposed Beach Hut stock sale, to a special purpose vehicle funding episode in 

mid to late financial year 22/23, (where the Council sough to generate a capital receipt by 
selling the Council’s beach huts stock to a wholly owned Council special purpose vehicle) 
the FPL COO was involved, with the Leader and Council officers, in at least one meeting 
with KPMG* in their London office to discuss the proposal.          

 
 *Consultants advising the Council 

 
4.5.4 It may be argued that the FPL COO’s attendance was in the wider context of understanding 

special purpose vehicles for possible application in a FPL project or scheme in the future.  
That said, it was also clear however that the funding and financing structure of future 
projects (FPL or other) was (and is) entirely a matter for the Council to approve.     

 
End of 4.5 
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4.6    Was there a deliverable plan for BCP FuturePlaces Ltd to repay the working capital loan. 
 

4.6.1 The backstop for repayment of the working capital loan was 31 March 2027.  This date was 
clearly stated in the loan agreement dated 9/8/2022.   
This was an amended loan agreement taking into account the £8M working capital loan agreed by (full) Council 
on 12/7/2022.  

 Although there was an initial working capital loan agreement set up for £400,000, in line with other BCP Council 
companies precedent, the amended agreement increased the total loan facility to £8M and not £8.4M. 

 
4.6.2 FPL had some cashflow modelling which assumed that the working capital loan would peak 

at about £5.3M to £6M and would be repaid by the end of 25/26 financial year.  (para 48 in 
report to Council 12/7/22 approving the £8M loan facility). 

 
4.6.3 In the Cabinet (Council) reports which led to the approval of the £8M working capital loan 

(Capitalisation point) model, the financial risks were highlighted. View link 
` Paragraph 18 - 25 outline the charging mechanism and paragraph 25 is key in terms of 

implications on the loan repayment: 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4.6.4 The actual full loan drawdown and repayment schedule is shown below: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
End of 4.6 
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5. Items requiring specific assurance 
 

5.1 Staff bonuses - What was the justification for payment – who approved the payment was 
this in line with the shareholder agreement. 
 

5.1.1 The issue of staff bonus payments is inherently controversial in a public funding 
context but is fairly normal in a company context. Bonus payments can be paid based 
on a variety of factors, in the BCP FuturePlaces case the Cabinet approved (27/10/21) 
BCP FuturePlaces Business Plan(s) stated:      

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.1.2 The Shareholder Agreement dated 25 January 2022 includes the concept of reserved 
matters in the following important contextual paragraph: 
With the exception of the Reserved Matters, the business and all affairs of the 
Company shall be managed by the Board.  To that end subject to those exceptions, 
the Board shall have full and complete authority, power, and discretion to direct, 
manage and control the business and the affairs and properties of the Company, to 
make all decisions regarding those matters and to perform any and all other acts or 
activities customary or incidental to the management of the Company. 

 
5.1.3 The Reserved Matters schedule 3, of the Shareholder Agreement, had wording which 

could be interpreted in different ways and I have made a recommendation to ensure 
wording is more specific in any future similar agreements. The FPL Shareholder 
Agreement wording was:  

• All Reserved Maters shall only be effective if approved by the Council 

• The following matters are Reserved Matters unless (where relevant) they have 
been approved in advance by the Council under the Business Plan 

 
5.1.4 A resident has interpreted that the first bullet point above means that all Reserved 

Matters should be referred to Full Council.  In my opinion this was unlikely the intent 
given the usual remit of Full Council, Cabinet would more likely be the decision making 
body if that were the intent.  I consider the more likely intent was that ‘the Council’ 
would agree the matter via the client commissioning team or shareholder 
representative at the Board, given the wording at 5.1.2.  There were 42 Reserved 
Matters in total and whilst it could be argued most were potentially rare events it would 
not seem proportionate, to me, that all matters would only be effective if approved by 
Full Council. 

 
5.1.5 The second bullet point above may be interpreted that because the business plan was 

agreed by Cabinet (the Council), then the principle of bonus payments had been agreed 
in advance.  This may be the case in principle but to follow this through to having 
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advance approval of an actual bonus payment, the business plan must have said 
something like ‘ a XX% bonus will be paid subject to ……………’ in my opinion.   This 
wording did not exist, so in my opinion there was no prior approval.  This seems to be 
the interpretation of the FPL Board and the shareholder representative too as bonus 
approval was sought when required.        
 

5.1.6 The circumstances with regard actual bonus payments paid was complicated by 
unavoidable timing delays and accruals in the accounts which were adjusted.  Appendix 
5.1.6 includes evidence and documentation used to corroborate facts outline below. 

 
5.1.7 Bonus payments appear to have been made on a team basis, rather than subject to 

individual performance. The rationale appears to be that contributions to a team effort 
was more important than the individual.  Bonus payments were made to eligible 
individuals at a pro-rate of 10% of relevant salary for 2021/22 and at 12.5% of annual 
salary in 2022/23, no bonuses were paid in 2023/24. Pro-rata of relevant salary meant, 
for example, if an employee worked for FPL for say two months in a particular year then 
they received 10% bonus on their two months aggregate salary.  

 
5.1.8 Bonuses were paid based on the FPL team delivering against the business plan 

objectives.   

• In 2021/22 this was, the objectives of the business plan were achieved, successful set 
up, initial recruitment, set up of internal governance and begin work on outline 
business cases (14 sites) and thematic projects (6 projects), and begin work with 
Council on cross cutting strategy initiatives. 

• In 2022/23 this was stated as, ‘Outline Business Cases (OBC) were delivered on time 
and on or ahead of budget’.   

 
5.1.9 The 2021/22 bonus scheme was approved by Lord Bob Kerslake, Chair of the Board.  

This was delegated to Lord Kerslake at the Board meeting on 11 November 2022, at 
which the Shareholder representative, the Chief Executive, was present and so too was 
the Director of Finance and the Director of Law & Governance and Monitoring Officer.  It 
should be noted that this approval was some 8 months after the year end and the delay 
seems to have been deliberate, pending recruitment of the Chair and or Non-Executive 
Directors (NEDs).  The Council was aware and agreed the delegation through the 
shareholder representative and other officers present, it is therefore reasonable, in my 
opinion, to assume that the Council agreed this Reserved Matter.  

 
5.1.10 In making the delegated decision Lord Kerslake made the decision that a previously 

accrued for 20% bonus (in the draft 21/22 accounts) was in fact reduced to 10%.  I 
cannot determine who made the original 20% bonus assumption, the accrual journal 
was posted by the FPL financial controller, but this individual was likely to be acting on 
instruction.   

 
5.1.11 The final 10% bonus for 21/22 was paid to seven eligible members of staff in 

November 2022 payslips, some 8 months after year end. Personal tax and NI 
contributions were made by staff in the months’ pay the bonus was paid.  The bonus 
sum in 2021/22 was £16,606.85.     

 
5.1.12 The 2022/23 bonus was paid on a much more timely, and ‘normal’, basis in May 2023 

payslips, two months after year end.   Note this was only 6 months after the payment of 
the 2021/22 bonus because of the late payment of that bonus in November 2022.  The 
2022/23 bonus scheme appears to have been agreed by the Remuneration Committee 
which appear to have been made up of the Chair and other NEDs of the Board. I have 
been unable to locate or ascertain whether the Remuneration Committee was minuted. 
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5.1.13 The Shareholder Representative was not at the Board meeting on 28 April 2023 where 
the recommendations of the Remuneration Committee were discussed.  The minutes 
strongly indicate that the Board were aware the Council (shareholder representative) 
needed to agree what was a Reserved Matter, and so the Board Chair agreed to liaise 
with the Chief Executive:   

 

 
5.1.14 The final 12.5% bonus for 2022/23 was paid to twelve eligible members of staff in May 

2023 payslips, the bonus sum was £93,868.88. 
 
5.1.15 No bonuses were paid in 2023/24. 
 
5.1.16 Total bonuses paid aggregate to £110,475.73 (£16,606.85 + £93,868.88) and these 

sums are shown in the FPL Profit & Loss account (P&L) which was independently 
audited by FPL’s external auditor (Hixsons).  

 
End of 5.1. 
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5.2 Were fees paid to head-hunters for their support in appointing executive directors, 
non-executive directors and staff. 

 
Non-Executive Directors (NEDs) (including Chair (of the Board)) 

5.2.1 The minutes of the FPL Board meeting on 29 October 2021 (the first Board 
meeting) say this: 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
5.2.2 The report to Cabinet, 7 September 2022, Agenda Item 7 explains the process 

followed and recommended the following: 
 
It is RECOMMENDED that Cabinet: 
(a) Recommend that Council confirms the appointment of Lord Kerslake to the 
position of independent Chair of the BCP FuturePlaces Ltd company board, and for 
him to take up that position at the next FuturePlaces board meeting.  
 
(b) Recommend that Council delegates the appointment of two further independent 
NEDs to the Chief Executive of BCP Council, as Shareholder Representative, in 
consultation with the new independent Chair of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd and bring 
details of those appointments back to council for information.  
 
(c) Recommend that Council approves the resignation of Councillor Phil Broadhead 
from the board upon the appointment of Lord Kerslake, and the resignation of 
Councillor Drew Mellor upon the above appointments having been made. 

 
http://ced-pri-cms-2.ced.local/documents/g5013/Public%20reports%20pack%2007th-

Sep-2022%2010.00%20Cabinet.pdf?T=10&$LO$=1 
 
 The Cabinet report was put before Council on 13 September 2022, although the 

meeting did not convene, as a mark of respect due to the death of her majesty 
Queen Elizabeth II.   

 
5.2.3 The report to Cabinet explains the following key points : 

• Recruitment agency Berwick Partners was appointed by FPL to manage the 
NED recruitment process for the advertising and selection FPL Board Chair 
and NED roles. 

• Berwick Partners, part of Odgers Berndtson the UK’s leading and largest 
executive search firm, focuses on senior leadership roles within the private 
and public sector. They were selected based on their successful track record 
within the specific sector of urban regeneration companies, and their ability to 
access and attract exceptional candidates from a range of organisations 

. 
5.2.4 The cost of the work undertaken by Berwick Partners was £13,659.46 and this 

included costs associated with final recruitment of all NED’s not just the Chair. The 
costs appear against the Recruitment Cost category within the Administration 
Expenses section of FPL P&L account for 2022/23. 
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Executive Directors 
5.2.5 The appointment process for the Executive Directors, namely the Managing Director and 

Chief Operations Officer, is set out in detail in section 3.1 of this report. For the 
avoidance of any doubt it does not appear that any ‘head-hunter’ fees were paid for 
supporting the appointment process. 

 
 Core Staff  
5.2.6 The appointment process for core staff, i.e. all other staff except the Executive Directors, 

appears to have varied but it appears that no ‘head-hunter’ fees were paid for 
supporting any appointment process.  

 
5.2.7 Recruitment and appointment processes appear to have followed what can be best 

described as typical and similar to those that may happen within BCP Council, broadly 
falling into one of three categories: 

• Open advertising, followed by shortlisting and interview. 

• Comensura supplied CV’s for relevant job role, followed by shortlisting and 
interview.  On some occasions Comensura supplied member of staff, following 
initial successful period of employment, were recruited on a permanent basis.  

• Agency (off-contract with Comensura) supplied CV’s for relevant job role, 
followed by shortlisting and interview.  On some occasions agency supplied 
member of staff, following initial successful period of employment, were recruited 
on a permanent basis. 

 
   End of 5.2 
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5.3  Were any declarations of interests made including disclosable pecuniary interests in 
respect of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd activities. 

 
5.3.1  At each FPL Board meeting, the first of which occurred on 29 October 2021 and the 

last on 25 July 2024, there was an agenda item headed ‘Declaration of Interests’.  The 
agenda item included ‘standing’ declarations from FPL Board members that were 
amended as required.  By their nature these remained fairly static, an example is 
shown at Appendix 5.3.   Whilst it may be inferred it is not clear in some examples 
what the relevant interest actually is (being declared), such as a ‘member of’, ‘director 
of’ and whether the interests are paid, voluntary, or as part of role as a councillor.   

  
5.3.2 There was also a clear expectation, and this was recorded in each meeting minutes, 

that Board members were required to make any declarations at the beginning of each 
meeting specific to the agenda items being discussed.  i.e. in a very similar fashion to 
Council committee meetings.  I can find no specific example where anyone made a 
declaration, the minutes said:    

 ‘No conflicts of interest were reported’.  An example is shown at Appendix 5.3. 
 
5.3.3 At the Board meeting on 16 December 2021, the Council’s Director of Law and 

Governance & Monitoring Officer made the Board aware of the following (recorded in 
Board minutes): 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 It has been stated by the FPL MD and FPL COO, and there is evidence on file, that both had expressed 

their concerns to the Monitoring Officer (Oct 2021) around Board governance and the need to appoint an 
independent Board (NED’s) as soon as was practicable.  

 
5.3.4 This is the issue considered at 3.2.8 to 3.2.9 and which led to the DLUCH external 

assurance review (linked to the Council’s Best Value Notice, see 6/9/23 entry in 
Section 1.1, Table 1 above) finding:      

   
 ‘The original governance structure did not reflect good practice in terms of governance 

and elected Members were too involved in the day-to-day operational management of 
the company and in commissioning activity’. 

 
5.3.5 The point here is that however much training takes place and individuals understand 

the position, there will always be a conflict of interest, which can only be resolved by 
the Council member (and company director) never being party to making a decision of 
the Council affecting the company. 
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Source - the ‘good practice’ at 3.2.5.  Lawyers in Local Government (LLG) have produced several 
documents including Guidance Note – The Governance of Council Interests in Companies - Code of 
Practice (cabinet and scrutiny example). 

  council-interests-in-companies-code-of-governance-cabinet-structure.pdf 
 

5.3.6 This conflict of interest matter was specifically addressed by the Council when the 
Leader was required to make a Portfolio Holder Decision on a funding carry forward 
decision which impacted FPL. View link 

 
5.3.7 In this decision the Chief Executive granted a dispensation, enabled in the Council’s 

Constitution on page 3-65, which in turn enabled the Leader to make the decision as 
relevant Portfolio Holder.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.3.8 Recommendations made by the Interim Corporate Director for Resources report, 10 January 
2024, on lessons learnt from the closure of BCP FuturePlaces via agenda item 13 – Council 
Owned Companies Shareholder Governance Review, if followed through into any future 
company governance arrangements will mean similar dispensations will likely not be 
required. View link  

 
5.3.9 I have found no examples of any pecuniary interest declarations being made.  
 Pecuniary interests are financial interests, typically held by public officials or individuals in positions of trust, that 

create a potential for financial gain or loss, such as employment, investments, or business contracts. These 
interests must be disclosed under various regulations to prevent conflicts of interest and maintain transparency, 
ensuring decisions are not unfairly influenced by personal financial gain.  

 
5.3.10 Confidential Appendix 3.1.19 in Section F of this report shows that the Stewardship 

Initiative was co-founded in March 2020 by the FPL MD, before her involvement in FPL, 
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and with (co-founders) two individuals who worked for companies or bodies that would later 
gain business from FPL to the combined value of £187,000 (a rounded figure).   

 
5.3.11 Whilst this co-founder relationship is clear to see on open-source public websites it does 

not appear to have been declared formally by the FPL MD such that additional controls or 
mitigation could have been put in place, such as segregation of duty control to authorise 
payments to those bodies. (by someone without the close association). 

  

 As A&G Committee have been previously briefed, the public perception resulting from a non-declared 
perceived conflict of interest can be as damaging as it actually existing. Any declarations are to protect the 
reputation of the individual and the entities involved.  

  
  It should also be noted that the FPL MD did declare a possible future directorship in a Stewardship Community 

Interest Company (CIC)(see Appendix 5.3), but my research would appear this was never actually formed.   

 
  5.3.12 The initially approved FPL Business Plan, considered and approved by Cabinet on 27 

October 2021 (shown in that report’s confidential appendix 2), included a footnote hyperlink 
(at page14) to the Stewardship Initiative website.  Whilst the covering Council report 
summarises what the Stewardship approach to regeneration meant and stood for, the FPL 
MD’s co-founding involvement does not appear to have been mentioned.            

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Cabinet 27 October 2021 - Restricted content  - this link is only available to Councillors 

because of the restricted content, Agenda Item 10 starting on page 103.  
 
5.3.13 The FPL Business Plan itself went into further detail on the Stewardship proposition and 

introduced the concept of the Stewardship Kitemark.  The extract from the FPL Business 
plan on page 175 (of the above Cabinet report) said this: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.3.14 The Stewardship Kitemark, on pages 216 to 220 (of the above Cabinet report) included 

this section D Funding Stewardship: 
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 It is unclear to me whether Cabinet, or more generally the Council, was aware or 

considered the apparent significance of this funding proposition. Based on the words on 
the page, it would appear that FPL were proposing to adopt the Stewardship Kitemark* and 
that Kitemark appeared to include a 1% funding top-slice to fund stewardship support and 
compliance.    

 
  *The stewardship kitemark does not appear to be a registered or formal kitemark, it appears to be a proposition   

 
5.3.15 It appears to me that the conceptual proposition/plan at least was the Stewardship 

Initiative, co-founded by the FPL MD, could be funded going forward by any successfully 
completed FPL project or schemes where houses were built.   

 
5.3.16 It is impossible for me to say whether this would have happened had houses been built 

and sold in BCP schemes, or whether the Council would have adopted the line that the 
Stewardship Kitemark was nothing more than aspirational words on a page.  The gateway 
and governance model the Council agreed would have resulted in the Council having to 
approve specific scheme details including the funding model proposed. 

 
5.3.17 I have noted that the latest version of the Stewardship Kitemark on the Stewardship 

Initiative website has been slimmed down and does not include the section D funding 
section shown at 5.3.14.   It is also marked at the top right hand corner in small text as 
DRAFT for consultation. 

  
 Ethos — The Stewardship Initiative 
 Microsoft Word - FINAL TSI Stewardship Kitemark Website 
 
End of 5.3 
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5.4 Were any declarations of interests made regarding personal friendships and business 
associations in respect of the recruitment of staff to BCP FuturePlaces Ltd. 

 
5.4.1 I have found no examples of written declarations, whether this be by email, by minutes of 

meetings or in other ways of any declarations regrading personal friendships and or 
business associations during the recruitment of staff to FPL. 

 
5.4.2 Section 3.1 of this report has considered the appointment process for the FPL Executive 

Directors, the MD and COO, and the Strategic Engagement Director, and all staff in 
general.   

 
5.4.3 Confidential Appendix 3.1.19 in Section F of this report shows there was an established 

professional relationship between the MD and the COO before the MD recruited the COO 
to FPL.  

 
5.4.4 In the case of the Strategic Engagement Director, as stated at 3.1.29, the Chief Executive 

(after rumours circulated) was told by the then Leader of the Council that the Leader had 
not met the individual in any significant way prior to his appointment.  

 
5.4.5 The FPL COO has asserted that the Strategic Engagement Director (SED) was in fact 

recruited by the Council having been interviewed by the Interim Regeneration Director at 
the time when the FPL MD and the FPL COO were hired.  The FPL COO further asserts 
that the interview (for the SED) took place and the offer was made by the council before 
the FPL MD and FPL COO joined.  When the FPL COO first came to Bournemouth for 
interview, it was the SED who met him at the station and took him to the Council offices. 

 
5.4.6 Elements of this assertion seem counter to the email identified and shown at 3.1.17 dated 

9 July 2021 from the FPL MD.  Audit & Governance Committee may wish to specifically 
seek clarification from the FPL MD and the FPL COO on this matter.  

  
End of 5.4 
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5.5 In respect of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd rent of offices in Exeter Road, why was council space not 
utilised, and should any existing or former councillors have made any declarations. 

 
This scope section has been written in approximate timeline order 

 
5.5.1 FPL first office base was in the Poole Civic Centre Annexe, which was also referred to as 

the Poole Adult Social Services building.  FPL occupied this space from Autumn 2021 to 
approximately May 2022.  I can find no evidence that BCP Council charged FPL to occupy 
this office space.   

 
5.5.2 Whilst the costs to the Council were ‘sunk’ costs, statutory guidance states that Council 

companies must be charged for works, goods or services, and Councils must not provide 
works, goods or services ‘for free’.  Doing so would understate the true cost of operating 
the company. (and in the case of competition, place the company at an unfair advantage over competitors, 

not actually relevant in FPL case)        
 
5.5.3 FPL Board papers on 27/1/2022 show that FPL was given notice by BCP Council that the 

Poole Civic Centre Annexe was to be decommissioned in May 2022.  These papers also 
show that an alternative space may have been found at Carters Quay (meanwhile use, so 
only temporary) which may have been suitable, subject to commercial terms.  Ultimately 
suitable commercial terms could not be negotiated.      

 
5.5.4 FPL vacated the Poole Civic Centre Annexe and staff who required office space temporary 

located, for a period between approximately April and July 2022*, in either the BCP Council 
Civic Centre Annexe or the BCP Council Civic Centre Extension (both in Bournemouth). 
During this time permanent alternative premises options were identified including at Poole 
Housing Partnership Offices, Beech House Poole, AECC University College, Bournemouth 
(only temporary to approximately September 2022) and in spaces in Boscombe, Poole and 
Bournemouth.   

 *similar to 5.5.1, I can find no evidence that BCP Council charged FPL to occupy this office space, 5.5.2 is also 

relevant 

 
5.5.5 At the FPL Board meeting on 12 May 2022, the issue of staying permanently somewhere 

in the BCP Civic Centre campus in Bournemouth was considered:  
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5.5.6 The Chief Executive, as shareholder representative, agreed with the BCP Property Team, 
stating that the new BCP Council model of hybrid-working was hot desking, with private 
meeting rooms bookable on an ‘as and when needed’ basis.  FPL Executive Directors told 
the Board this was incompatible with how FPL needed to work particularly around drawing 
and design facilities and mainly confidentiality matters.  Making an exception for FPL, 
appears to have been discounted on the basis that numerous other Council teams and 
departments could also argue the need for confidential areas/offices. FPL executive 
directors assert that the Chief Executive said to them both, “you would do me a favour if 
you were to find your own offices”. The (former) Chief Executive has said he does not 
recall using that phrase.  

  
5.5.7 The minutes and action log to the 12 May 2022 FPL Board meeting says this: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.5.8 I have been unable to ascertain whether DM (former Leader of the Council) was simply 
reviewing the various options already identified, i.e. those at 5.5.4, or whether DM would 
look into other potential premises. 

 
5.5.9 Either way the FPL Board, on 18 June 2022, reviewed this summary infographic:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.5.10 The FPL Board minutes for that meeting (18/7/22) say this: 
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5.5.11 The FPL COO entered into a license/rent agreement on 2/8/2022 with Hinton Road 
Investments Ltd, who were the rent collecting entity (aka letting agent and Bourne group 
business administrating entity) within the Bourne group of companies.  The agreement 
was signed via a secured document signing portal.  FPL paid Hinton Road Investment 
Limited, £71,550 which is shown in the FPL bank reconciliation on 29/7/2022. The invoice 
was made up of two lines thus: 

  

Description Net £ amount VAT @20% in 
£ 

Invoice £ 
Total 

Line 1 - Deposit (refundable) 6,750 0 6,750 

Line 2 - Licence Fees – Office 2 
Bourne Park (12 months upfront 
Aug22-July23) 

54,000 10,800 64,800 

Total Invoice (No.19052) 60,750 10,800 71,550 

 
5.5.12 The agreement was for 24 months, with a formal 12 month break clause, and a 3 month 

notice period.   I have obtained the opinion of the current Council’s Head of Estates, they 
have stated to me that whilst towards the higher end of typical costs, for what was 
essentially a serviced office space, and taking into account the floor area and the number 
of desks, the amount paid by FPL appeared to offer reasonable value for money.     

 
5.5.13 On 5 May 2023, the former leader of the council, having not stood for re-election as a 

councillor at the 4 May 2023 local elections, became the sole Director of Hinton Road 
Investment Ltd.  Whilst a gross simplification the ‘Bourne’ group of companies were in 
financial difficulties and administrators had been appointed.  In the Adminstrator’s update 
report dated 7 June (available at Companies House) it would appear that the former 
leader of the council purchased Hinton Road Investment Ltd for £1 but in doing so took 
on the liabilities of the company (see appendix 5.5.13). 

 
5.5.14 I have been unable to find an explanation for how and why the former leader of the 

council, knew of the opportunity to seek to make the purchase of Hinton Road Investment 
Ltd. The former leader certainly knew of the individual who was seeking to sell Hinton 
Road Investment Ltd, on account of a homeless shelter project at St Stephens Road the 
individual was involved in with the Council in 2021/22.   

 
5.5.15 I have found no evidence to suggest that the eventual acquisition, by the former leader of 

the council, of Hinton Road Investment Ltd had any influence on FPL initially occupying 
the office space 2 at Bourne Park, Exeter Rd.  

 
5.5.15 The timing of the former leader becoming the director of Hinton Road Investment Ltd 

seems to have been deliberately linked to the passing of the local election date – i.e. 
being one day after the elections.      

 
5.5.16 It seems likely that whilst being a BCP Council councillor, in the lead up to the elections, 

the former leader would have been in discussions to acquire Hinton Road Investment Ltd 
but at that stage there was no pecuniary interest to declare.  A declaration, that the 
councillor was in negotiations, may have been prudent in the circumstances.     

 
5.5.17 Whilst councillors are encouraged to make declarations in as real time as possible there 

is a 28 day window for councillors to make a declaration for any new interests.      
Openness and transparency on personal interests.    
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5.5.18 FPL Board minutes on 4 August 2023 state the following: 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
5.5.19 At the FPL Board meeting on 23 August 2023, these meetings now being weekly and 

attended by Pinsent Masons who were advising the directors on legal matters associated 
with the Council’s likely intent to close the company, the following update and then action 
was agreed:     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
5.5.20 The snip above 5.5.19, at 3.1, shows the Board, with the legal advisor present, was at that 

point reviewing cost items to be paid on a weekly basis to ensure, in their role as 
directors, that the company was solvent, minimising costs and able to trade until the 
managed closure point. 

 
5.5.21 The snip at 5.5.19, point 3.1 also shows a change of bank account issue which was 

associated with the change of ownership of Hinton Road Investment Ltd. 
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5.5.22 During the week between the Board meeting on 23 August 2023 (above) and the Board 
meeting on 30 August 2023, due diligence was carried out by FPL staff to ensure there 
was a clear understanding of the change of ownership and any associated changes to 
bank details of Hinton Road Investments Ltd.  The COO was not able to attend the Board 
meeting on the 30 August 2023 (he was on holiday), he had previously given instruction 
to not pay the rent licence invoice, until the ownership picture was clear.   In a document 
the COO subsequently provided to the Chief Executive this was produced: 

 
 
 
 
 
   
 

Redactions on this page are initials or names of FPL staff who were not Executive Directors 

 
5.5.23 A FPL employee attended the Board meeting on the 30 August 2023 to inform the Board 

of the due diligence exercise outcomes.  In very simple terms  

• The landlord was the same landlord as when the first year licence fee payment 
was made in August 2022.  

• The rent collecting entity, letting agent (Hinton Road Investment Ltd) holding the 
lease agreement with FPL (signed by the FPL COO on 14/8/23) to receive the 
licence fee on behalf of the landlord, was also the same entity (albeit under new 
directorship) as when the first year payment was made. 

 The Board minutes for 30 August 2023 say this:   
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Redactions above are the name and then initials of the FPL employee  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.5.24 The Board’s urgency to pay for the first six months of the second year licence appears to 
stem from the advice received that the break clause could not be exercised until rent 
payment was up to date, which at that point it was not. (see 5.5.23 - 7.6 in the snip on 
previous page).  
The FPL MD later asserted that the Board inexplicably insisted, and having been pressured by the 
shareholder representative to do so, for the rent being paid when there was no imperative to do so and it 
would have been more appropriate to wait until the COO return from holiday to determine exactly what he had 
agreed to. 

 
5.5.25 Exercising the break clause would ‘save’ FPL (and ultimately the public purse) £27,000 

minimum (second six months, of year 2, rent). FPL staff correctly raised the purchase 
order (FPL300060) via a purchase order requisition (REQ:020543). When the invoice was 
presented, the purchase order was ‘goods/service receipted’ by the FPL financial 
controller and thus the invoice was paid (‘three way match’ principle).       

 
5.5.26 The table below summarises the second year payment and subsequent partial refund and 

deposit refund to the point of FPL Closure.    

Date Description Net £ 
amount 

VAT 
@20% in 
£ 

Gross £ 
Total 
(reconciled 
to bank 
statements) 

4 Sept23 FPL Pay Hinton Road Investment 
Ltd first six months (yr2) and 
exercise the break clause 

27,000 5,400 32,400 

10 Jan24  No obligation partial rent rebate* 
refund £3,150 for 3 months (Nov, 
Dec, Jan) 

(9,450) (1,890) (11,340) 

10 Jan24 Refund of deposit, paid in yr 1 (see 
5.5.11) 

(6,750) 0 (6,750) 

 Total Yr 2 Total cost 10,800 3,510 14,310 

 *Hinton Road Investment Ltd were not obligated to offer a rent rebate but did so because the break clause 

was exercised and they were, seemingly, able to find an alternative tenant  
  

5.5.27  Note that the FPL P&L figure, aggregate rent of £71,550 (see 4.1.10) is summarised in 
the table below: 

  Net £ amount   
 

Year 1 table @ 5.5.11   60,750 

Year 2 table @ 5.5.26 10,800 

Total 71,550 

 

 

Resolved 1 (left) 

does not refer to 

the rent issue. 
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5.5.28 This is how the Bournemouth Echo reported the issue of FPL office rental:  
 Hinton Road Investments received £27k from FuturePlaces | Bournemouth Echo 
 

5.5.29 For completeness and transparency, but not directly related to the 5.5 scope question 
wording, and as stated in table 2 at 1.1 of this report on date entry 10 October 2023, the 
FPL COO sent what he says was a Public Interest Disclosure Act (aka Whistleblowing) 
disclosure to the Chief Executive. By this point the COO had resigned from FPL and was 
seeing out his notice period on gardening leave.   

 
5.5.30 The Council could have taken the view that the Whistleblowing disclosure could have 

been sent to the FPL board to consider, the COO was still a FPL employee and as shown 
at 3.3.3, FPL had its’ own Whistleblowing policy. Taking into account the closely 
approaching TUPE transfer date of 1 November 2023, and the fact the COO had 
addressed the disclosure to the Council’s Chief Executive, the Council pragmatically 
considered the matter via its’ Whistleblowing Policy. 

 
5.5.31 The COO asserted in his disclosure that the Board did not have what was an Executive 

Officer function delegation to authorise part (50%) payment for the 2nd Year rent and 
exercise the break clause immediately.  The relevant PIDA disclosure was cited as – 
Failure to comply with a legal obligation.   

  
5.5.32 I am one of the Council’s Whistleblowing disclosure receiving officers, and I considered 

the COO’s disclosure in line with the Policy.  I determined that there was no failure to 
follow a legal obligation. The COO was formally informed of this decision on 24 
November 23 and was also supplied with appeal routes internal and external to the 
Council. 

  
5.5.33 The summarised reasons for determining there was no failure to follow a legal obligation 

were as follows: 

• The Board formally took the decision with all relevant information available to it.  
(see above) 

• The FPL MD (executive director) was in attendance at the Board meeting, and 
although stating her preference to wait until the FPL COO returned, she says in 
her own words in another document she ‘demurred’ to the will of the rest of the 
Board. 

• There was an obvious desire to minimise cost to the company, in the lead up to 
the wind-down of the company, and the public purse (best value duties) by 
activating the break clause asap 

• The correct legal entity was paid in the same way as in 2022 (Year 1).  

• There was no need for a rent assignment letter, the landlord was not assigning 
the rent to any other company or entity 

• The COO himself signed, in a secure e-document portal, the licence agreement 
on 14 August 2023 and the payment was made to the entity stated in that 
document (see appendix 5.5.33) 

• The COO seems to acknowledge in 5.5.22 (above) that the only way rent 
payment would be authorised was if the COO or the MD or the NED’s approved 
payment – saying “Thx that’s perfect”. 
 

 

It should be noted that I was asked to investigate the circumstances of the rental payment by 
the shareholder representative back in September 2023 to determine if any councillor(s) or 
former councillor(s) should have disclosed any Disclosable Pecuniary Interest (DPI).  Based 
on the findings of that investigation, which were similar or identical to the matters considered 
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in 5.5 above, the shareholder representative determined there was no grounds for 
consideration to refer to the Police for failure by any councillor to disclose a DPI.     
 

I am aware that the Police did receive a third party referral into this matter and based on the 
evidence supplied by the Council to the Police, the referral was closed without any further 
action necessary.  
 
End of 5.5 
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5.6 Why did BCP FuturePlaces Ltd appoint solicitors to support them on the accounts closure 
process. 

 
5.6.1 The FPL MD has submitted a timeline which shows that on 17/8/23, the COO had: 

‘negotiated the appointment of Pinsent Masons as insolvency advisor’.  
 
5.6.2 I am unclear what the term ‘negotiated’ means. I can find no Procurement Decision 

Record (PDR), but this does not mean it does not exist. The total amount paid to Pinsent 
Masons, shown in the table at 4.1.12, was £41,540.50 (excluding VAT) and this was 
charged to the FPL P&L account. 

 
5.6.3 The closure of any company can be a complex matter and it seems perfectly reasonable 

to me that legal experts were procured to advise the company and its’ directors.  The 
Council had its’ in-house legal team to advise (the Council).   

 
5.6.4 Scope question 5.6 above states: ‘………..to support them on the accounts closure 

process’ – I believe, from the minutes and information reviewed, the legal support 
obtained was more technical advice on the closure of the company and advice to the 
company and directors, and not specific to the accounts closure process (although there 
was obvious parallel related advice relevant to the accounts).  

 
5.6.5 Some examples of topic advice the FPL Board received from Pinsent Masons include: 

• How to complete a solvent wind-down, to allow continued trading  

• Obtaining a Letter of Assurance form the Council – so insolvency would not be 
an issue- i.e. the Council committed to ensuring that no external creditor would 
go unpaid at the end of the wind-down 

• Deed of Termination 

• Company Articles that needed changing at key points of the wind-down  

• Transfer Agreement – of business, assets and employees  

• Deeds of indemnity between the Council and NED’s 

• Documents in connection to terminating Services Agreements as a pre-step to 
solvent wind-down of FPL 

• Director’s responsibilities to ensure any sales are not executed undervalue 
• Members voluntary liquidation vs Dormant strike-off (latter preferable and what 

happened)  

 
In some cases draft documents were prepared for FPL Board and Council agreement 

 
5.6.6 From 18/8/23 the FPL Board agreed to meet on a weekly basis (virtually by MS teams), 

from this date and weekly until 31/10/23 a Pinsent Masons representative was invited and 
attended.   After 31/10/23 Pinsent Masons provided some additional remote advice but 
did not attend Board meetings.   

 
5.6.7 After discussing advice from relevant parties including Pinsent Masons, the FPL Board 

agreed on 31/10/2023 the following related to the company wind-down process: 
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End of 5.6 
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5.7 Did the Board provide adequate oversight of the company and its activities, at all stages.  
 

5.7.1 This scope question is difficult to answer because it cannot be answered by factual 
evidence alone, there is an inherent need to apply judgement and opinion to the evidence 
obtained to determine adequacy, or not. 

 
5.7.2 I have sought to provide factual evidence below to allow members of the A&G Committee 

to determine for themselves whether they believe the Board exercised effective oversight 
of the company at all stages.  

 
5.7.3 Relevant evidence is summarised below: 

• Scheduled and forward planned Board meetings every 6 to 8 weeks 

• Standard item agenda   

• Some agenda papers/reports   

• Some agenda items verbally presented 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Board meetings minutes and actions list were produced, see 4 in the snip above 
(reviewed and approved at start of each meeting, (for the previous meeting)). 

• Board meetings appear to have lasted approximately 2 hours. 

• A mix of in-person and MS team   

• Attended by key standing Board members who were, the Directors (Executive and Non-
executive (NED)), the company secretary, shareholder representative (the BCP Council 
Chief Executive). 

• The shareholder representative was a formal observer (for the Council). 

• If Executive directors or shareholder representative were not able to attend a nominated 
deputy generally attended. 

• Several Council officers had standing invites to Board meetings including the MO and 
CFO and a Commissiong Team representative. The MO and CFO attended regularly until mid-

2022 and then attended when they judged specific agenda items or papers required their attendance. 

• From 1 October 2022 independent Chair, Lord Kerslake appointed 

• 3 further independent NEDs from early 2023   (19 January and 13 February(x2) 
respectively)     
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5.7.4 The Board was appraised of key activity such as this example during the early months of 
FPL (21/22), in reports considered by the Board: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 And some further examples later in FPL existence period (22/23) 
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5.7.5 When Lord Kerslake was appointed as NED and Chair of the Board, (1/10/23) he did not 
instigate sweeping changes in the way the Board operated or in the way it received 
information and reports.  This could be viewed as a positive endorsement, from a very 
experienced NED, that the Board was generally providing adequate oversight of the 
company. 

 

5.7.6 Lord Kerslake did ask for some changes to the format of the management accounts at his 
first meeting as Chair of the Board, on 9 November 2022, the details of which would be 
agreed outside of the meeting between him and the FPL COO who was the action owner.  
The changes were agreed, and new format management accounts appeared in Board 
papers thereafter. 

 

5.7.7 Lord Kerslake also urged, at this meeting and in relation to the two governance documents 
outstanding, the resource agreement and the commissioning agreement (contract), that a 
practical solution be sought to ensure the final documents could be agreed.  At the next 
two Board meetings an update was provided which said, ‘Reviews on-going’, and by the 
meeting on 6 March 2023 the update was ‘Draft with BCP Council for final sign-off’.   

      

5.7.8 At the Board meeting on 13 June 2023 the following update was provided:   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.7.9 As described in 5.6, during the closedown of the company period, the Board decided to 

meet on a weekly basis and included legal advisors at these meetings.  
 

5.7.10 The relationships between NED’s on the Board and the Executive Directors on the Board 
appear to have been negatively impacted by a series of events or alleged events, which 
are shown below in approximate timeline order: 

 June 2023 FPL Executive Officers assert that the Council’s Commissioning Director 

makes ‘defamatory comments about performance of FPL and this is 

leading to a false narrative.   

The COO makes what he says is a Public Interest Disclosure Act (PIDA) 

(aka a Whistleblowing disclosure) to the FPL Board. The FPL COO and 

FPL MD both assert that the Board accepted the disclosure as a PIDA.  

I can find no evidence in the Board minutes* to suggest the disclosure 

was accepted as a PIDA, and in my opinion it was unlikely to meet the 

definitions of the Act. Whether it was or was not a PIDA, the disclosure 

was taken forward by the acting chair of the Board (independent NED) 

who was tasked with speaking to the Council’s shareholder 

representative (Chief Executive). 
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FPL MD asserts nothing was done (see 17 Aug 2023 entry). Chief 

Executive says he spoke to Commissioning Director and asked him to 

be aware that FPL are of the view his comments are defamatory and 

leading to a false narrative and to consider this in any future required 

interaction, whether this is verbal or written.  

  
*The FPL MD has stated the FPL COO raised concerns at the next Board meeting about 

the minuting of his PIDA.  It is unclear form the minutes what these concerns were, and 

the minutes were eventually agreed by the Board.   

7 June 2023  A NED produced a ‘stocktake’ Governance Review (2 pages), this was 

challenged by FPL MD on issues that she says imply fault of FPL.  No 

changes were made, and the review was formally issued.   

July 2023 The FPL MD asserts that one of the NED’s does not attend briefing 

meetings or site visits or Board meetings – raised with Shareholder 

Representative to resolve, but nothing happened.  

25 July 2023 FPL COO raises concerns that Board meetings are not being properly 

minuted, using his PIDA disclosure as an example.  

3 August 2023 FPL MD asserts that the DLUCH published assurance review lacks 

balance and FPL executive directors had not been afforded opportunity 

to comment or challenge content of the report.    

Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Council: external assurance 

review - GOV.UK 

The MD asserts the Board and the shareholder representative take no 

action, stating: “ it’s too late now its (sic) on the record”  

17 August 

2023 

When raised by the FPL MD with the Council’s Chief Operating Officer  

she says she is unaware of PIDA issues raised against the council’s 

Commissioning Director who she line-manages.   

18 August 

2023 

The FPL MD asserts that the Board Chair refuses the FPL COO’s 

request to record the Board meeting to assist in more accurate minutes 

being produced. 

23 August 

2023 

The FPL MD asserts that the Board and the shareholder representative 

take an aggressive tone with her, and she is berated on the timing and 

delivery of WIP and intellectual property to the Council, and also on the 

payment of rent and giving notice of office space.    

29 August 

2023  

The FPL MD asserts that the Board Chair (via a MS teams call) insists 

on payment of rent and breaking of lease 

31 August 

2023 

FPL MD asserts she becomes aware (at the Bournemouth air festival) of 

at least one round of meetings between Board members and the 

shareholder representative but excluding the executive directors. 

Mid-August 

2023 

The FPL Board start discussing the draft Cabinet committee paper 

produced by the Council for ‘Future of FuturePlaces’, executive directors 

have a view that the report infers fault of FPL on several issues including 

governance related concerns.   

6 Sept. 2023 One of the NED’s states at the Board meeting “There is a need for the 

report to be factually accurate but (he) considered the report was 

reasonably objective and did not contain any slights on FPL executives 

or undermine the company”. 

8 – 20 Sept 

2023 

FPL MD asserts that she and FPL COO and other senior FPL staff meet 

with Board Chair to express concerns at the inaccurate basis of the 

‘Future of FuturePlaces Cabinet committee Report’, but no major 

changes are made.  (See scope area 7.1) 

End of 5.7 
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5.8  Establish whether any steering groups or advisory groups, to BCP FuturePlaces Ltd, 
existed. 

 
5.8.1 Aside from the formal decision making Council reports outline in table 1 at 1.1 of this report, 

this section seeks to identify steering groups or boards that may have influenced FPL. 
 
5.8.2 The most significant and influential such board was the Big Plan Delivery Board which met 

on an approximate monthly-six weekly basis.  This Board, in matters relevant to FPL, 
sought to bring together all the Council’s regeneration aspirations in line with those stated 
in the Big Plan.  The FPL MD and COO were members of this Board together with other 
relevant Council officers such as those in housing, planning, destination and culture, 
finance, legal, economic development and transport and engineering.  The Chief Executive 
also attended as did the Leader and Deputy Leader.  The Board chair was the Council’s 
Chief Operations Officer.    

  
5.8.3 The Big Plan Delivery Board, strategically reviewed project progress mapping these 

against the Big Plan aspirations.  Consequently this Board also considered matters where 
FPL and other Council delivery vehicles or companies may have been involved, such as 
the Bournemouth Development Company LLP (BDC).  For example, I have identified this 
minuted entry below (9/12/22) that shows the interaction between FPL and BDC on the 
Winter Gardens scheme:  

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
5.8.4 The FPL Business Plan and Stewardship proposition (linked to the Building Better, 

Building Beautiful Commission (BBBBC)) particularly emphasised public engagement 
(wide, deep and early) and one way FPL achieved this was through the use of charrettes 
– charrettes definition is: a meeting or workshop devoted to a concerted effort to solve a 
problem or plan the design of something. 
FPL used charrettes widely to obtain community stakeholder engagement and so in that 
sense they were steering or advisory meetings to influence the projects FPL were seeking 
to deliver.    
 

5.8.5 FPL also sought to keep stakeholders updated on schemes, one such example was the 
Holes Bay Former Power Station Redevelopment Event at 6pm on 12 January 2023.  
This event explained how FPL had sought public engagement through a series of events 
(between 27 September and 21 November 2022) in the local community attended by 
about 400 people, one on-line presentation and two visits to local schools (including 
Cornerstone Academy) – these events sought to identify what stakeholders wanted to see 
in their community from any redevelopment, and to feedback what had been said. 

 
5.8.6   At the request of the Council’s Overview & Scrutiny Committee, the FPL Board 

considered creating a FPL/ BCP Council member forum to give a two way communication 
and engagement platform. The Forum would not be decision-making. At the FPL Board 
meeting on 18 July 2022, the following draft terms of reference were considered:    

 
 
 

Bournemouth Development Company   

• Partnership 5-year rolling Business Plan usually updated annually but delayed pending 

budget conversations and results of the car parking study.  Date in the new year to be 

agreed with particular focus on how the Winter Gardens can be brought forward working 

with FuturePlaces. 

• Durley Road – completed and units fully sold. 
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5.8.7 The inaugural meeting of this group seems to have taken place on 9 March 2023. (this was 

stated in the covering report to Cabinet 8 March 2023, that considered the FPL Annual 
Review 2022/23).  I have been unable to ascertain with certainty how many more meetings 
of this group took place.  Lord Kerslake’s availability to Chair the meeting before his death 
on 1 July 2023, and the May2023 election period, may have both played a part in this 
meeting not meeting as regularly as envisaged. 

 
5.8.8 In terms of other steering or advisory groups to FPL, I have identified a number of named 

groups/entities that FPL attended or had communications with, sometimes regularly 
sometimes one-off, but this appears to be more on a two-way engagement basis.  Such 
groups, entities, forums and boards included:    

• Towns Fund Board (Boscombe) 

• Poole stakeholder design panel 

• Holes Bay stakeholder engagement panel  

• Poole Quay Forum  

• Developing BCP Forum 

• BCP Cultural Compact 

• BH Live 

• The local Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) 
 

End of 5.8 
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5.9  Establish the relationships that BCP FuturePlaces Ltd had with other bodies/initiatives, 
companies and council companies/delivery vehicles. 

 
5.9.1 I have identified that FPL had ‘professional business relationships’ with external bodies, 

initiatives and companies. Examples included, but were not limited to, business 
relationships with:  

• Suppliers of works, goods and services (contract management relationships) 

• MHCLG – external funding opportunities, bids e.g. £10M capacity fund, Levelling 
Up Fund 2   

• DLUHC – Design code funding bid  

• Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP)    

• Homes England – efforts to secure a bespoke funding agreement for 
stewardship pilot 

• Legal & General – as key landowner in BCP (Dolphin Centre) – joint venture 
opportunities 

• Poole Harbour Commissioners 
 

5.9.2 I have not identified any meaningful relationships between FPL and the Council’s other 
companies – which were Bournemouth Building & Maintenance Ltd (BBML), Seascape 
South Ltd, Seascape Homes and Property Ltd, Aspire Adoption Ltd (now ceased 
trading), Tricuro Ltd and Tricuro Support Ltd.   

 
5.9.3 In the case of the Bournemouth Development Company (BDC) LLP, a Limited Liability 

Partnership, (a 50:50 partnership between BCP Council and Community Solutions for 
Regeneration (Bournemouth) Ltd – a subsidiary of Muse Places Ltd, a Morgan Sindall 
Group company), FPL had a limited working relationship in so far as there was some 
inter-play between BDC and FPL projects/schemes. 

 
5.9.4 The most significant example is in the FPL scheme known as Site2 - BIC/Winter 

Gardens/ARC, as stated in the original and revised FPL business plans.  In the original 
FPL business plan (Cabinet approved 27/10/21) the scheme was broken down into 
three sub-elements:   

• 2a - Bournemouth International Centre (BIC) 

• 2b - Winter Gardens 

• 2c - Bournemouth ARC  
 

5.9.5 In the case of 2b – Winter Gardens, the FPL business plan said this: 

• This is a Bournemouth Development Company (BDC) scheme.  

• FPL providing limited place making input to coordinate emerging ideas for the 
BIC and ARC into the refinement of this scheme. 

• To review the conference and event market post Covid to consider potential 
synergies between the two sites 

• Coordinate between key BCP Council departments and BDC 

• To inform development of the scheme and Council decision making  

• Identification of spatial strategy for the reprovision of the key uses included 
within the BIC.    

 
5.9.6 In the revised/updated FPL business plan (Cabinet approved 22 June 2022) it said 

this:  

• 2a - Winter Gardens Review – requested by Council due to changing market and 
policy circumstances 

• 2b - BIC Capacity Study and Re-provision – requested by council in 
consequence of 2a   
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• 2c – Westover Rd – charette and urban design strategy – activation of the ARC 
project 

 
5.9.7 Whilst the exact meaning of some of the wording at 5.9.5 and 5.9.6 is debateable and 

arguable, it seems likely to me that it was always planned for FPL to have some role in 
the Winter Gardens scheme, which was rightly shown as a fundamentally a BDC 
scheme.  It seems likely to me that for FPL, what was originally planned to be a ‘limited 
place-making input’ turned into something more as the wording ‘changing market and 
policy circumstances’ imply in the revised FPL business plan. 
 

5.9.8 An email on 10 August 2021, from the Council’s Interim Director of Delivery to the 
Leader, Deputy Leader, Chief Executive, several representatives from BDC (MUSE) 
and several council officers headed: 
‘Development Discussions’  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 This email states there was a viability gap on the (BDC) Winter Gardens scheme (2nd 

bullet point in the snip above) and that FPL will work quickly, with BDC, to clarify if it was 
feasible to locate the BIC on the Winter gardens site (3rd bullet point in the snip above). 

 
5.9.9 In response, seemingly, to the third bullet point above, an email on 16 November 2021 

from the FPL MD to the Council leader, deputy leader, chief executive, several 
representatives from BDC (MUSE) and several other council officers, headed: 

 ‘FuturePlaces Strategy Note & Capacity Study Winter Gardens for Conferencing & 
Exhib Space’    
appears to set out and shape the work FPL was proposing for the site.  The email 
summarises by saying: 

  “What this shows is that the Winter Gardens site could accommodate the conferencing 
and exhibition space.  Look forward to discussing tomorrow”.   

 The full proposition document is shown at Appendix 5.9.9 
 
5.9.10It was also stated in a later email from the FPL MD to various officers and the Leader 

and deputy leader, (17 Dec 21) that a Project Meeting took place on the 17 November 
2021, with MUSE present (stated officer names) where this was stated as the outcome: 

 “We agreed FuturePlaces would take the lead on the feasibility/testing stage whilst there 
is a pause in the project as MUSE/BCP establish position on Winter Gardens.   
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5.9.11In a BDC Board report, dated 27 April 2022, (Development manager’s board report), it 

was stated, against progress report status, there were ‘viability concerns’ for the BDC 
Winter Gardens mixed use development scheme and whilst demolition was successfully 
completed on site in December 2021, the schemes key issues and risks showed this: 

• Viability 

• Economic and market changes 

• Political landscape 

• Construction cost inflation and impact on contractor market 

• Commercial occupier demand 

• Wider marketplace and pipeline of town centre residential proposals 

• Plan B……will BDC be involved? 
 
5.9.12 The report goes on to add this: 
 ‘The development manager is waiting for feedback on next steps, programme etc from 

the Council and Future Places to assess options for accommodating a replacement 
“BIC” conference, exhibition, arena and hotel facility.  Given the scale of the 
requirement, there are a limited number of sites available for the new facility.  Some of 
the options include using the Winter Gardens site and could lead to the release of the 
BIC site’. 

 BIC reprovision – Future Places Plan B – Future Places will be submitting a paper to 
cabinet setting out their business plan, including a project initiation plan for a new 
conference facility in time for July Cabinet.  FPL have committed to sharing relevant 
section of the plan with BDC.  
The Council was presented with a viable and deliverable funding proposal in January 
2022 whereby the Council enters into a Regeneration Lease over a number of 
apartments. The Council is conducting its own due diligence on potential funding of 
schemes including Regeneration Lease structures. The future of the (BDC) scheme 
looks uncertain.  

 
5.9.13 What this all seems to show to me, is BDC had an approved scheme (planning 

permission granted, including a non-material application revision), but there were 
viability concerns and FPL was tasked (joint meeting at 5.9.8) with considering the 
viability of a broader plan B for the site.    
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 It was the case that the Leader, Deputy Leader, Chief Executive, other council officers and BDC/MUSE 
officers were all clear that FPL were undertaking more extensive work on the wider BIC/Winter 
Gardens/ARC project.     

 
5.9.14 The FPL Annual Review reported to Cabinet on 8 March 2023 said this on the scheme: 
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5.9.15 Based on the schedule of FPL Work in Progress, works that the Council paid for at the 
closure point of FPL, shown at 4.1.15 and considered in more detail at scope section 7 of 
this report, the Council agreed to pay £167,532.43 for BIC/Winter Gardens work in 
progress.  The implication of making this payment was that the Council considered the 
work useful in bringing forward a viable scheme in future.     

 
End of 5.9 
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5.10 Any other specific items that may be revealed as a result of the investigation.  
 
Additional Restriction Grant 4 (Covid)  
5.10.1 During the course of the investigation the issue of the Council awarding a grant of 

£100,000 to FPL from the (Covid) Additional Restriction Grant (ARG4) has been raised 
by councillors of the A&G committee. 

 
5.10.2 This is how the application form was completed by FPL – this section answers the 

question, please describe your organisation:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Future Places is a wholly owned, Teckal company that exists to rapidly progress the investment and regeneration 
agenda across Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole, through a stewardship-led approach to place development. 
We are undertaking the development management work for 14 strategic sites across the area, but ultimately, our 

work contributes to the overall place positioning of the BCP area, adding value to our unique selling proposition 
within the inward investment market. 
 
Future Places is a member of the BCP City Panel, an informal reference group for stimulating growth, ideas-
generation and cross-sector collaboration. The BCP City Panel comprises influential, dynamic and industry-leading 
individuals who are all advocates for the place and change-makers in their respective industry. Member 
representatives are from: 
• Bourne Asset Management (property sector) 
• Bournemouth Symphony Orchestra (cultural sector) 
• Ceuta Group (creative sector) 
• Fired-up Hospitality (leisure, retail and hospitality sector) 
• Future Places (regeneration and place stewardship) 
• JP Morgan (financial sector) 
• Verve Properties, UK (estates investment sector) 
 
In support of the overall economic prosperity of the area, the BCP City Panel has requested that Future Places 
submits an application for ARG funding to progress a project that commissions detailed work to:  
• deeply understand and define our place’s position in the inward investment market 
• capture the unique properties that define our area and make it stand out  
• craft a story for our place that compels investment and relocation  
 
Future Places needs this foundation in order to market the sites and attract private sector investor to the area and 
contribute to stewardship and prosperity across the BCP area. This work must be data-led to properly draw out 
our area’s USP through an overarching, place-positioning story on behalf of the city-region’s industry and business. 
This story must feature a compelling hook that furthers the inward investment, expansion and skills retention 
needs of the BCP area and businesses. 
 
Future Places will act as lead client for this work and will provide end-user input and act as lead stakeholder for 

the Panel; BCP Council communications and marketing will commission and manage delivery of this project on our 
behalf through the contracting of world-leading external agency support. The department will do this as part of 
their already-contracted support to Future Places; consequently there will be no ARG grant paid to the council for 
this service.  
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5.10.3 This section of the application form, completed by FPL answers the question,  
Please provide a headline summary of your project, which will be used for 

reporting to Government and Freedom of Information requests regarding this 

funding. 50 words maximum:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This project will provide a deep understanding of relative perceptions of the area, capture 
the DNA and flavour of BCP, create a compelling hook for our place that complements 
existing narratives; it must resonate with and create pride amongst residents, whilst being 
owned by the business community and enable further growth and investment. 
 
 

 
                         
                  Example – Regen Melbourne 
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5.10.4 This section of the application form, completed by FPL answers the question,  
Please describe your project in full detail. What will you do? Who is it for the 

benefit of? What difference will the project make (consider economy bounce 

back/pride in place/innovation)? What will the money be spent on? Include details 

of any partners and/or match funding. 400 words maximum. Please provide a 

separate budget sheet detailing what you will use the grant for and how much you 

will spend for each item listed by you. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.10.5 BCP Council award panel, deputy leader of the council plus four officers, meeting 

notes from 30 November 2021 at 12pm, said this:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Working in collaboration with BCP Council’s Communications & Marketing and Economic Development functions, we will 
engage a leading local creative agency. Their commission will be to use data and research to provide an honest 
assessment that creates deep understanding of our place profile and position within the inward investment and 
relocation space, relative to national and global competitors. From this, key commercial audiences will be established 
and a creative marketing hook developed for our place, creating a story that captures the distinctiveness and DNA of 

BCP, that complements and underpins existing narratives for visitors, investment, and residents. This story must instil 
pride in local people and feel authentic and inspirational to them too. 
 
The objectives of this project are to:  
- collate and present an honest assessment of our area’s reputation relative to competitors, based on evidence, data and 
research, leading to a deep understanding of perceptions held by key stakeholder groups, in particular potential 
investors and companies seeking to relocate 
- instil pride and a sense of shared purpose through the creation of a strong and compelling ‘brand BCP’ that captures 
the unique properties that define our area, challenges misconceptions and makes us stand out  
- craft a story for our place that compels investment and relocation and is transferable and relatable at key investment 
opportunities, including MIPIM  
- build affinity amongst our city region businesses and business leaders for brand BCP, whilst ensuring authenticity 
amongst our residents too 
- reflect, complement and add value to existing narratives for visitors, investment, and residents 
- support BCP-based businesses emerge from the pandemic, by creating momentum for the place and a suite of 
shareable, free-to-access assets and content for practical use in the future, designed to support the growth and 
attraction of our priority sectors as defined in the Economic Development Strategy (financial services and fin-tech; AEM 
and marine/aerospace; health and care; env-tech and sustainable construction; creative and figital tech; RHL). 
 
This ARG-funded work will wraparound the council’s own Big Plan aspirations, to provide a place positioning offer over 
and above that owned and delivered by Future Places or BCP Council. 
 
Building on research and knowledge already held, it will reflect the destination brand offer and aspirations of the cultural 
inquiry to capture the essence of our place – an eventful place, a thriving place, a happy place, an innovative place, a 
place of fruitfulness, fun and festivals – to craft a compelling story for economic investment and personal relocation that 
boosts our sectors and our skills offer. 
 
This project will craft a story from the very essence of Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole.  
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5.10.6 FPL were informed, by letter from the Council, on 8 December 2021 that they had been 
successful in their ARG4 application of £100,000.  FPL representative signed a grant 
acceptance letter, on the same day, including provisions covering requirements to supply 
information including project progress and outcomes to the Council, with repayment 
clauses should these not be satisfactorily supplied.  

 
5.10.7 FPL went to the market seeking quotes from three ‘leading local creative agencies’ before 

confirmation they had been successful in their bid, this was at FPL risk. FPL produced a 
waiver (to financial regulations) on the basis that they only received back one valid quote 
from the three companies approached.   The waiver said this: 
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5.10.8 At this time I was involved in the waiver process, my role was not to approve the waiver 
principles (that was a role for the requestor and the strategic procurement team 
manager), but to consider compliance with financial regulations and any wider issues.  

 
5.10.9 In the section of the waiver requiring my input, I recorded the following: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.10.10 Based on the information supplied, I was satisfied that the service director had consider 
the matter of grant eligibility and in particular section 33 in the above snip.  

 
5.10.11Section 4.1.11 of this report shows that FPL paid 1HQ ltd £107,150 for the work 

specified.  1HQ produced a final summary report in September 2022 titled, Bournemouth, 
Christchurch and Poole – The Big Conversation – Place Value Identification to inform a 
Brand & Place Making Strategy. 

 
5.10.12 The FPL MD produced an ARG stream 4 Project Report for the Council, the grant 

issuing service, on 15 December 2022 (deadline was 31st December 2022) which 
summarised the project and confirmed that FPL had followed all required grant criteria.  
The report summary said this:    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

The hyperlink in this 

snip is no longer 

active 
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5.10.13 Note the match funding mentioned in the FPL MD’s report included VAT.  Including VAT, 
FPL spent £128,580, i.e. £28,580 more than the £100,000 grant. Net of VAT spend was 
£107,150 as shown at 4.1.11.  

 
Loan Interest calculation 
5.10.14 There were two loan agreements over the life of FPL.  The first loan agreement was 

signed on 25 January 2022, with a loan facility of up to £400,000. The prevailing interest 
rate calculation in this agreement was 0.6%.  This was a fixed rate and was calculated as 
0.5% above the Bank of England base rate as at 24 June 2021 which was 0.1%.   

 
5.10.15 The second loan agreement was signed on 9 August 2022, with a loan facility of up to 

£8M.  The first loan was subsumed into the second loan agreement, by this I mean it was 
not an additional loan meaning the loan facility was not £8.4M in total.  

 
5.10.16 The wording in the loan agreement with regard to interest, at 6.1 stated the following: 
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5.10.17 Whilst there may be some ambiguity in what exactly is meant by the execution date*, it 

appears to me that the calculated loan interest in the 22/23 financial year did not follow 
the wording in the snip at 6.1 above.  

 *ambiguity because the new loan agreement was signed on 9 August 2022 but in the definitions section of the 
agreement the ‘Loan Availability Period (from and to date) actually started on 29 July 2022 and ended on 31st 
March 2027.  Whilst this is only a 13 day difference, the Bank of England announced a base rate change on 4 
August 2022, so the prevailing interest rate was 2.25% (if execution date was considered to be 9 August 2022 
when the document was physically signed) or the prevailing interest rate was 1.75% (if execution date was 
considered to be 29 July 2022 using the ‘from and to’ date of the agreement).  

  
5.10.18 FPL were actually charged a fixed interest rate of 0.6%, throughout the financial year 

22/23 on the basis it was the prevailing rate at 1/4/22.  This resulted in an interest charge 
to the FPL P&L account of £8,786.  The figure was agreed by both the Council and FPL. 

 
5.10.19In my opinion, FPL should have been charged a fixed interest rate of 0.6% to the point 

the new agreement was executed and then either 2.25% or 1.75% form that point 
depending on the interpretation of the execution date.  This would have either resulted in 
an interest charge of £31,064 (2.25%) or £24,424 (1.75%).   See appendix 5.10.18.  

 
5.10.20The implications of this were:  

• The FPL P&L account, and therefore the overall cost of FPL was understated by 
either £22,278 or £15,638, depending on the interpretation of the execution date (see 
above). 

• The net impact for the Council was nil. Although the Council would have had more 
recorded income (more interest received from FPL) the final write-off, of costs, would 
have been higher by the same amount.     
It must always be remembered that the Council was FPL sole customer and funder. Of the £7.2M of 
gross costs FPL incurred, (see 4.1.4 and £7.1M after application of ARG4 grant) the Council paid for 
this either as a turnover/sales payment £4.7M or cost/loan write off £2.4m. 
 

5.10.21The interest calculation for the 2023/24 year was calculated in accordance with the 
wording at 6.1 in the snip above, a fixed rate of 4.75% for the whole year (the Bank of 
England base rate, at 1/4/23, of 4.25% + 0.5%, per the loan agreement), this figure was 
£218,890.  

 
Actioned vs Authorised (in respect to payments) 
5.10.22 The FPL COO has asserted that ‘FPL never had the ability to action a payment from its 

own bank account.  All payments were actioned by the BCP Council accounts team.  
Payments could not be made by the company, or its directors’. 

 
5.10.23 It is my belief that this statement is a matter of technical fact. It is also my belief that the 

BCP Council accounts team (sic) only actioned payments which were properly authorised 
by the FPL Executive team or their delegated representative.  This includes the 
authorisation to pay the ‘rent’ in 2023 (see 5.5.25) which was authorised by the FPL 
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financial controller.  A clear electronic system record exists on my file to evidence this 
fact. 

 
5.10.24 The BCP accounts team were not a ‘gatekeeper’ and did not have the ability to ‘veto’* a 

properly authorised payment instruction from the FPL team. 
 *in practice if an exceptionally large or ‘strange/standout’ payment is properly authorised, utilising judgement 

a member of BCP account team may ask a supervisor or line manager to take a look – it should be noted that 
there is legal liability to make the payment at this point, because the works, goods or services have been 
provided by the supplier in good faith and received by the council or FPL (except in the case of a payment in 
advance).    

 

5.10.25 FPL in that respect was identical to any council team or department. By this I mean that 
council teams and departments do not have the ability to ‘action’ payments leaving the 
council, this is done by the central finance team.  The ‘authorisation’ of those payments is 
however a matter for the council teams and departments, as it was for FPL.      

  
5.10.26 The council team or department or FPL in ‘authorising’ a payment to be made, were in 

parallel instructing the central finance team to ‘action’ the payment.   
     i.e. Proper Authorisation = Instruction (to finance/accounts team) to action the payment  
 
End of 5.10 
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6. Council oversight of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd 
 

6.1    Were a shareholder’s agreement, support service agreement, commissioning contract, 
working capital loan agreement, and lease/licence to occupy any council premises put in 
place and agreed. 

 
6.1.1 This question has been partially answered at section 3.2.10, the table below summarises: 

 

Governance Document When agreed   Who agreed / signed 
(by FPL and BCP 
Council) 

Shareholder Agreement 25 January 2022 FPL Board – Council’s 
Monitoring Officer and 
FPL MD signed the 
agreement 

Resource Agreement (Support 

Service Agreement) 
Appears to exist in draft form only (not formally 
agreed or signed) A simple financial schedule existed 

Commissioning Contract  Appears to exist in draft form only (not formally 
agreed or signed) 
Disagreement on invoicing arrangements / points 
post OBC. Council wants to pay at point that the FBC 
is approved – FPL too financially risky wants stage 
payments.    

Working capital loan 
Agreement (1) from 25/1/22 to 
31/3/23 for £400,000 

25 January 2022 FPL Board – Leader, 
Chief Exec (acting as 
company directors) and 
Council’s Monitoring 
Officer’s representative 

Working capital loan 
Agreement (2) from 29/7/22 to 
31/3/27 for £8,000,000 

9 August 2022 FPL Board – MD and 
COO (acting as company 
directors) and Council’s 
Monitoring Officer’s 
representative  

Lease / Licence to occupy 
Council Premises 

No such agreement  - 

Lease / Licence to occupy 
External premises (Bourne 
Gdns, Exeter Rd) 

Yr1 = 2/8/22 
 
Yr2 (part) = 8/14/23 

FPL COO 
 
FPL COO 

  
6.1.2 It was a Council aspiration that a Commissioning Contract (or Commissioning 

Agreement) and Resource Agreement should be in place to ensure good governance, 
both documents appear to exist in draft form but were not formally agreed or signed.  
The last Council side update position I can find was recorded in early March 2023 which 
stated: 

 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Current position on the two outstanding documents: 

• Commissioning Contract/ Agreement – This was prioritised over the 

Resourcing Agreement due to the need for a contractual relationship between 

the Council and FuturePlaces so they can commission studies and works in 

relation to council-owned sites (which came to light when FuturePlaces 

commissioned invasive ground works at Holes Bay).  The latest (and I hope 

final draft) is with the COO for review. 

• Resource Agreement – latest draft with the COO for review 6 January 2023.  
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 Note this is the Council’s Commissioning Team view. As a result of work undertaken in section 5.7 of 
this report it was identified that FPL’s Board was informed that on 6 January 2023 the drafts were with 
the Council for review.  It would appear therefore that FPL and the Council had opposite views – both 
parties seem to be saying that it was waiting for the other party to finalise and agree.        

 
6.1.3 In the case of the Commissioning Contract, the change from a revenue funded FPL (in 

21/22 and part 22/23) to a working capital loan funded FPL (from July 2022 onwards) 
required the document to be very materially re-written.  In practice contract terms, 
including payment timings seem to have been mutually and pragmatically agreed, 
utilising Board meetings to finalise matters.   

 
6.1.4 In the case of the Resource Agreement (what services, at what price, to what level and 

standard would the Council provide to FPL, e.g. accountancy, legal), a simple payment 
schedule seems to have been adopted and agreed in practice.  

 
6.1.5 At the time, and now in fact, the Council chooses not to have internal and individual 

service level agreements (between council services).  Instead service levels and 
standards are set out in annual service business plans. As a Teckal company it may 
be argued that FPL received the same standards and levels of service as an in-house 
council services and this was as set out in service business plans and priced 
accordingly based on estimated levels of support.      

 
End of 6.1 
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6.2     Review the role of the shareholder representative on the BCP FuturePlaces Ltd Board. 
 

6.2.1 The Council’s (former) Chief Executive was the shareholder representative on the board, 
having been the initially appointed, and sole, company director to facilitate company set up. 
(i.e. a non-executive director until 31 January 2022)  

 
6.2.2 The Shareholder Agreement agreed and signed by the Council and FPL does not appear to 

refer to or define the role of shareholder representative.  I will be making a recommendation 
that this should at least feature in the ‘Definitions and Interpretation’ section of any future 
Shareholder Agreement documents that may exist. 

 
6.2.3 The shareholder representative role informally appears to have been defined as: ‘the 

shareholder representative was an invited observer to FPL Board meetings and also advised 
the Board on the position of the Council pertaining to agenda items being considered’. 

 
6.2.4 In practice the shareholder representative also appears to have acted as the conduit by 

which the Council or FPL sought to resolve strategic issues, tasking council representatives 
or resources where needed. One significant example of this was facilitating the letter of 
assurance the Council provided to FPL in order to ensure solvent FPL trading until wind-
down. The letter is available on file (FPL Board minutes 230913) and is signed by the 
shareholder representative. The FPL COO asserts this letter was unreasonably delayed. 

 
6.2.5 The shareholder representative also appears to have advised the FPL Executive Directors 

on matters of local government and BCP Council specific detail such as Constitutional 
matters, committee cycle preparation although there appears to have been some overlap 
with the Commissioning Team in this regard. 

 
6.2.6 It has been stated by FPL Executive Directors that the shareholder representative’s 

attendance at the FPL Board resulted in the Council (its’ representative) having a clear sight 
of all the material strategic issues impacting FPL. FPL Executive Director’s assert that the 
shareholder representative should have spoken up if there was a Council concern over 
specific issues, especially those that were eventually cited in governance reports and the 
report which recommended FPL closure to Cabinet 27 September 2023. These included:             
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6.2.7   The FPL Executive Directors have the view that if any issues did exist (not just those 
issues shown in the above snip) they were primarily/all of the Council’s own making on 
the basis that FPL was only following the Council approved Commissioning Plan and the 
Council approved FPL Business Plan.   

 
6.2.8 It was also asserted that many of the issues were falsely represented in any case 

(referenced at various places through this report, such as at 5.7.10) and were ambiguous 
or defamatory and the shareholder representative did little or nothing to allow corrections 
to be made or to bring to task those making the comments (internal and external to the 
Council) and more generally allowed a culture of misinformation and criticism (of FPL) to 
prevail.  This culminated in the FPL MD making what she says was a PIDA (aka 
Whistleblowing) disclosure and grievances.  (see 7.1.27 for more detail) 

 
6.2.9   It seems to me that the clear role of the shareholder representative, agreed informally by 

all parties, was to advise the FPL Board and the Executive Officers of the position of the 
Council on matters pertaining to FPL.  By definition therefore, there was, in my opinion, a 
need for the shareholder representative to express the political position(s) of the Council 
and its’ elected members in what was a complex multi-party/group Council.   

 
6.2.10 During the period of the Conservative administration, the shareholder representative was 

expressing the position of the Council of being supportive of the FPL concept and the 
relationship between the parties and the individuals was generally smooth. 

 
6.2.11 The FPL MD asserts that in September 2022, the shareholder representative stated to the 

FPL MD and FPL COO “If Vikki Slade gets in to power (at next elections) she will close 
down FuturePlaces”. Assuming the shareholder representative did make this comment, 
the context has not been provided, this appears to me to be the shareholder 
representative highlighting a possible significant change in the Council position – one the 
FPL leadership should be aware of.       

 
6.2.12 I have identified that the Liberal Democrat Party local manifesto stated that they would 

undertake a review of FPL, with a view to significantly reduce the current programme of 
works and to prioritise some key deliverables.  The Labour Party manifesto stated that 
they would close FPL.  Other groups or party manifestos were silent on FPL according to 
representatives from the group or parties.     

                
6.2.13 In April 2023 the FPL MD has stated that she prepared an Options Paper, dated 25 March 

2023 – that was considered at a meeting between the FPL Executive team, the 
shareholder representative and the commissioning team. The options included:  

• Closedown 
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• Reduction in Programme 

• Internalisation of regeneration function 

• Attracting bespoke funding deal with Homes England 

• Potential of a portfolio investment via third party investor into programme 
 

6.2.14 Consequently, the FPL MD has stated that she agreed to produce ‘a revised business plan 
focused on 5 early wins; 5 long term projects focussed, manageable programme aligned to 
new administration policy’ (sic).  

 
6.2.15 It appears to me that the statement, attributed to the shareholder representative at 6.2.11, 

gave the FPL MD a six month period to prepare for a potentially new political perspective, 
which was ultimately acted upon as shown at 6.2.13 and 6.2.14.   

 
 6.2.16 The shareholder representative led a meeting on 9 August 2023 with the FPL MD and FPL 

COO, where he expressed the view that the Council was moving towards closing down the 
company and this would be put before Cabinet in September for decision. 

 
6.2.17 The shareholder representative and the BCP COO met FPL staff setting out the Council 

intention to close the company and transfer staff to BCP Council on 11 August 2023. 
 
6.2.18 The shareholder representative attended an Extraordinary Board meeting of the FPL 

Board, on 18 August 2023, which was called to discuss ’FuturePlaces current financial and 
operational position and its future prospects’ in consequence of the intended decision to 
close FPL.   In that meeting the shareholder representative is attributed, in the minutes, to 
making the following statements: 
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6.2.19 Whilst considered in more depth at scope section 7, the FPL MD asserts that the 
shareholder representative ‘overruled’ the inclusion of an ‘Option3’ scenario in the report to 
Cabinet, which was an orderly closure of the company over 9 to 12 months ‘to protect 
shareholder value’.   

 
6.2.20 The FPL MD has asserted that she became aware, on 31 August 2023, that the 

shareholder representative had at least one meeting with the NED’s without the FPL 
Executive Directors being invited.   

 
6.2.21 This does not appear to me to be particularly remarkable, the meeting appears to be the 

shareholder representative informing the NED’s of the forming Council position regarding 
the likely closure of the company, in the same way the shareholder representative met with 
the FPL Executive Directors described at 6.2.16. 

 
6.2.22 The FPL COO has asserted that the shareholder representative ‘reneged on paying a bill 

for work he, himself, has asked FPL to undertake’.  I have been unable to find what this 
may refer to, through my own research and without seeking clarification from the FPL 
COO.  A&G Committee may wish to ask the FPL COO to state what this work was and how 
much the work cost FPL to complete. Further, A&G Committee may wish to seek a reply 
from the former Chief Executive to the assertion.      

 
End of 6.2 
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6.3 Was the shareholders agreement adhered to are there any examples of where it was 
breached or information not provided. 

 
6.3.1 The Shareholder Agreement dated 25 January 2022 includes the concept of reserved 

matters in the following important contextual paragraph: 
With the exception of the Reserved Matters, the business and all affairs of the Company 
shall be managed by the Board. To that end subject to those exceptions, the Board shall 
have full and complete authority, power, and discretion to direct, manage and control 
the business and the affairs and properties of the Company, to make all decisions 
regarding those matters and to perform any and all other acts or activities customary or 
incidental to the management of the Company. 

 
6.3.2 The Reserved Matter schedule included 42 item lines.  Most of the reserved matters 

items could be characterised as being significant and rare, even very rare events.  The 
Reserve Matters schedule is shown at Appendix 6.3.2. (over 3 pages). 

 
6.3.3 The interpretation of the wording at the head of the reserved matters schedule: 
  
  ‘All Reserved Matters shall on be effective if approved by the Council’  
 
 is crucial to answering the 6.3 question.  The matter has already been considered to an 

extent earlier in this report at 5.1, on the subject of bonus payments.  
 
6.3.4 I have made a recommendation to ensure future wording of similar agreements do not 

require interpretation, rather it is explicit. ‘….approved by the Council’ may be explicitly 
enhanced by alternatives such as: 

• …approved by Full Council 

• …approved by Cabinet 

• …approved by the Council’s shareholder representative 

• …approved in some other way the Council agrees (e.g. Leader, Portfolio 
Holder decision)  

 
6.3.5 In my opinion, it may be appropriate to create sub-sections within the reserved matters 

schedule; the Council may decide that for certain reserved matters the approval by Full 
Council should apply, whereas other reserved matters may be approved by some other 
decision maker – proportionality being the driver for this decision. 

 
6.3.6 I have been unable to reconcile, with certainty, of the 42 reserved matters, which 

reserved matters actually required the Council to approve the matter during the life of 
FPL. Some matters were obvious, such as 6. Agreeing the appointment or removal of 
the chair of the Board, which was agreed by Cabinet and then Council when the 
appointment of Lord Kerslake was recommended.  Others are less obvious such as 18. 
Appoint any agent or intermediary to conduct the whole or part of the Business          

 
6.3.7 I have made a recommendation that the Council should consider whether a ‘Reserved 

Matter log’ be kept by the company secretary and or commissioning team which shows 
sequentially, by date, any reserved matter approval decisions and who or what Council 
entity made the decision.   

 
6.3.8 Aside from the reserved matter schedule, the main Shareholder Agreement contained a 

series of terms or clauses, which simplified, compelled either the Council or FPL to act 
in stipulate ways, to provide the other with information and comply with other specific 
terms.  The Shareholder Agreement ran over some 22 pages so is not appended to this 
report but is available on file should the A&G committee wish to review it. 
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6.3.9   Elsewhere in this report and in statements made to the A&G committee in the past, there 
has been much debate on whether the Council and/or FPL adhered to the shareholder 
agreement or not – and that is the genesis of the 6.3 scope question.    

 
6.3.10 On the one hand there have been statements made that FPL failed to provide the 

Council with certain information (financial), kept certain reports in draft form, needed 
constant reminding from the Council’s Commissioning Team to complete required 
information on time to meet deadlines, and so on. 

 
6.3.11 On the other hand there have been statements made that the Council was 

inappropriately trying to micro-manage FPL, not recognising the wording at 6.3.1, that 
the shareholder representative told FPL executive directors to keep reports in draft (to 
avoid them being subject to Freedom of Information requests), the Commissioning team 
was only ever two people (when originally intended to be six people) and failed to 
exercise the commissioning role thoroughly, and so on. 

 
6.3.12 It seems to me that the Shareholder Agreement, at least initially until about January 

2023, was used by the Commissioning Team, the Council’s shareholder representative 
and FPL as a document to be aware of in its’ strategic form and not one to hold the 
other party to account over perceived failure to adhere to in every exact detail.   

 
6.3.13 By this I mean, using the financial reporting as an example, the Shareholder Agreement 

required very specific financial information to be provided such as monthly management 
accounts (shareholder agreement ref 3.1.1).  Management accounts were produced by 
FPL for the FPL Board meetings which were not monthly but were more 6 to 8 weeks in 
frequency.  The Council’s shareholder representative and the Commissioning team did 
not request monthly management accounts, all parties seemingly (by their inaction) 
considered the financial reporting to the Board frequency perfectly acceptable. 

 
6.3.14 It should be noted too, that the Council was in full control of the financial reporting of 

FPL in the 2021/22 financial year. 
 
6.3.14 There were other examples where the exact requirements of the Shareholder 

Agreement were not strictly adhered to, such as the second year FPL Business Plan 
content, but in accepting the Business Plan as presented by FPL the Council’s 
shareholder representative and the Commissioning team, must have considered the 
content acceptable, and the omissions were not material or significant.  

 
6.3.15 Ultimately, Cabinet agreed the second year FPL Business plan on 22 June 2022.  

Cabinet was not told in the covering report, authored by the Council’s Director of 
Delivery – Regeneration, of any omissions (of information) required by the Shareholder 
Agreement.  For example the shareholder agreement states that a balance sheet 
forecast (ref 2.3.2) and a minimum 3 year financial strategy plan (ref 2.3.3) should be 
included in the Business Plan.   

 
6.3.16 As intimated at 6.3.12, from about January 2023, the relationship between the Council’s 

Commissioning Team and the FPL Executive Directors seems to have been more 
adversarial and from that point there was more examples, by referring to Business 
Plans, Commissioning Plans and the Shareholder Agreement, of parties stating the 
other party had not complied with or followed the agreement or plan.  

 
End of 6.3 
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6.4 Consider the adequacy of the role of the Council’s internal audit team*. 
 
6.4.1 I am the Head of Audit & Management Assurance and I am therefore inherently conflicted 

in providing an opinion on the adequacy of the role of the Council’s internal audit team in 
matters pertaining to FPL. 

 
6.4.2 I have provided below a factual analysis of the work carried out by internal audit and an 

insight into the judgements made by me and my audit managers in the direction of scarce 
resource.  A&G Committee members can consider and make a judgement on the 
adequacy of the role of internal audit in light of this information or may wish to obtain the 
judgement of some other officer such as the new Chief Executive or the new Interim 
Monitoring Officer.  

 
6.4.3 The original plan of the A&G meeting was to obtain the views of the (then) Monitoring 

Officer in determining the 6.4 scope conclusion.    
 
6.4.4 The FPL COO has provided an opinion to A&G Committee regarding Internal Audit 

activity and interaction with FPL, comments include:   

• failure of the internal audit team to ever look FuturePlaces or the council commissioning 
whilst it was extant.  

• Are the person(s) making the determination aware that NS has had prior involvement in FP 
investigations, and took no steps in his role of internal auditor during the time the 
company was extant? It seems unlikely that an impartial observer could come to the 
conclusion that he was not conflicted, yet we are not offered any comfort that the 
determination was made at the right time in possession of the right facts. 

 
For the avoidance of doubt the FPL COO has also commented on my suitability and my 
independence with regard to this investigation.  

 
Internal Audit work undertaken 
6.4.5 Internal Audit facilitated a 2022/23/24 review of governance arrangements for Council 

companies, including BCP FuturePlaces. This review evaluated client-side (Council) and 

entity-side (company) controls against best practice guidance issued by Local 

Partnerships, an in-house public sector consultancy jointly owned by the LGA, HM 

Treasury, and Welsh Government.  

  6.4.6 Issues were raised with relevant officers, and the work was reported to the Audit & 

Governance Committee as part of the Chief Internal Auditor’s annual report of 27th July 

2023,  

Chief Internal Auditors Annual Opinion Report 202223.pdf . (Paragraph 26 and line 26 in 

Annexe1) 

 

6.4.7 The resulting Internal Audit Briefing Note was incorporated into the Interim Corporate 

Director of Resources’ report to the Audit & Governance Committee on 11th January 

2024, agenda item 8 and appendix 4. The Council’s decision to close the company in 

September 2023 meant that specific actions that may have been relevant to BCP 

FuturePlaces were superseded. 

Council Owned Companies Shareholder Governance Review.pdf  
 

6.4.8 As part of the resulting remedial actions, the Monitoring Officer’s report to Cabinet on 2nd 

October 2024 set out a detailed governance framework for Council-owned companies, 

taking into account lessons learned following the closure of BCP FuturePlaces. This 

included the establishment of a Shareholder Advisory Board and a Shareholder 
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Operations Board, and the provision of Guidance for Councillors and Officers appointed 

to Outside Bodies. 

6.4.9 Internal Audit also coordinated the gathering of assurance work and evidence base for 
the production of the Annual Governance Statement (AGS) for 2022/23 and 2023/24. 
This work culminated in BCP FuturePlaces governance arrangements featuring as a 
significant governance issue in the 2022/23 AGS. An action plan was reported and 
agreed by the Audit & Governance Committee on 27th July 2023, agenda item 16, shown 
below: 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.4.10 Utilising information gleaned from the Commissioning team, I undertook a review on 

the existence of, and adequacy of the HR policies adopted by FPL, see 3.3.3. The 20 
HR policies adopted by FPL from generic templates provided by Purple HR were 
reviewed.  A formal report was not considered necessary, the review took the form of 
more informing the judgements and risk assessment process adopted by Internal Audit 
to determine specific audit coverage. 

 
Factors considered when making the judgement on whether specific audit coverage was 
required – risk based      
6.4.11 The significant factors in my decision making / judgement to commit internal audit 

resource, a finite resource of 12 full time equivalents, beyond that summarised above, 
to specific audit assignments within FPL were as follows: 

 

• Assurance from other sources, the FPL Board – overseen by experienced group 
of Directors, NED’s, Executive Directors and shareholder representative – 
expectation the Board would reach out if they considered Internal Audit 
independent assurance was required. 

• Assurance from other sources, Commissioning Team – overseeing relationship 
and performance, albeit the team was smaller than first reported. 

• Financial considerations – Council gross expenditure circa £1Bn per annum, FPL 
gross expenditure peaked (annual figure) at £3.3m (2023/24).      

• People – a FPL workforce which peaked at 17 FTE.     

• Third parties – Procurement arrangements, FPL were following Financial 
Regulations and supported by the Strategic Procurement Team      
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• Company infancy/tangibility of audit area to carry out detailed assurance work 

• Policies – the existence and reasonableness of policies as per 6.4.10 above 

• Existence of a shareholder agreement approved by Council. 

• Council approved FPL business plan and annual review. 
 

6.4.12 Notwithstanding the small reconciliation differences identified at 4.1.14 associated with 
the aggregate figures shown in the FPL P&L account and the invoices submitted by 
BCP Council, FPL paid the Council about £9,300 for Internal Audit services over the 
three financial years life of FPL.  This equated to just under 7 days per year internal 
audit work (just under 21 days in total).    

 
6.4.13 The actual days worked, summarised at 6.4.5 to 6.4.10 was slightly more than the 21 

days paid for but it should be stated that some of the benefits and outcomes of this work 
was more beneficial to the Council than FPL, such as work undertaken on the client side 
(council) governance arrangements with the company.    

 
End of 6.4 
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6.5    If in section 4 evidence is established that BCP FuturePlaces Ltd were acting outside of 
their terms of reference, was the Council aware, and what action if any was taken. 

 
6.5.1 Section 4.5 of this report refers to one example where FPL may have acted outside their 

terms of reference of being a URC: 
 ‘FPL was set up with the fundamental purpose to drive “Place making”, regeneration 

and property market transformation both across key sites owned by the Council and the 
wider area to support the aspirations set out in the Council’s Big Plan’.  

 
6.5.2 Section 4.5 also notes that the involvement (in the beach hut proposal) was limited to 

the attendance by the FPL COO to a meeting in London with KPMG, by invite of the 
then Leader. 

 
6.5.3 I have found no other clear evidence that FPL acted outside of their fundamental terms 

of reference or sought involvement in any scheme without some form of BCP Council 
awareness, be that formally, via the Business Plan/Commissoning Plan process, or 
informally via other means (see perceptions of the Commissioning team at 3.2.21).  

 
6.5.4 Further, the FPL Executive Directors stated in various documents and various board 

and meeting minutes on a regular basis that FPL could only be involved in projects 
where a funding source was identified by FPL/Council.  This example is from the second 
year FPL Business Plan: 

    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.5.5 The FPL Executive Directors were therefore, in my opinion, mindful of balancing wanting 

to positively respond to any Council ask to provide knowledge, experience and expertise 
in projects or matters but also realised that FPL or the Council needed to identify a 
funding source for that activity. 

 
6.5.6 I do believe that the FPL Executive Directors may have been a ‘sounding board’, when 

invited to comment, to the ideas of the Leader, Deputy Leader, shareholder 
representative and other council officers, but this was, in my opinion, not particularly 
remarkable and not materially different to how the views of other senior council officers 
may have been sought.    

 
End of 6.5 
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7.   Decision to close BCP Future Places Ltd – Cabinet 27 September 2023. 
 

7.1    Consider if the report to Cabinet adequately sets out the options, financial implications and 
risks associated with the decision to close BCP FuturePlaces Ltd. 

 
7.1.1 The Cabinet report of 27 September 2023 can be accessed via this link View link.  The 

report’s executive summary reads as follows: 
 The Future of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd, investment and development 
This report makes recommendations (to close BCP FuturePlaces) following a review of BCP 
FuturePlaces Ltd’s work programme and business plan to enable BCP Council to deliver financially 
sustainable investment and development. 
 

7.1.2 The timeline shown at 1.1 Table 2 of this report from approximately May 2023 is relevant 
and whilst a gross simplification it was asserted by the FPL Executive Directors that the 
Commissioning Director, the Commissioning Team, the shareholder representative, and the 
non-executive directors all at various points contributed to a campaign of negative false 
narrative that (partially) influenced the newly formed Cabinet (following the local elections) 
into the ultimate decision to close FPL. 

 
7.1.3 It is further asserted, this campaign of false narrative included providing the DLUHC (linked 

to BCP Council Best Value Notice) assessor with narrative that may have been wrongly 
interpreted as attached to FPL.  

 
7.1.4 The FPL MD made this public statement at the Overview and Scrutiny (O&S) meeting on 20 

September 2023, where O&S considered the Cabinet report (27/9/23): 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7.1.5 Turning back to the report itself and what occurred to achieve the final version, the next 
numbered paragraphs are in approximate timeline order. 

 
7.1.6 On 15 August 2023, the FPL MD sent an email to the Chief Executive, the Council’s Chief 

Operations Officer (the report author) and the Council’s Interim Corporate Director of 
Resources, all three NED’s were copied in, as was the FPL COO and two other FPL staff 
members.  The email was headed ‘Third Way Option’.  Fundamentally, this was the FPL MD 
offering a ‘third option’ in the way FPL could be closed, and the option was what became 
known as a tapered or orderly wind down of the company, to protect shareholder value. The 
email is shown at Appendix 7.1.6.  

 Note the heading ‘third way option’ has been somewhat confusing to unpick, there was indeed a third option in 

the final report, but it was not the FPL ‘third way option’.  

Statement 

I am extremely proud of the work that FuturePlaces has done in raising the aspirations for 

regeneration and placemaking in Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole. This work has 

attracted interest from national public and private investors alike. 

I recognise that the ongoing financial situation of the council requires a different solution. 

BCP FuturePlaces has played a part in setting a new agenda and proposed structures for 

placemaking and high-quality development delivery which may be taken forward positively 

by the council as it takes over the lead role on key sites such as Holes Bay and the BIC. 

FuturePlaces drive has been to deliver the highest quality development for communities 

and people in BCP. It is therefore regrettable that the DLUHC report raised questions 

around governance which may have been wrongly interpreted as attaching to the 

FuturePlaces team. 
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7.1.7 The report author, the Council’s Chief Operating Officer sent a reply email on 20 August 2023, 
stating:  
‘I’m putting the third option Gail has shared into the draft cabinet report so that this is part of 
the draft paper going to CMB on Tuesday.   Once CMB have had sight I’ll share with all 
here’. 
Tuesday = 22 August 2023 

 

7.1.8 In reply, the FPL MD sent a reply email on 20 August 2023 which said: 
‘To note that we have not set a timeframe for the wind-down as this would need to be 
established with the Council as shareholder.  

 
To reinforce that this is not a pitch to keep FuturePlaces going, but rather envisages a 
realistic timeframe for a handover of projects and/or identification of third party sale/delivery 
arrangement’. 

 
7.1.9 Between 20 August 2023 and 6 September 2023, the draft Cabinet Report was made 

available in a shared storage file area where extensive edits, comments and tracked 
changes were made by a number of Council and FPL staff who were given access.  On 6 
September the Council’s Chief Operations Officer (the report author) sent an email to the 
FPL MD (and all those referred to in 7.1.6) which was headed: 

 "Future of Future Places draft cabinet report 01092023 ver 2 _ FPCo Comments & 
Clarifications" with you 

 
7.1.10 This email had two attachments; the first attachment was a ‘clean’ latest draft version of the 

Cabinet report; the second was an extensively commented upon/tracked changes by FPL 
representatives and the Council’s report author responding to those comments and tracked 
changes in a detailed fashion.  (both attachments are available on file). 

 
7.1.11 In simplified terms the report author accepted some track changes and did not accept others. 

The report author added comments explaining reasoning for those decisions.  It is clear from 
correspondence that the FPL MD and FPL colleagues were of the strong view the report 
lacked context, background and balance.  The comment below, although not covering all 
matters, summarises the overall FPL collective senior staff view: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

   Whilst intuitively a tapered closedown 

does indeed fit with Option 1, which was 

the ‘Closure of FPL and the bringing in-

house of the development and investment 

activities of the company’, the final report 

did not refer to a tapered closedown by 

name, instead a timeline table was 

produced at para 30 (table 28.1), which ran 

from 27 September 2023 Cabinet decision 

date to Qtr1 2024. i.e. a period of between 3 to 6 

months depending on the interpretation of what qtr1 

2024 means 
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7.1.12 The FPL Board met on 6 September 2023, and this snip below shows the minuted 
discussion points covering the report to Cabinet: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7.1.13 The issue of why a tapered closure of FPL option was originally in a draft version of the 
report and then removed is partially explained at 7.1.11.  It seems to me that the FPL 
Executive Directors did not agree with this version of events and maintained that an 
explanation of why a ‘tapered closure’ (third option) was removed from the report, was not 
provided to them or adequately explained.   

 
7.1.14 FPL Executive Directors maintain that both the Chief Executive and the Council’s Chief 

Operations Officer (report author) initially gave assurances that the ‘tapered closure option’ 
would be in the report and then changed their minds.  

 
7.1.15 I have been unable to determine with certainty whether there was a more detailed plan of 

what a ‘tapered closure’ meant.  I have seen various comments which may intimate what 
was meant, in simple terms, was a consolidation of projects to some key sites, bringing 
OBC’s forward for those sites, including potential investor details, and this all taking 
between 9 to 12 months.  However this is speculative and caveated with other comments I 
have seen essentially saying that the exact details of a tapered closedown would need to 

 

9.2 Redaction = initials of 

Pinsent Masons legal 

representative advising the 

Board on company 

closedown matters 

9.3 Audit & Governance 

Committee may wish to 

ascertain what the ‘recent 

letter addressed to GF’ 

contained and why it was 

important to be included in 

the report, and whether it 

was actually included or 

not in the final report.  (I 
have been unable to locate the 

letter)  
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be agreed with the Council (see 7.1.8) taking a number of external and internal factors into 
account.       

 
7.1.16 The FPL Board met on 13 September 2023, and the snip below shows the minuted 

discussion points covering the report to Cabinet, in a public relations and communications 
context: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7.1.17 The FPL MD asserts that the FPL Board made recommendations to the Chief Executive 
and or the Council’s Chief Operations Officer (report author) that the “attacks on FPCo 
governance should be toned down”, “detrimental comments on FuturePlaces governance 
should be toned down”.  

 
7.1.18 Whilst it is undoubtedly the case that the FPL Executive Director’s aired their strong views 

at the Board meetings, including those words at 7.1.17 above, I have not been able to 
identify in those Board minutes any recorded recommendations or actions where it was 
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formally agreed (by the Board) to ask or recommend to the Council that changes to the 
report should be made.  

 
7.1.19 The comments of the independent NED’s, in the snips previously shown at 7.1.12 and 

7.1.16 seem to indicate a different view – “the report was reasonably objective and did not 
contain slights on FP executives or undermine the company” and that “the FuturePlaces 
brand was not being tarnished”.      

   
7.1.20 In the lead up to the O&S committee considering the Cabinet report (20/9/23) and the 

Cabinet meeting itself (27/9/23), the FPL MD has provided a timeline which indicates a 
series of events that appear to show significant relationships breakdown between the FPL 
MD and the Chief Executive and between the FPL MD and the FPL Board members.       

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The draft watermark in the snip above is the FPL MD’s watermark which is shown throughout the document. 

 
7.1.21 Cllr Bartlett has confirmed to me that it was his decision as Chair of the O&S committee to 

ask the Interim Chair and NED’s to attend the O&S meeting and certainly not decided 
between the Chair, NED’s and the Chief Executive, as asserted above (14/9/23). The 
comments attributed to the Chief Executive (15/9/23) have not been confirmed as being 
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factually accurate.  A&G Committee may wish to specifically ask the former Chief 
Executive for comment. 

 
7.1.22 The Cabinet report itself contained a ‘Summary of Financial Implications’ section which 

spanned from paragraph 42 to 72, and covered the financial implications of the four options 
presented which were: 

• Option 1 – Bring development delivery back into the Council (Recommended) 

• Option 2 – maintain the current status quo (FPL continues) 

• Option 3 – Continue FPL under a revised funding model 

• Option 4 – BCP Council pauses all non-Housing Revenue Account development 
activity 

 
7.1.23 For the avoidance of any doubt the financial implications of option 1 assumed a closure 

timeline as produced at para 30 (table 28.1), which ran from 27 September 2023 Cabinet 

decision date to Qtr1 2024. i.e. a period of between 3 to 6 months depending on the interpretation of 

what qtr1 2024 means.   

7.1.24 The Cabinet report also contained a ‘Summary of Legal Implications section’ which at 
paragraph 76, stated that if the decision was taken to bring the delivery of development 
services in-house the Transfer if Undertakings (Protection of Employment) Regulations 
2006 (TUPE) would apply to all FPL employees currently undertaking such work.  A 
member of the public has subsequently questioned the Council on this matter and has 
asserted that TUPE should not have applied. The Council, via the Corporate Director of 
People & Culture, has provided a response, confirming TUPE was correctly applied.  It is 
understood that the resident remains of the view that TUPE should not have applied.       

 
7.1.25 The Cabinet report also contained a ‘Summary of risk implications’ table, the risks 

associated with: 

• Loss of Staff 

• Value for Money 

• Reputation 
  were considered across the four options (as at 7.1.22) 
  

7.1.26 The Cabinet report also contained a ‘Summary of equality implications’, and a more 
detailed equality impact assessment: conversation screening tool.  

 
7.1.27 For completeness and transparency but not directly related to the 7.1 scope question 

wording, and as stated in table 2 at 1.1 of this report on date entry 21 November 2023, the 
FPL MD sent what she says was a Public Interest Disclosure Act (aka Whistleblowing) 
disclosure to me (Head of Audit & Management Assurance). By this point the FPL MD had 
TUPE transferred into the Council and was in negotiations to leave the Council, which 
would ultimately be via redundancy. 

 
7.1.28 The FPL MD asserted in her disclosure that the manner in which the closure (of FPL) was 

brought about, centered on the creation of an unfair, untrue, adverse narrative surrounding 
FuturePlaces to "justify" closure - which did not support open and fact-based political 
discussion and decision making which is not in the public interest, and may have impacted 
on securing best public value. The disclosure also included the Hinton Road Investment 
rent decision referred to by the FPL COO disclosure (see 5.5.33) 

 
7.1.29 I am one of the Council’s Whistleblowing disclosure receiving officers, and I considered the 

FPL MD’s disclosure in line with the Policy.  I determined that the disclosure(s) were not 
relevant qualifying PIDA disclosures but might be grievance matters.  In the case of the 
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rent disclosure matter the same response at 5.5.33 was given – i.e. there was no failure to 
follow legal obligations. 

 
7.1.30 The FPL MD was formally informed of the decision on 6 December 23 and was also 

supplied with appeal routes internal and external to the Council.  By this time the FPL MD 
had submitted a parallel grievance, in any case, and this, I understand, was considered in 
line with the Policy. 

 
7.1.30 I also understand the FPL MD has complained about how this grievance was handled, to 

which the Council has responded, the FPL MD remains aggrieved.  
 
End of 7.1 
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7.2    Review the robustness of the process for determining what work was to be paid for and what 
work was not paid for.as part of the final settlement. 

 
7.2.1 The process for determining what work (in progress) was to be paid for and what was not 

paid for as part of the final settlement was agreed by Cabinet on 27 September 2023. 
Appendix 3 set out the principles to be applied to the financial closure of FPL, 
Recommendation D read:  

  
d) Delegates to the Director of Finance in consultation with the Chief Operations 

Officer, Portfolio Holder for Finance and Leader the implementation of these 
decisions and application of these principles (Appendix 3) to enable closure of 
FuturePlaces accounts and to report the final outcome position back to Cabinet. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7.2.2 The 1.8 multiplier, see Principle2: Valuation, point 2 in the snip above is meant to represent 
the FPL overhead of procuring, commissioning, project managing etc…the third party 
external spend incurred.  The 1.8 was a negotiated judgement but was effectively 0.2 less 
than the overhead rate agreed with the Council and used by FPL in their OBC pricing*, with 
the profit and contribution to reserves element being excluded.  
*the rule of thirds applied – of the invoice amount, one third is staff costs, one third is a contribution to other costs 
and overheads (including external expenses and third-party fees, and one third profit and reserves  

 
7.2.3 The FPL COO has asserted that the Cabinet agreed process for agreeing the final 

settlement was fundamentally flawed and lacked objectivity.  See principle 1: Eligibility, point 
2 in the snip above. 
The FPL COO asserts that ‘appointing the buyer of the work as the subject expert who will 
determine the price’ was a laughable concept. 
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7.2.4 It is my assertion, determined from the evidence I have reviewed, that FPL provided the 
value of the work proposed to be transferred (see 7.3) and the Council’s subject matter 
experts merely decided by reviewing that work, documents and advice, in whatever form that 
was in (such as, but not limited to): 

• Feasibility studies 

• Technical reports  

• Unsubmitted OBC’s  

• Other  
whether they considered the work (in progress) was useful to the Council and should be 
funded in line with the Principle3:Funding statements numbered 1 to 5 in the snip shown at 
7.2.1. 
 

7.2.5 Further, whilst I can see it was reputationally important to FPL to minimise the value of any 
un-paid for work, as this had a direct impact on their P&L account and would ultimately show 
as a final trading loss (£2.376M), the Council and the subject matter experts had no financial 
incentive to not be objective or to understate the value of work (in progress) that should be 
funded in the final settlement. 

 

7.2.6 Ultimately, from the Council’s perspective, subject matter experts were only really 
determining the categorisation between: 

1. Work (in progress) the Council would pay for as a ‘sale’; it being useful in future for 
the Council   (The final settlement) 
2. Work (in progress) the council would pay for as a ‘write-off’; it being of no use to the 
Council  (The Council Write-off) 

  

7.2.7 The Council was FPL’s only customer and therefore funded (ultimately paid for) every penny 
of FPL net spend (£7.1m, £7.2m gross less ARG4 grant 0.1m) over the life of the company, 
this simple table summarises that, utilising figures shown in scope section 4 of this report.     

  Scope 
Section 4 ref 

£ £ 

FPL Expenditure    

FPL total gross spend over the life of the 
company  

4.1.4 7,205,442  

ARG 4 Grant and interest  (100,233)  

FPL total net spend over the life of the 
company 

 7,105,209  

    

Council Funding     

2021/22 Revenue Budget 4.1.15  1,354,806 

2022/23 Sales of OBC’s 4.1.15  72,645 

2023/24 Sales of OBC’s, 2x studies 4.1.15  609,595 

2023/24 Final settlement   2,691,705 

2023/24 Council Write off   2,376,458 
   7,105,209 

 

7.2.8 It has been asserted or suggested by at least one member of the public, that the Council 
could have over-paid at the final settlement to avoid embarrassment to the Council and FPL 
resulting from a more significant (larger) write-off (of FPL’s costs). i.e. more of the work 
undertaken by FPL actually had no value or use to the Council.    

  
7.2.9 It is very difficult for me to repudiate this assertion, and I have been unable to obtain what 

could be described as reliable evidence to do so. Ultimately judgement was exercised by the 
subject matter experts, and as described at 7.2.5 there was no incentive to act other than 
objectively.     

End of 7.2  
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7.3 Set out the detail of the work paid for and not paid for. 
 

7.3.1 The schedule below was shown at scope section 4.1.15 of this report and is shown again 
below for ease of reference and sets out the work (in progress) paid for and not paid for. The 
schedule below was part of a longer summary report which is shown at appendix 7.3.1. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7.3.2 For avoidance of any doubt I have not sought to review the judgements made by the subject 
matter experts (such as detailed working papers), column 2 in the table above.  I have also 
not reviewed the reductions to expenditure in columns 3 above showing items previously 
paid for in 21/22 (when all of FPL costs were funded from revenue, in the same way as an 
in-house service).    

 
7.3.3 This could all be done should the A&G Committee consider it necessary, I have chosen not 

to prioritise, should any anomaly be found there is no obvious remedy given the time 
elapsed and the closure of the company and all accounts.   

 
7.3.4 There would also be limited impact on the Council given the funding explanation 

summarised at 7.2.5 to 7.2.7. The only impact would be an equal and opposite adjustment to 
the Final settlement figure and the Write off figure, still resulting in the Council funding the 
total net cost of FPL over its’ operating period, £7,105,209.    

 
End of 7.3 
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8. Lesson Learnt Update 
 

8.1 Review of the previous lessons learnt, actions implemented and those outstanding and 
including any additions as a result of this investigation. 
 

8.1.1 The Interim Corporate Director for Resources produced a report to Cabinet, 10 January 

2024 titled, Council Owned Companies – Shareholder Governance Review (Agenda Item 

13).  The report included, at section 2, ‘Lessons learnt form BCP FuturePlaces Limited’. 

 Cabinet - 10 January 2024 link here 

8.1.2 The Audit & Governance Committee also received an almost identical version of this report 

on 11 January 2024, (Agenda Item 8). 

 A&G Committee - 11 January 2024 link here 

8.1.3 The lessons learnt section included:  
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8.1.4 The report(s) went on to then suggest a range of improvements to governance and next 

steps, summarised by this statement: 

 “The Council will manage its companies in line with the lessons learnt and best practice 

guidance”.  

 

Accordingly the proposed arrangements for shareholder governance were set out in a series 

of appendices which included: 

• Shareholder Governance diagram 

• Shareholder Advisory Board – Terms of Reference 

• Shareholder Operations Board – responsibilities and membership 

• Internal Audit – Briefing Note – referred to at 6.4.7 in this report  

8.1.5 The report also highlighted this specific lesson learnt and action point with regard to 

councillors also being company directors. 
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8.1.6 Cabinet Resolved this: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.1.7 Cabinet received an update report on 2 October 2024, from the Monitoring Officer, the report 

set out the action taken following the reports to Audit & Governance Committee on 11 

January 2024, and to Cabinet on 10 January 2024, advising on the lessons learnt from a 

governance perspective following the closure of the Council’s Urban Regeneration Company 

– BCP Future Places. These reports recommended changes designed to provide a clearer 

understanding of the respective roles, decision-making arrangements and improved 

accountability for council owned companies.  

 

Cabinet - 2 October 2024 - link here   (the report) 
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8.1.8 The report stated that both the Shareholder Advisory Board and Shareholder Operations 

Board had been established, and their respective roles were more fully articulated. The 

snips below show the Shareholder Advisory Board’s remit and membership on the left, and 

the Shareholder Operations Board’s remit and membership on the right, as agreed by 

Cabinet.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 The concept of Link Officers (Council client side) was also introduced, replacing the role of the Commisisoning 

Team in the FPL context, these officers would be the lead operational link and support the roles and 

responsibilities of Shareholder Operations Board.  There is one link officer for each company.    
 

8.1.9 The report included a 21 page BCP Council Constitution Shareholder Advisory Board and 

the Shareholder Operations Board Governance Framework document. (available in the link 

above at 8.1.6) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.1.10 The 21 page framework document outlines, amongst other things, the (minimum) frequency 

of board meetings.  It is stated that both boards shall meet a minimum of three times per 

year.  One of the meetings will be to receive the annual reports and accounts for each 

company, and the other two meetings will consider performance monitoring.    
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8.1.11 It was also stated that the Shareholder Advisory Board would on at least every two year 

basis, consider the need for the continued operation of each company.  

 

8.1.12 The Shareholder Advisory Board met on three occasions in 2024. The Shareholder 

Operations Board met twice in 2024.  The boards have not met in 2025. 

 

Shareholder Advisory Board meeting dates Shareholder Operations Board meeting dates 

31/01/2024 25/01/2024 

08/04/2024 27/03/2024 

16/12/2024  

 

8.1.13 The report also included, BCP Council Constitution Guidance to Councillors and Officers 

Appointed to Outside Bodies (available in the link above at 8.1.6) 

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.1.14 The report also stated that work to review the existing companies had not progressed 

significantly: 
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8.1.15 Verbal explanations appear to have been provided to Cabinet at the meeting explaining 

why the reviews of each company had not progressed – explanations included conflicting 

priorities (e.g. Community Governance Review), inability to recruit a permanent company 

secretary, who would fulfil the role for all companies, and who would be tasked with some of 

review elements.  

8.1.16 I have agreed with the (new) Chief Executive that both the Shareholder Advisory Board and 

the Shareholder Operations Board will meet as soon as is practicable and the minimum 

number of meetings (see 8.1.9), at least initially – more may be required, will be added to 

the corporate diary/calendar going forward.  

8.1.17 Whilst the A& Committee may identify ‘lessons learnt’ in the context of this report and the 

committee meetings where the FPL matters have been discussed, I have identified a 

number of ‘lessons learnt’.  I have incorporated them into recommendations which are 

shown in Section C of this report.  

End of 8.1 
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In the table below I have made a series of recommendations deriving from findings in this report.   

       

Whereabouts 

in this report 

No. Recommendation  Assigned to, 

Target date 

3.1 1 As a matter of formal policy, senior* company 
executive directors should be appointed via Council 
instigated open advertising, which should be live for 
at least 15 working days (3 weeks) 
*the Council should pick a grade or £ salary banding to define 
senior, say above £75,000? 

Head of Paid 
Service, (or 
delegate) 
 
Immediately 

3.1 2 Company executive directors should be selected 
using the same selection/interview process adopted 
for Council Corporate Directors 

Head of Paid 
Service, (or 
delegate)  
Immediately 

3.2.9 3 Councillors who are also company directors may 
proffer evidence or advice to the council (when and if 
invited to do so) but must not be a party to (take part 
in voting) making a decision of the Council affecting 
the company.   

Monitoring Officer,  
 
immediately  

3.2.10 4 For all existing Council companies ensure that the 
required/approved/agreed governance documents 
are actually in place and up-to-date.    

Company 
Secretary/Company 
link officers, 
01/04/2026 

3.2.10 5 For any new council company to be set up in future, 
all governance documents must be agreed and 
signed by the council and company representatives 
within six months of company incorporation date.  
Any exceptions must be escalated to the 
Shareholder Advisory Board by the shareholder 
representative and company secretary   

Shareholder 
representative and 
Company 
Secretary 
 
Immediately 

3.2.25 (A) 6 The Council should pre-define, in the Shareholder 
Agreement or other suitable governance document, 
what natural evolution of a project looks like and 
what is a more fundamental tangent sub-project 
(from any original Cabinet or Council agreed 
Commissioning Plan or Business Plan project).          

Shareholder 
Advisory Board 
 
1/04/2026 
 

3.2.25 (B) 7 Further, what is the trigger that means a decision is 

required from councillors (Cabinet) to materially 

evolve a project – this could be budget increase or 

decrease for example as a proxy. 

3.3.5 8 As a matter of formal Policy the Council should 

determine whether, to evidence the Teckal decisive 

control test, council Teckal companies should follow 

all Council policies (or some key Council policies or 

be free to operate their own policies agreed by the 

company board).  

Shareholder 

Advisory Board  

01/04/2026 

3.4.9 9 Publish (public reports) all BCP Council Teckal 

company Business Plans and financial information 

including budgets and financial outturn. 

Company Secretary 

/Company link 

officers 

01/04/2026 

C. Recommendations 
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4.1.2 10 Full P&L accounts should be filed/delivered to the 

registrar (Companies House) to enhance 

transparency and public understanding. 

Company Secretary 

With effect from 

2025/26 reporting 

5.1 11 Any proposal or Business Plan where any bonus 

payment scheme is suggested must be firstly agreed 

by the Shareholder Advisory Board and then by Full 

Council.      

Shareholder 

Advisory Board 

Immediately 

5.1.3 (and 

6.3.4) 

12 Shareholder Agreement – Reserved matters pages 

may be enhanced by sub-sections; it may be 

appropriate that for certain reserved matters the 

approval by Full Council should apply, whereas other 

reserved matters may be approved by some other 

decision maker – proportionality being the driver for 

this decision 

Shareholder 

Advisory Board 

01/04/2026 

 

5.3 13 The Council should stipulate that future declarations 

of interest, made by company directors, should be 

more than just a list of entities or bodies – the actual 

interest should be clearly recorded, such as a 

member of / director of and should include whether 

the interest is paid/non-paid/voluntary/on the basis of 

their roles (as a Councillor or MP or similar) 

Shareholder 

Advisory Board 

Immediately 

5.5 14 Council companies should physically locate, as an 

office base, in a council owned property, the council 

must appropriately charge the company for that 

occupation.  Any proposal to occupy third party 

premises must be firstly approved by the Shareholder 

Advisory Board and then Full Council. 

Shareholder 

Advisory Board 

Immediately 

6.2.2 15 Any Shareholder Agreement, should formally define 

the role of the shareholder representative. 

Shareholder 

Advisory Board 

01/04/2026 

6.3.7 16 The Council should consider whether a ‘Reserved 

Matter log’ be kept by the company secretary and or 

commissioning team which shows sequentially, by 

date, any reserved matter approval decisions and 

who or what Council entity made the decision.   

 

Shareholder 

Advisory Board 

01/04/2026 

8.1.4, 8.1.5 

and 8.1.14 

17 An action plan be agreed by the Shareholder 

Advisory Board to progress the governance reviews 

of council companies as agreed in respect Cabinet 

and Audit & Governance – the action plan should 

specifically include the plan to terminate councillors 

as company directors. 

Shareholder 

Advisory Board  

01/04/2026 

8.1.9 

8.1.10 

18 Shareholder Advisory Board and Shareholder 

Operations Board meetings (x3 per year, minimum) 

to be added to the corporate calendar.  

Chief Executive 

Immediately 

End of recommendations 
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SUB-QUESTIONS 

A scope should cover the extent of the area or subject matter which is relevant, in this case 

to the investigation.   

 

During the scoping deliberations a number of councillors and individuals sent the 

investigator a series of sub-questions and it was reported and agreed (at the A&G meeting 

on 29 May 2025) that these sub-questions would be answered (wherever possible) in the 

relevant scope area of the report.   

The sub-questions are shown below as presented to the investigator (unaltered) in red text. 

Sub-questions may appear similar, this indicates that more than one individual sent in the 

similar question.  They are shown as supplied to ensure complete transparency. 

Some of the sub-questions contain the personal views or facts as understood by the 

individual.  Consequently, the investigator and BCP Council takes no responsibility as to the 

accuracy of these views, they are shown as supplied to ensure complete transparency.   

The list of sub-questions is as follows (under relevant scope numbering).   

1. Timeline and key decisions 

1.1 Produce the timeline of key decisions in respect of BCP Future Places Ltd (As per  

MO report to A&G Committee 20/3/25) 

1.2 Find and restate the motivations and considerations behind the decision to create a  

URC and the environment for decision-making in which it was created. 

• What political motivations or pressures were there? No other representatives from 

other political parties were on the board of directors – what was the rationale for this? 

• What decision records are there? Were these made public?  

• Motivations for setting up a URC. Carter's Quay may have been a catalyst in 

FuturePlaces' formation. Thanks to another resident's FOI, we now know that the first 

meeting of the "asset investment panel" to discuss Carter's Quay took place on 

14.4.21, just as the administration was weighing up the best options for regeneration 

delivery. More revealingly perhaps, correspondence between Inland Homes and 

BCP's planning department suddenly burst into life on 12.6.21 (after two and a half 

years of complete silence), just as DM, PB and GF were putting FuturePlaces 

together (the company was incorporated six days later). We also know that Carter's 

Quay was one of FP's first projects (source: Cabinet papers, 1.9.21). 

All planning correspondence for Carter's Quay (Phases 4-6) is online under planning 

ref APP/17/01043/F. 

 

2. Decision to create BCP FuturePlaces Ltd - Cabinet 26 May 2021  

2.1 Review the authority of Cabinet to establish an Urban Regeneration Company was in  

line with the council’s constitution and did the report set out the risks, rewards, pros,  

cons and equalities impact? 

 

2.2 Review the approval of the final business case by the Chief Executive and the  

D. Scope sub-questions appendix 
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inclusion of the information as requested by Cabinet – who produced the information? 

• Was the impact on areas of poverty deprivation/high need or specific communities or 

their needs considered at all?  

• Who wrote/supported the original Programme Initiation Document and Business 

Plan? Who managed this process prior to it being presented to cabinet? What 

consultation was undertaken with officers, what was their initial feedback, what edits 

were made and by whom prior to the presentation of the final business case? Was 

there any political pressure applied and by whom during this process? 

• Considering the level of investment of public funds – were there any equalities 

impact assessments undertaken? Can these be provided? Who was involved in 

making these assessments? Are they still employed by the council? 

  

3. Establishment and operation of BCP Future Places Ltd. 

3.1 Identify the process for the appointment of the company’s Executive and Non Executive 

Directors and other staff (was an appropriate open and transparent process followed)  

• outline the processes and explain why there were there two different processes. 

• Previous experience and expertise of the officers appointed as ‘world beating place 

making experts’ – what was the evidence for this? Their track record? Due diligence 

on the candidates for example who gave references? Where were the roles 

advertised? Recruitment agency involvement and costs? What was the rationale for 

the processes that were chosen and the costs? 

• Were interests declared by officers/councillors of previous business relationships and 

family connections? Was a record kept of this?  

• Why was only one applicant interviewed for the managing director role of 

FuturePlaces? 

• Why were the roles of COO and corporate engagement officer only advertised for 

such a brief period of time, i.e. seven days, and only on the BCP Council website? 

• How did this satisfy the claims that FuturePlaces would be ‘world-beating’, and how 

did it demonstrate that the Council was fulfilling its ‘best value duty’? 

• Why was Gail Mayhew recruited as managing director when she’d never run a 

company of similar size before (and had, in fact, only been a director of one company 

previously – and that very recently)? 

• Was there a ‘matey’ relationship between Drew Mellor and James Croker as stated 

in Private Eye? 

• Why was James Croker not appointed a director of the company even though his job 

title was ‘corporate engagement director’? Was this to bypass the declarations of 

interest clause in the articles of association? 

• Process for appointing staff, including executive & non-executive directors. Via FOI, 

an email to Graham Farrant has come to light dated 14.6.21 which suggests that 

Drew Mellor offered the managing director post to the sole candidate before the 

company was even incorporated. Officers (including GF) therefore embarked on 

what looks like a predetermined appointment process to make her engagement look 

justifiable, or, in the words of one officer, "make it safe for scrutiny": 

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/general_decision_making_process/respon

se/3018958/attach/7/FW%20URC%20MD%20Redacted.pdf?cookie_passthrough=1 

Graham Farrant himself was to sign off Stages 1 and 2 of this process. The full FOI 

is here - 

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/general_decision_making_process#incom

ing-3018958 
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and doubtless you will want to study the entire unredacted correspondence and any 

other relevant contemporaneous material.  

The appointments of Gail Mayhew, James Croker and others (all in place by the 

beginning of 2022) were certainly streamlined, compared with the year-long search 

for non-executive directors, which involved the use of a recruitment agency as well 

as reaching out via The Guardian, LinkedIn, Women On Boards, The NED 

Exchange, nonexecutivedirectors.com and personal networks.  

 

3.2 Consider the adequacy of the governance arrangements put in place by the Council  

for the operation of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd.  

• did governance agreements exist? Who monitored these and signed them off as fit 

for purpose? Were they reviewed? Who provided the legal advice? 

 

3.3 Consider the adequacy of the governance arrangements put in place by the  

company executive directors for the day to day operation of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd – 

• how do they compare with what is considered to be good industry practice? Were 

they fit for purpose? 

 

3.4 Consider the adequacy of business planning arrangements as applied by BCP  

FuturePlaces Ltd 

  

3.5 Consider the adequacy of the financial, performance management and reporting as 

applied by BCP FuturePlaces Ltd – directors and staff, and applied to BCP FuturePlaces Ltd 

by the Council, including consideration of ongoing risk and issue management.  

• How many times in the life of FP were reports made available by FP for scrutiny to 

cabinet and council? Did Audit and Governance request any such reports? How 

many reports did FP produce? 

• How does this number of reports compare with what they were expected to produce 

under agreement with the council or at the request of councillors and officers? How 

many times did the council/officers/councillors make requests for reports from FP? 

How did FP respond to these requests if they were made?  

• Include issues logs, risk management logs and a copy of the intervention strategy for 

the programme – did any of these exist? What training and development was made 

available to staff/delivery teams? 

• Who was ultimately responsible for the aspects of day-to-day operations and 

management – what was FP doing on a day-to-day basis? What did a typical day in 

the life of FP look like? 

• Adequacy of financial management as applied to FP by the Council. One 
extraordinary aspect is that the company was not obliged to use its success fees 
(from business cases etc) to service the £8,000,000 loan facility. This is confirmed by 
the loan agreement itself (now online) and by the CFO's response at the Corporate & 
Community Overview & Scrutiny Committee, 6.2.23  
https://www.youtube.com/live/hi-nvuXf7Zo?si=71RplCQXTLkayhq5&t=1h50m57s 
This does seem absolutely bizarre from a governance point of view. 

• What was the source of the £8 million loan made available to FuturePlaces in 2022, 

given there is no record of BCP Council receiving any Public Works Loan Board 

monies during that year? 

If this £8 million actually derived from the Council’s £42 million PWLB borrowing in 

August-November 2021, what was the justification in reassigning £8 million of that 

money to FuturePlaces? (My understanding was that the 2021 borrowing was for the 

Carter’s Quay development.) 
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3.6 Consider the adequacy of decision-making regarding the prioritisation of projects and  

the deliverability for the Business Plan as managed by BCP FuturePlaces Ltd.  

• What evidence base and methodology was used for making these decisions? 

• What flood risk assessments were completed? 

 

4. Detail the expenditure incurred by BCP FuturePlaces Ltd 

4.1 Provide details of where the money went / what expenditure did BCP FuturePlaces  
Ltd incur. (a schedule)  

• To include details about the £8m loan – confirmation of via copy of the loan 
agreement, evidence of where it came from, the decision-making process and 
rationale/evidence of the need to borrow £8m and the plan in place to repay it. 

• Were there any breaches of the council’s Financial Framework? Did anyone raise 
any concerns? Were payments going through ‘on the nod’ - apparently this was 
stated by IO’D on p.91 of the A&G report January 2024? 

• Where the money went / what expenditure was incurred. Worth noting that the 
company obtained public money from sources other than BCP Council, e.g. the ARG 
process (namely £100,000, which it obtained at the behest of the "BCP CITY 
PANEL" - whatever that was - in November 2021; BCP Council had voted to apply 
for city status for Bournemouth on 9.11.21). This FOI refers: 
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/contracts_and_procurement_waiver#inco
ming-3026590 
(See document entitled "W00684 City Identity The Big Conversation") 
It appears that this money went straight to a private company, 1HQ Limited, for a 
study on "city identity". Looks very dodgy as local authorities were not meant to 
benefit from ARG applications. 
 

4.2 Review the commissioning, procurement, and contract management processes for  
any outsourced work  

• explain the decision-making process about the outsourced work.  

• Where did this rest in terms of accountability, quality assurance and intellectual 
property – who owned the product/outcome of the outsourced work?  Who owns it 
now? 

• As a TECKAL company – what percentage of work was completed by the main 
share holder? Were there any breaches to the procurement legislation? Did FP Ltd 
stay within the correct percentages? Did FP undertake any work outside of it’s scope 
as a TECKAL company? If so, who authorised this and what was the nature of this? 

 
4.3 Detail where possible the projects this was spent supporting  

• if this is not possible identify the gaps and investigate these – ensure no misuse of 
funds or fraud. 

 
4.4 Detail which projects produced Initial and Full Business Cases  

• set out the criteria of the business cases?  Did it match up with BCP Council 
requirements/recognised industry practice e.g. Prince 2 principles? Where did the 
Business Cases go for approval? Who worked on each of them? Which interests (if 
any) were involved with each of them? Were any conflicts of interest identified and 
declared? How much did each business case cost to produce? What benefits did 
they produce to BCP residents? Was value for money realised? 

 
4.5 Was any expenditure or activity incurred by BCP FuturePlaces Ltd outside the stated  
company’s terms of reference (initial or as amended) 
4.6 Was there a deliverable plan for BCP FuturePlaces Ltd to repay the working capital  
Loan? 
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• Why was the company allowed to choose whether it used its ‘success fees’ to 

service the £8 million loan – surely that should have been a condition of any success 

fees paid to the company? 

 

 

5. Items requiring specific assurance 

5.1 Staff bonuses - What was the justification for payment – who approved the payment  

was this in line with the shareholder agreement?  

• Provide a breakdown of the bonuses – who received what and why? 

• What was the basis of the 10% bonus paid to FuturePlaces staff for the 2021-2 

financial year, given that no outline business cases had been completed (indeed, the 

work was already delayed or overdue)? 

• What was the basis of the 12.5% bonus paid to FuturePlaces staff for the 2022-3 

financial year? 

• Why were these payments not referred to full Council in line with Schedule 3 (reserved 

matter no 40) to the shareholder’s agreement? 

• Who did approve these payments? 

• Who was on the ‘remuneration committee’ set up in 2023 and what role did they play, 

in particular in the awarding of the 2022-3 bonuses? Who was on this committee, what 

was its terms of reference, and do any of its minutes survive? 

• How did these payments illustrate that the company was providing value for money, 

given that FuturePlaces staff were already being paid way over Council rates, and 

given that Council staff don’t receive bonuses? 

• Were these bonus payments a permissible use of the PWLB monies which were then 

funding the company, and in line with the CIPFA guidance on use of PWLB monies at 

the time? 

• Bonuses: the May 2023 bonuses (totalling £93,683) were paid when the company was 

£3.336 million in the red. (Source: the company's periodic management accounts, 

which have finally surfaced –  

https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/bcp_futureplaces_ltd_monthly_man#inco

ming-2948681   

Profit and loss accounts for Apr-May 2023, moreover, show that by the latter date the 

company was budgeting for 16-20% bonus payments, which would be consistent with 

the 20% bonus scheme seemingly promised to staff when Vikki Slade was inquiring 

into the company in 2022 

https://x.com/VikkiSlade72/status/1497606296962584581 

It would be worth considering therefore whether these bonus payments were 

predetermined rather than performance-based. 

 

5.2 Were fees paid to head-hunters for their support in appointing executive directors,  

non-executive directors and staff?  

• How much? Were personal networks used – to what extent? Independence?  

 

5.3 Were any declarations of interests made including disclosable pecuniary interests in  

respect of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd activities?  

• Was there a register? Include. 

 
5.4 Were any declarations of interests made regarding personal friendships and business 
associations in respect of the recruitment of staff to BCP FuturePlaces Ltd. 
 

5.5 In respect of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd rent of offices in Exeter Road, why was council  
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space not utilised, and should any existing or former councillors have made any  

declarations?  

• Was there a register of interests? Can the investigation include an examination of 

emails between the landlord of FP office space and DM (leader of the council).   

• What exactly was their relationship when they looked at the rental agreement? Was 

there any previous communications? Include these in the investigation. 

• Given the council’s financial pressures – applying for a government bail out – what 

was the rationale for the decisions taken around renting office accommodation?  

• Who benefited from this decision? How much did this impact residents?  

• "offices in Exeter Road" (sic - actually Exeter Park Road): you will know my concerns 

about this already, including the de facto landlord's attempts to get Mellor's 

administration to buy St Stephen's Church Hall - which one of his companies would 

then refit as a homeless hub - in 2021. The same de facto landlord transferred the 

rent-receiving company (Hinton Road Investment Ltd) to Drew Mellor on 5.5.23, 

when DM was still technically a councillor and only 3.5 months after DM had 

resigned from FP as an executive director. There would be immense public interest 

therefore in examining correspondence between the two men (or Davies' companies) 

between 19.1.23 (DM's resignation from FuturePlaces) and 8.5.23 (DM ceasing to be 

a councillor). DM voted to approve FuturePlaces business cases at Cabinet on 

8.2.23, during that time. 

• Why did the FuturePlaces management not make more determined efforts to find 

alternative office space when it became known, early in 2022, that Poole Civic 

Centre was to be decommissioned? Why for instance were discussions kept ‘high 

level’ as of January 2022? 

• Was the option of renting Council offices – possibly for a peppercorn rent – looked 

into? If not, why not? 

• Did Drew Mellor declare the fact that he was acquainted with Richard Davies, or at 

least the latter’s company Bourne Awesome Ltd, when referring the Exeter Park 

Road option to the FuturePlaces board? 

• Did officers, or Cllr Broadhead (then chair of FuturePlaces), declare a similar 

interest? 

• Were any concerns raised about renting offices from a company whose director was 

already making controversial finance- and property-related offers to the Council? 

• Did Drew Mellor present any other options for office space, and were any of these in 

properties owned by Mr Davies’ companies? 

• Were concerns raised, at or around the time of the 18 July 2022 board meeting, 

about renting office space for £54,000 a year, given that the Council had applied for 

a £75.9 million government bailout three days previously and given that Kemi 

Badenoch, then a minister at DLUHC, had written to Drew Mellor – in a letter seen by 

Cabinet and senior officers – thirty-two days previously, indicating that the 2022 

‘beach hut’ budget was sunk? 

• At what stage did Drew Mellor’s relationship with Richard Davies, sole director of the 

landlord company and sole director of the rent-receiving company, become 

sufficiently close that they were considering transferring directorships to each other 

and setting up companies together? 

• At what stage did Drew Mellor first consider or begin discussions about transferring 

the sole directorship of the rent-receiving company to himself? Did he take advice 

from the then-monitoring officer, Susan Zeiss, about whether this presented a 

disclosable pecuniary interest? 

• Was the rent from FuturePlaces used to fund subsequent companies set up and run 

by Drew Mellor (with or without Richard Davies)? 
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• Did any of Richard Davies’s limited companies (and he has run over thirty) benefit 

from contracts with FuturePlaces? 

• What assurances did the Council give Dorset Police when they began investigating 

the above matter in 2024; who exactly gave those assurances, and how robust were 

those assurances? 

 

5.6 Why did BCP FuturePlaces Ltd appoint solicitors to support them on the accounts  

closure process?  

• Did this cost £41k? how was this funded – business case? What was the legal 

advice? At any point did it suggest by passing the shareholders agreement? 

• Intellectual property – who has the intellectual property now? Was the governance 

compromised in any way? Comment on the transparency. 

• Keeping the reports in ‘draft’ – why? 

• What was considered to be ‘reasonable notice’ regarding the reporting. 

 

5.7 Did the Board provide adequate oversight of the company and its activities, at all  

Stages? 

 

5.8  Establish whether any steering groups or advisory groups, to BCP FuturePlaces Ltd, 
existed. 

• What advisory/steering group(s) were there? 

• Role? who was on the group, on what basis were the members chosen, frequency 
of meetings, how did they take place, governance arrangements and minutes? 

• Was a ‘chatham house rules’ approach applied to their discussions? What did this 
mean in practice? 

• Rationale? 

• Was any payment made to those who took on advisory roles – how was that 
decided upon and by whom? Which budget did it come from? Did the council know? 
Were there any conflicts of interest? Were these recorded? 

 
5.9  Establish the relationships that BCP FuturePlaces Ltd had with other bodies/initiatives, 
companies and council companies/delivery vehicles. 

• What relationships did FP have with other bodies/initiatives, companies and council 

companies/delivery vehicles? 

• Seascape, Bournemouth Development Company, Bayside Diner and other 

seafront/marine initiatives, BH Live, Bounce Back Funding – any of the recipients of 

that funding, BIDs – specific projects eg. The Winter Gardens, student 

accommodation. 

• Property developers, land owners, planning consultants, construction, events 

companies?  

• Bournemouth University, the airport and rugby club.  

• Was there a register of interests? Did councillors or offices declare any interests?  

 

5.10 Any other specific items that may be revealed as a result of the investigation 

6. Council oversight of BCP FuturePlaces Ltd 

6.1 Were a shareholder’s agreement, support service agreement, commissioning  

contract, working capital loan agreement, and lease/licence to occupy any council  

premises put in place and agreed 

 

6.2 Review the role of the shareholder representative on the BCP FuturePlaces Ltd  

Board 
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6.3 Was the shareholders agreement adhered to are there any examples of where it  

was breeched or information not provided 

• what were the consequences? 

• Was the shareholder's agreement adhered to. It's probably easier to list the 

breaches. To my mind the following clauses were breached: 3.1.5 and 3.3 (provision 

of information); Reserved Matter 39 (referral of any bonus scheme to Council for 

approval); Reserved Matter 40 (referral of any bonus payment to Council for 

approval); Reserved Matter 4 (failure of Neil Fraser's appointment as company 

secretary to be ratified by full Council - and from memory, there were previous 

appointments likewise not endorsed). 

• An additional question would be, what penalties were in place, or should have been 

put in place, for any breaches of the shareholder's agreement. 

• What did the Council’s then-leader and deputy leader, its statutory officers, and its 

internal audit team, do about the abovementioned governance failings, such as 

breaches of the shareholder’s agreement? To what extent were they aware of them? 

Crucially – what could they have done about the company refusing to share 

information with the Council: what process could be followed if the company 

persisted in breaching the shareholder’s agreement, as appeared to have happened 

here? 

• Did the Council’s then-leader and deputy leader, or officers, recognise that Gail 

Mayhew, MD of FuturePlaces, was failing in her duty to uphold the company’s 

governance? Again, what could have been done about this? 

6.4 Consider the adequacy of the role of the Council’s internal audit team*  

• Was Internal Audit paid any fees by FP? How much and for what? 

• What were the internal audit team looking for when they audited FuturePlaces? How 

often were these audits carried out, how detailed were they, to whom did the audit 

team report back, what were their findings, and how were any failings addressed or 

proposed to be addressed? 

6.5 If in section 4 evidence is established that BCP FuturePlaces Ltd were acting  

outside of their terms of reference, was the Council aware, and what action if any  

was taken. 

 

7. Decision to close BCP Future Places Ltd – Cabinet 27 September 2023. 

7.1 Consider if the report to Cabinet adequately sets out the options, financial  

implications and risks associated with the decision to close BCP FuturePlaces Ltd 

 

7.2 Review the robustness of the process for determining what work was to be paid for  

and what work was not paid for.as part of the final settlement*. 

 

7.3 Set out the detail of the work paid for and not paid for 

• Where did £2.6m go – how was that figure arrived at? 

• What work was paid for and what was not?  

• Full outcomes and impact report – how much was spent in total and what were the 

benefits?  

• Staff time sheets and cost/quality/delivery of programmes – include these and full 

details of the close down. 

• How much did the ‘Future Places’ Book cost – why was it produced? Can we have a 

copy? 

171



Page 150 of 190 

 

• what was Grant Thornton’s role – how aware were they and did they raise any 

concerns in any of the audit reports? 

8. Lesson Learnt Update 

8.1 Review of the previous lessons learnt, actions implemented and those outstanding  

and including any additions as a result of this investigation. 

• Consequences and accountability to include passing evidence to the police and the 

recovery of funds. 

• Consequences - if there has been misconduct in public office. 

• Recognition of the impact of causing loss by omission and ensuring safeguards in 

place to protect the council in the future.  

• Success Fees – how were they determined? 

• how much was paid in success fees and for what? – schedule with dates, sites and 

achievements. Who authorised them and on what basis? 

• how were the success fees used? Was any of it used to service the loan or pay staff 

bonuses? 

• Was there a mandatory requirement to reinvest the success fees to repay the loan or 

was it left to the company discretion? What protections were put in place for the 

council/public money? Could FP have chosen to use the success fees to service the 

loan? Who had the final say about this? 

• Which councillors approved success payments – include town councillors. 

• Were any projects paused by BCP Council but still attracted a success fee that was 

still paid to FP? 

• Is it possible that success fees were inflated or dishonestly claimed to demonstrate 

the success of FP?  

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

End 

 

 

 

 

Investigators further notes, questions received from various parties: 

1. Given that the FP model was in theory aimed at giving the council more control over 

development, why was so little achieved and why did it fail? 

 

2. What was the total cost incurred by the council on setting up and then closing FP? 

To include council grant funding, written off loan, and sequential costs attributable to 

FP involvement in projects that were subsequently cancelled. 

 

3. Should the council have loaned FP £8M, was this necessary and were the risk of 

doing this fully understood? 

 

4. What are the ongoing costs to the General Fund Revenue account arising from FP 

(loan interest etc)? 

 

5. Are there any outstanding financial or legal claims arising from the closure of FP? 

 

6. What tangible outputs were delivered by FP? For example, business cases that were 

completed and were then subsequently approved for development. E.G Constitution 

Hill, affordable housing scheme. 
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7. Is there any residual value attributable to work conducted by FP, e.g. Holes Bay?  

 

8. Were there any failures of scrutiny or audit systems that contributed to the failure of 

the FP venture?  

 

9. Were there failures in FP and council Governance arrangement, and in particular the 

Council’s commissioning arrangements? 

 

10. Was there any council mal administration? 

 

11. Is there any suspicion of corruption in any aspect of the FP operations? 

 

12. What political influences contributed to the opening and closing of FP? 

 

13. Given the complexity, financial, market and prolonged timescales required for 

regeneration projects, should the council take a less financially risky approach to 

regeneration projects? 
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Appendix 1.1 table 2 – 25 March 2022 entry and 29 April 2022 entry – 2021/22 financial year  
Council and FPL accounts produced on an accruals basis, so whilst physical transactions took 
place in 22/23 (see bank statement attachments), amounts were correctly accrued to 21/22 
accounts.  
 
BCP Council Invoices to FPL (on 25 March 2022) and FPL bank statements 29 April paying the 
Council for those two invoices – note VAT status of individual invoice lines, the two invoices are 
disbursement or recharge of costs invoices, no VAT on salary costs for example.  
 

Invoice no £ Amount  £VAT £ Inv. Total 

1261609 1,130,023.29 161,153.91 1,291,177.20 

1261667 83,585.00 16,717.00 100,302.00 

Total 1,213,608.29 177,870.91 1,391,479.20 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

E. Detailed scope evidence base appendices (Public) - (not all detailed scope areas 

require an appendix so these do not run sequentially, there will be numbering gaps) 
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Appendix 1.1 table 2 – 26 April entry FPL sales invoice (FPL0001) to the Council 2021/22 
Council and FPL accounts produced on an accruals basis, so whilst physical transactions took 
place in 22/23 (see bank statement attachments), amounts were correctly accrued to 21/22 
accounts.  
 
FPL invoice working paper and FPL bank statements showing invoice was paid by the Council on 
26 April – note VAT status this is a sales invoice so VAT at 20%.   
Also note FPL in receipt of the Council’s invoices for recharge of costs incurred by FPL but initially 
recorded in Council cost centre and ledger. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 1.1 table 2 – 7 Dec 2022 and 27 Jan 2023 entry- Final 21/22 invoices  
Council and FPL accounts produced on an accruals basis, so whilst physical transactions 
took place in 22/23 (see bank statement attachments), amounts were correctly accrued to 
21/22 accounts.  
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BCP Council Final 2021/22 (after final reconciliation) Invoice to FPL (on 7 December 2022) 
and FPL bank statements 27 Jan 2023 paying the Council for this invoice – note VAT status 
of individual invoice lines, the invoice is disbursement or recharge of costs invoices, no VAT 
on salary costs for example. 
(Note net total, £262,253.70 is the same as the FPL invoice to the Council) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL 1HQ LIMITED Payt Run 62,650.00

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL BCP Employee SecondmentPayt Run -14,400.21

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL BEVAN BRITTAIN LLP LTDPayt Run 5,096.90

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL BUSINESS SOUTH LTD Payt Run 5,000.00

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL CASTLETOWN LAW Payt Run 7,449.00

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL Comensura - Andrew BurrellPayt Run 2,854.24

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL Comensura - Rebecca ClothierPayt Run 2,286.88

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL COMPANIES HOUSE Payt Run 0

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL CROWNE ASSOCIATES LTDPayt Run -8,850.00

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL DIXON ARCHITECTS Payt Run 12,665.63

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL GERALD EVE LLP Payt Run -2,000.00

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL HILTON HOTELS LTD Payt Run -950

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL Institute of Economic DevelopmentPayt Run -599

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL ING MEDIA LIMITED Payt Run 14,000.00

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL Inner Circle Consulting LtdPayt Run 84,797.50

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL MAKE (UK) LIMITED Payt Run 131

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL MARSH LTD Payt Run 0

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL MIPIM Expenses Payt Run 2,927.83

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL PAUL MURRAIN URBAN DESIGNPayt Run 5,045.00

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL Phil Jones Associates Payt Run 2,100.00

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL Smart Place Economic Analyser ProjectPayt Run 1,845.00

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL SONOVATE LIMITED Payt Run 21,000.00

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL SPACE SYNTAX Payt Run 40,000.00

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL WSP (UK) Ltd Payt Run 19,203.93

27/01/2023 FP-CREDITORS BACS DDR - BOURNEMOUTH CHRISTCHURCH AND POOLE COUNCIL VAT Payt Run 35,135.18
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Appendix 1.1 table 2 – 6 Dec 2022 and 23 January 2023 – Final 21/22 invoices 
Council and FPL accounts produced on an accruals basis, so whilst physical transactions 
took place in 22/23 (see bank statement attachments), amounts were correctly accrued to 
21/22 accounts.  
 
FPL invoice and FPL bank statements showing invoice was paid by the Council on 23 Jan 
2023 – note VAT status this is a sales invoice so VAT at 20%.   
Also note FPL in receipt of the Council’s schedule for recharge of costs incurred by FPL but 
initially recorded in Council cost centre and ledger.    
(Therefore, note net total, £262,253.70 is the same as the BCP Council invoice to FPL) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

FPL Barcalays Bank account extract showing £314,704.44 in the credit column (payment fom 

BCP Council for the above invoice) 

 

177



Page 156 of 190 

 

Appendix 1.1 table 2 – 15 March 2023 and 28 March 2023 – 22/23 Financial year 
invoices   
BCP Council invoice number 13022114 to FPL for 22/23 costs incurred by FPL but where 
costs were posted to Council cost centre and ledger(s) (in the exact same way as for 21/22, 
this is for the interim period before the working capital loan facility was approved in July 
2022. 
Note VAT status of individual invoice lines, invoice number 13022114 is disbursement or 
recharge of costs invoices, no VAT on salary costs for example. 
The second invoice, 13052647 is the Councils 22/23 recharge for services to FPL and is a 
sales invoice so VAT is at 20% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FPL pay both invoices on 31/3/23 
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Appendix 1.1 table 2 - 7 June 2023 entry – FPL NED Karima Fahmy’s Governance 
Review  
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Appendix 1.1 table 2 - Working Capital Loan summary 
 
 

 
 
The loan peaked at 2/6/2023 when the amount drawdown totalled £4.750M. 
FPL repaid £2.350M on 27/3/2024 which resulted in the Council having to write off £2.4M 
 
 
End of appendix 1.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Working Capital Loan summary

21/22 22/23 23/24

Bank 

statement 

date

Ledger 

posting date
Description £'000 £'000 £'000

26/11/2021 31/03/2022

Advance of the working capital loan facility 

being place to ensure Direct Debit payment 

can be made from Future Places new bank 

account.

5

03/05/2022 03/05/2022
Transfer £10k as advance of the £400k 

working capital loan
10

17/05/2022 17/05/2022
Transfer £385k as advance of the £400k 

working capital loan
385

10/08/2022 10/08/2022
Transfer as extension of the working capital 

loan
800

27/10/2022 28/10/2022 Working capital loan facility 850

02/02/2022 03/02/2022 Working capital loan facility 1,450

21/04/2023 21/04/2023 Working capital loan facility 500

02/06/2023 02/06/2023 Working capital loan facility 750

27/03/2024 28/03/2024 Repayment from Future Places -2,350

n/a 31/03/2024 Write off loan -2,400

Total per annum 5 3,495 -3,500

Cumulative amount reported 5 3,500 0

£400k 

Working 

Capital 

Loan 

Extended 

Working 

Capital 

Loan 

Facility
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Appendix 2.1  
Options comparison, report supplementary document, 26 May 2021 report to Cabinet 
referred to as Appendix 1 in that report 
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End of appendix 2.1 
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Appendix 3.1- Recruitment of Executive Directors, NEDS and staff 

Email sent to candidate on Monday 5 July 2021, @12.06 by Head of HR BCP Council 

 
 

Email sent by candidate on Monday 5 July 2021, @14.11, to Head of HR BCP Council   

 
Email sent to candidate on Monday 5 July 2021, @18.38pm, by Head of HR BCP Council 

 

 

Email sent to Panel on Tuesday 6 July 2021 by Head of HR BCP Council 
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Email sent 14 June 2021, showing GM was already working for the council and who the Head 

of HR believed had received an offer from Cllr Mellor, Leader of the Council  

 
 

Email sent 2 June 2021, to the Head of HR containing legal advice on the appointment and 

which suggested an initial appointment on a consultancy basis. 
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Email from Leader after interview 

 

 
 

End of appendix 3.1 
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Appendix 3.2.20 – Head of Delivery (Commissioning Team) view on what needed to 

happen to the Council’s Commissioning Plan – date 9/3/23 

 

Commissioning Model 

The Commissioning Plan produced by the council, focuses on the legalities of the 

relationship, and provides a framework for delivery - including performance, reporting, 

compliance, audit, risk, and value for money. 

 

The Commissioning Plan also identifies two key areas that will enable quality management 

within the company: the first - monitoring and evaluation; and the second - clarity over 

critical success criteria and key performance indicators (KPIs) to be used for measuring 

success. 

 

However, to-date FuturePlaces’ Business Plans have focused more on the Stewardship 

Approach - based on the Building Better, Building Beautiful philosophy - and the project 

section does not tie-back to the Commissioning Plan or other council Strategies including 

the Big Plan, housing targets etc. 

 

There are few, if any, key performance indicators provided in the Business Plan and no clear 

idea of what success will look like.  As a result, the council has only a very high-level view of 

the projects being proposed, and no clear idea of the outputs or outcomes anticipated until 

the Outline Business Case stage at which point FuturePlaces may already have made 

significant financial and resource commitments. 

 

Along with clearly identified KPIs for specific projects, including targets and contribution to 

Big Plan ambitions etc, the Commissioning Plan also requires the company Business Plan 

to set out a phased programme for the preparation of sites for development.  There is 

evidence of detailed programming work undertaken by FuturePlaces, but this is not being 

shared or included within the Business Plan. 

 

The URC was created to provide the council with the skills, expertise, and resources to 

progress regeneration projects at pace.  The council is required to support these activities 

and regular briefing sessions with Housing, Transport and Engineering, Planning etc, have 

been scheduled.  However, without clear project scope, deliverables, and programme 

timelines it is impossible for council departments to resource plan. 

 

This lack of transparency makes it difficult to evidence that projects are moving at pace and, 

due to the differing expectations of the company versus the council, cabinet deadlines have 

been missed. 

 

Similarly, prioritisation is an issue.  With the construction environment constantly changing, 

significant increases in inflation, the rising cost of materials, and the council’s pressured 

budgetary position, project prioritisation and strategic programming will be even more vital to 

the success of these schemes. 

 

The Business Plan should provide advice to the council on which projects to proceed with at 

pace, and which to use as longer-term more strategic assets.  As set out in the 

Commissioning Plan, such advice should also consider the best option for the council 

including promoting sites to the investment market, direct development, or suitable exit 

routes such as disposal.  Rather, there appears to be a drive to progress all the schemes 

simultaneously without the internal resources to deliver, incurring considerable external 
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consultant costs, and an over-reliance on council resources to prioritise FuturePlaces work 

over other council priorities due to the reactive rather than pro-active approach. 

The council needs to take a more proactive and transparent approach to commissioning; 

working collaboratively with FuturePlaces to ensure both parties are prioritising projects that 

will be self-funding, make a revenue or capital return to the council, or can be supported 

through investment or grants.  Not every scheme needs to be progressed with stewardship 

at its heart nor should FuturePlaces be averse to recommending disposal in order to fund 

more strategic sites or schemes that will have the most benefit to the local communities. 
 

Proposed Action: 

• The council should review the Commissioning Plan alongside the development of a 

new corporate strategy to ensure that the outcomes and performance indicators are 

still valid, taking into consideration the council’s budget position and any changes to 

strategy or policy. 

• FuturePlaces to produce Project Outline Case documents (or include sufficient 

project detail in their 2023/24 Business Plan) for those projects without a current 

OBC.  These should be related back to the outcomes included in the Commissioning 

Plan.  This must also include a phased programme for the preparation of sites for 

development along with KPIs for specific projects, clearly identified targets (including 

contribution to revenue generation, housing targets and Big Plan ambitions etc).  

N.B. The Commissioning Team did offer to support FuturePlaces with drafting these 

documents in 2022 but after a month the offer was rejected. 

• There is evidence of detailed programming work undertaken by FuturePlaces, but 

this is not being shared.  Suggest that this information – clearly identifying when 

council departments will be required to provide support and when - is provided as 

part of the reporting regime to ensure sufficient resource can be scheduled for each 

project or resourcing issues identified early in the programme.  For example, 

FuturePlaces commissioned invasive ground investigation works at Holes Bay which 

the council was not aware of, including the adjacent recreation ground which is out of 

the red-line area of the scheme.  Numerous urgent meetings had to take place with 

estates, FM, legal and the environment team to ensure the works did not cause any 

ecological issues and agree a workaround where the council placed the order so it 

could rely on the findings and recharge FuturePlaces for the resultant report, and for 

legal to issue an access licence to the contractor during the Christmas break to 

minimise penalty charges caused by the delay. 

• Ideally, a back-to-basics prioritisation and scoping session should be undertaken – to 

ensure both parties understand the parameters, outputs, outcomes, timeframes, 

budget etc and agree which projects should be prioritised.  This will prevent 

duplication (it is likely that much historic work can still be relied upon) and would 

provide early warning of any timing or scheduling issues.  As the council’s 

development and regeneration advisers, FuturePlaces should recommend which to 

proceed at pace, which to use as longer-term more strategic assets and not be afraid 

to consider the best option for the council, including disposal, in order to fund 

projects with the greatest benefit to the community. 

• The financial landscape has changed dramatically over the past two years and urgent 

reassessment is needed in terms of the business plan.  Part of FuturePlaces’ remit is 

to advise the council, and this must include not only prioritisation considering 

budgetary constraints, but a recognition that we cannot deliver everything despite 

political pressure.  As part of their proposals, FuturePlaces’ advice should include 

evidence of what is the market doing, what the council should invest in, what has the 

change in interest rates done to the property market, etc.  End of Appendix 3.2.20 
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Appendix 4.1.4 – FPL P&L account 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

End of appendix 4.1.4 

 

 

 

 

FPL Exp. Income Income 

FPL Profit and Loss Account £ £ £ £ £ £ £ £ From BCP Other

£ £ £

TURNOVER

UK sales (BCP Council) 1,354,806 72,645 3,301,300 4,728,751 J 4,728,751

COST OF SALES

Consultancy Fees -411,799 -1,712,284 -1,022,327 -3,146,410 -3,146,410

GROSS PROFIT (Loss) 943,007 -1,639,639 2,278,973 1,582,341

Administrative Expenses

Directors' salaries -98,750 -314,512 -227,077 -640,339

Directors' NI -14,274 -46,902 -26,420 -87,596 A

Directors' pension - defined contrib.scheme -750 -8,850 -5,421 -15,021

Directors' bonuses -9,700 -36,875 0 -46,575

Wages and salaries -69,987 -527,228 -505,229 -1,102,444

Employers NI -5,274 -72,119 -57,136 -134,529 B

Employers pensions - defined contrib.scheme -475 -8,056 -10,571 -19,102

Employers bonuses -6,907 -56,994 0 -63,901

Subcontractor costs -390,537 -259,621 -57,739 -707,897 C

Recruitment costs 0 -23,043 -9,000 -32,043

Staff training 0 -1,840 0 -1,840

Staff welfare -516 0 0 -516

Health and safety costs -969 -1,070 -729 -2,768

Protective clothing 0 -865 0 -865

Private health costs -582 -6,015 -5,414 -12,011

Travel and subsistence expenses -1,284 -7,489 -7,129 -15,902

Travel expenses -1,691 -5,104 -3,159 -9,954

Hotel expenses -1,473 -6,788 -1,023 -9,284

Rent 0 -36,000 -35,550 -71,550 D

Rates 0 -1,834 -62 -1,896

Other premises costs 0 -2,565 0 -2,565

Computer software, consumables -3,598 -684 -1,545 -5,827

Computer software costs -317 -1,872 0 -2,189

Computer and IT consumables 0 -695 -85 -780

Printing, postage and stationery -235 -1,054 -2,236 -3,525

Postage -142 0 0 -142

Courier services 0 -112 0 -112

Advertising and marketing costs -196,932 -55,942 -14,680 -267,554 E

Exhibitions -10,128 -7,733 -1,173 -19,034

Training seminars and workshops 0 -573 -4,435 -5,008

Audit fees -5,600 -5,600 -6,200 -17,400

Legal fees -52,687 -2,100 -41,941 -96,728 F

Consultancy fees -76,852 0 0 -76,852 G

Management fees (BCP Council Services to FPL) -86,072 -91,234 -141,755 -319,061 H

Subscriptions 0 -40 -732 -772

Payroll fees 0 -4,899 -3,148 -8,047

Bank charges 0 -737 -377 -1,114

Depreciation of computer equipment -2,600 -6,621 -4,265 -13,486

Depreciation of plant and machinery 0 -1,266 -1,108 -2,374

Entertaining -242 0 0 -242

Sundry expenses -1,852 -1,821 0 -3,673

Profit/loss on disposal of tangible fixed assets 0 0 -8,830 -8,830

-1,040,426 -1,606,753 -1,184,167 -3,831,346 -3,831,346

Other Operating Income

Government grant receipts - net 100,000 0 0 100,000 I 100,000

Interest receivable 0 0 233 233 233

OPERATING PROFIT 2,581 -3,246,392 1,095,039 -2,148,772

Interest payable and similar expenses

Aggregate P&L Aggregate TotalsP&L2021/22 2022/23

(18/6/21 to 31/3/22) (1/4/22 to 31/3/23)

2023/24

(1/4/23 to 31/3/24)

Other interest payable -10 -8,786 -218,890 -227,686 -227,686

PROFIT FOR THE FINANCIAL PERIOD 2,571 -3,255,178 876,149 -2,376,458 -7,205,442 4,728,751 100,233
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Blank Page – formatting anomoly 

 

 

 

 

 

190



Page 169 of 190 

 

Appendix 5.1.6  Bonus Payments – evidence schedule 
 

2021/22 Bonus  
The bonus payments were accrued for and feature in the 2021/22 BCP FuturePlaces (FP) 
accounts but were not actually paid to staff until Nov 2022 (pay packets of eligible staff), i.e. 
some 8 months after the Financial year end.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The snip above shows the General ledger for 2021/22 entries including posting dates.  Note 
that on the 11 July 2022 two accrual journals for an aggregate total of £33,213.70 were 
added to the ledger. This figure represented a 20% bonus for all eligible staff.   On the 21 
November this accrual was adjusted (reduced) by half to leave a 10% bonus to eligible staff 
totalling £16,606.85.  This is the reported figure in the 2021/22 P&L account of FP.  
Lord Bob Kerslake having been appointed on 1/10/2022, made the decision that a 10% 
bonus was appropriate, rather than the 20% originally accrued for in the draft accounts.   
 
Note the 31st December 2022 was the deadline for FP to file their audited accounts with 
companies house and staff bonuses would need to be paid by 31st December in order for 
Corporation tax deductions to be secured. 
 
The minutes of the Board meeting on 24 March 2022 said this: 

 
 
Between 24 March 2022 and 9 November 2022 Board meetings the issue of Bonuses 
appears to have been discussed on several occasions, but decisions were postponed 
pending appointment of the Chair and NEDs, an example is the Board meeting on 18 July 
which said this: 

 
 
The extract below shows the BCP Future Places Board minutes (9/11/22) and action tracker 
log. It shows the bonus decision was delegated to Lord Kerslake (Chairman of the Board).  
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2022/23 Bonus 
The 2022/23 bonus was paid in May 2023 payslips, i.e. some 2 months after the financial 
year end but again the bonus payments were accrued for and feature in the 2022/23 
accounts. The bonus was 12.5% to all eligible staff.      
 

The 9 March 2023 Board papers said this: 

 
The minutes for that meeting (9 March 2023) said this: 

 
 

The 28 April 2023 Board papers said this: 

 
The minutes for that meeting (28 April 2023) said this: 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Note - Individuals pay tax and NI contributions on any bonus payments in the month the bonus 

was paid (in November 2022 for 2021/22 bonus, and in May 2023 for 2022/23 bonus).   Company 

accounts were correctly constructed on an accruals basis 

 

The schedule below shows the total bonus position split between Directors and other staff to 

enable full reconciliation to the detailed P&L account. 
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No bonus payments were made for financial year 2023/24. 

 

End of appendix 5.1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Staff Bonuses

2021/22 2022/23 2023/24

Position
Directors Bonus 

10%
Directors Bonus 

12.5%
Directors Bonus 

nil%
Chief Operating Officer & Investment Director 3,535.62 18,125.00 0.00

Managing Director 6,164.38 18,750.00 0.00

Total 9,700.00 36,875.00 0.00 46,575.00

Position Bonus 10% Bonus 12.5% Bonus nil%
Employee A 1,520.55 3,750.00 0.00

Employee B 3,726.03 12,500.00 0.00

Employee C 1,191.78 9,375.00 0.00

Employee D 394.52 7,760.41 0.00

Employee E 73.97 11,423.08 0.00

Employee F 0.00 0.00 0.00

Employee G 0.00 2,241.36 0.00

Employee H 0.00 4,416.67 0.00

Employee I 0.00 1,718.75 0.00

Employee J 0.00 1,562.50 0.00

Employee K 0.00 2,246.15 0.00

adjust. -0.04 0.00

Total 6,906.85 56,993.88 0.00 63,900.73

16,606.85 93,868.88 0.00 110,475.73
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Appendix 5.2 - Independent Chair and NED Recruitment Process 

 
This is a direct cut and paste from the Cabinet report dated 7/9/2022 
6. Recruitment agency Berwick Partners was appointed by FuturePlaces to manage 
the NED recruitment process for the advertising and selection of BCP 
FuturePlaces Chair and NED roles. 
 
7. Berwick Partners, part of Odgers Berndtson the UK’s leading and largest 
Executive Search Firm, focuses on Senior Leadership roles within the private and 
public sector. They were selected based on their successful track record within 
the specific sector of urban regeneration companies, and their ability to access 
and attract exceptional candidates from a range of organisations. 
 
8. A benchmarking exercise was undertaken by the agency of other local authority 
trading companies (LATCs), development corporations, and LEPs to assist with 
building a comprehensive picture and advise on the role and an appropriate level 
of remuneration. 
 
9. The opportunity was advertised on the agency website and a variety of other 
websites such as The Guardian, LinkedIn, WomenonBoards, 
NonExecutiveDirectors.com, BCP Council website and The NED Exchange to 
ensure the widest possible reach and to ensure that the opportunities attracted 
strong interest from a diverse range of high calibre applicants. 
 
10. Berwick Partners also used their experience and expertise to make targeted 
approaches to other suitable candidates with relevant experience. 
 
11. Following the successful recruitment campaign, Berwick Partners screened and 
interviewed applicants using agreed criteria, resulting in a longlist of 
recommended candidates. Three of these candidates were short-listed for 
interview by the Managing Director (MD) and Chief Operating Officer (COO) of 
FuturePlaces for the position of Chair. All three were high calibre individuals with 

relevant backgrounds and experience in placemaking and regeneration. 
 
12. The short-listed candidates were interviewed by the MD and COO resulting in the 
recommendation of Lord Kerslake as the preferred candidate for Chair. 
 
13. Lord Kerslake was also interviewed by a panel consisting of FuturePlaces board 
members Councillor Drew Mellor, Councillor Phil Broadhead, and Graham 
Farrant, BCP Council’s Chief Executive, on 25 July 2022. This panel supported 
the recommendation to appoint Lord Kerslake as independent Chair. 
 
14. An introductory meeting also took place on 15 August between Lord Kerslake and 
Cllr Vikki Slade, Leader of the Opposition. 
 
15. Lord Kerslake became Permanent Secretary for the Department for Communities 
and Local Government (DCLG) on 1 November 2010. He was also Head of the 
Civil Service from January 2012 to September 2014. His previous roles include: 
  Chief Executive of the Homes and Communities Agency, the national housing and 
regeneration agency for England 
  Chief Executive of Sheffield City Council, 

 London Borough of Hounslow as Director of Finance and a further seven years as 

Chief Executive. 
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16. Lord Kerslake has also been a non-executive board member at DCLG and was a 
member of both the Equalities Review Panel and the National Employment 
Panel. Lord Kerslake was knighted for services to Local Government in 2005 and 
made a Life Peer, taking the title Baron Kerslake, in 2015. A more detailed 
biography of Lord Kerslake is attached at Appendix A. 
 
17. The Chair, in particular, will be expected to use his professional contacts to 
further the network of the company, to supervise delivery of strategic objectives, 
and to test the appropriateness of governance structures. 
 
18. The recruitment of two further NEDs has been halted temporarily to enable 
Council to approve the appointment of Lord Kerslake as independent Chair of 
BCP FuturePlaces. 
 
19. If the recommendations are approved the Chief Executive of BCP Council, as 
Shareholder Representative, and the new independent Chair will select 
appropriate candidates for the remaining two NED positions, following an 
appropriate recruitment and selection process, and bring details of those 
appointments back to the council for information. 

 

 This was later adjusted to three NEDs on the advice of Lord Kerslake 

 
End of appendix 5.2 
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Appendix 5.3 – Declarations of Interest 

 

Example of ‘Standing’ declarations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Example of meeting specific declarations  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

End of Appendix 5.3 
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Appendix 5.5 – Rent, Office 2 Bourne Park, Exeter Rd, Bournemouth 

 

5.5.13 – Extract from administrators update report 7 June 2023  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It must be clearly stated that mention of Bourne House above, which is in Hinton Road, and 

which was owned by Hinton Road Investment Limited, is not Bourne Park, Exeter Road which 

was the building occupied in Office 2 by FPL.       
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Appendix 5.5.33 – COO e-docu. signed licence (rent) agreements for year 1 and 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

End of appendix 5.5 
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Appendix 5.9.9 – FPL proposition document on Winter Gardens site dated 14 Nov2021 

from FPL MD to Leader of the Council, deputy leader, chief executive, representatives 

from BDC (MUSE) and various council officers 

 

Page 1       Page 2 
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Appendix 5.9.9 continued 

 

Page3       Page4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    Page 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

End of appendix 5.9 
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Appendix 5.10.18 – Interest calculation  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

End of appendix 5.10 
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Appendix 6.3.2 – Shareholder Agreement – Reserved Matters – page 1 of 3 
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Appendix 6.3.2 – Shareholder Agreement – Reserved Matters – page 2 of 3 
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Appendix 6.3.2 – Shareholder Agreement – Reserved Matters  - page 3 of 3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

End of Appendix 6.3.2 
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Appendix 7.1.6 – Email from FPL MD – Third way option 15 August 2023 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The dark or bold text is the Chief Executive’s reply to matters or questions posed within 

the original email by the FPL MD. 

 

End of appendix 7.1 
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Appendix 7.3.1 – Summary schedule compiled by Commissioning team  

 
FuturePlaces Document Review  

FINAL UPDATE 13 December 2023  

  

Agreed Process  

As part of the September Cabinet Report, setting out the options for the future of FuturePlaces, 

proposed principles for the financial closure of the company were included as an 

appendix.  This included principles in relation to the handover of project documentation from 

FuturePlaces to the Council in terms of eligibility, valuation, and funding (copy attached at 

Appendix A).  

 

Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) across the council (including colleagues from Planning, 

Housing, Estates, Commercial Operations and Regeneration, amongst others) were asked to 

review this documentation for projects within, or linked to their area of work, applying the 

eligibility criteria set out, and confirming whether the council should agree to purchase the 

work.  The SMEs were asked to complete details on a project-by-project spreadsheet against 

each piece of work including confirmation of the rationale for purchase in line with existing 

council objectives.  

 

As FuturePlaces was created under the Teckal exemption the company has been required to 

comply with the Council's Financial Regulations.  Therefore, the Council can place confidence 

in the value of third-party costs due to FuturePlaces adhering to the same procurement 

processes and PCR2015 regulations.  

  

The September Cabinet Report, setting out the options for the future of FuturePlaces, included 

an estimated range between £0.57m to £4.04m for the work to be transferred to the Council.  

  

Outcome of SME Review  

  

Work presented by FuturePlaces was classified into three categories as follows:  

  

1. There is a tangible output of clear value to BCP that supports an ongoing project such 

as feasibility studies or technical reports or is in line with existing Council objectives 

and priorities such as assisting with policy setting (for example providing evidence in 

support of the draft Local Plan).  

2. There is no clear value or use to BCP as there is no project at this time and the work 

cannot be used in support of policy setting or other council priority.  

3. There is no clear evidence, value, or use as there is no tangible output to consider.  

  

Following the review, additional work by the finance team has been conducted to validate 

payments which have already been made under the previous revenue funding model and 

payments from financial year 2021/22 have been excluded.  

 

The value for work in category 1 above has been calculated at £1,713,430.34, category 

2 at £220,811.37, and the value for work in category 3 at £884,799.84.  

  

A multiplier of 1.8 (based on the standard ratio of external to internal costs experienced by the 

company as per the agreed principles set out in Appendix A) has been applied to third-party 

external spend on an open book basis for those elements in category 1 and a breakdown has 

been included at Appendix B on a project-by-project basis.  
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The value of Category 1 (£1,713,430.34) less previous payments (£218,038.68) is 

£1,495,391.66 multiplied by 1.8 = £2,691,704.99.  

Funding sources (both revenue and in some cases capital) shall now need to be confirmed 

for those elements not previously purchased.  

 

Where the review identified studies that the Council will wish to rely on for ongoing projects, 

letters of reliance will be sent to suppliers - either to enable the Council to rely on the contents, 

or for third party reliance where the Council intends to dispose of a site.  There is a risk of 

additional cost where some suppliers may not want to extend reliance to the Council or third 

parties.  This work will continue as required, supported by the legal team.    

  

Anticipated Timeline  

(Key: blue complete, green on track, amber partially completed, red overdue)  

Date  Action  Progress  

25 September  SMEs sent explanation of the anticipated process.  Complete  

29 September  Spreadsheet received from FP listing all expenditure 

by consultant, the name of the report produced and 

justification for commission along with a document 

file for each project  

Complete  

13 October  Reminder sent to SMEs  Complete  

24 October  PIDs and/or POCs sent to the council on 24 

October.  Largely compiled by Christine Hobday 

based on information from project leads.  These 

have not been approved and are described as 

snapshot summaries.  

Complete  

17 November  SME review complete   Complete  

17 November – 30 

November   

Two-week contingency to chase anything 

outstanding and deal with any queries  

Complete  

1 December  SME review complete  Complete  

4 December – 21 

December  

Financial review and valuation  Complete ahead of 

schedule  

7 February   Settlement reported in the Budget Cabinet Report on 

7 February and considered by Council on 20 

February  

On track  

  

  

Appendix A  

  

Principles to be applied to the financial closure of   

BCP FuturePlaces Ltd  

The purpose of this document is to set out for Member consideration the principles to be 

applied to closure of BCP Future Places Ltd financial accounts in respect to work-in-progress. 

This framework will help in determining the eligibility, value and funding sources for work being 

acquired by the council.  

  

Principle 1: Eligibility  

  

Information and advice would be considered eligible subject to the following considerations.  

  

1. All items purchased must be for a clear rationale in line with existing council objectives 

and priorities.  
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2. All documents and advice must be reviewed and signed off by the relevant officer and 

subject matter expert.   

  

Principle 2: Valuation  

  

Information and advice would be valued subject to the following considerations: -  

  

1. On an open book arrangement, the council would seek confirmation of any third-party 

external spend incurred by FuturePlaces and apply a multiplier of [1.8] (based on the 

standard ratio of external to internal costs experienced by the company.)  

  

o The council can place confidence in the value of third-party costs due to BCP 

FuturePlaces adhering to the same procurement process of the council due to its 

Teckal status.  

  

2. Where there are no third-party costs, FuturePlaces would need to evidence any time 

spent on a project via timesheets. The council would consequently be willing to pay 3 

times the base salary cost of the time incurred.  

  

Principle 3: Funding  

  

Information and advice would be funded subject to the following considerations: -  

  

1. For continuing schemes that have already experienced a capitalisation point, any 

additional costs could continue to be capitalised in line with pre agreed budgets.  

  

o Should the required expenditure create an additional funding need then the necessary 

approvals would need to be sought to increase the budget within the capital 

programme.  

  

2. For any new schemes that are clearly supporting the acquisition or construction of a 

capital asset, then these costs could also be capitalised subject to:  

  

o Sufficient clarity on the intended outcome.  

  

o A business case including funding source approved in line with the financial 

regulations.  

  

o The scheme and the associated budget being included in the council capital 

programme.  

  

   

3. For any schemes earmarked for disposal, then costs incurred could be funded from 

the disposal proceeds.  

  

o Subject to adhering to the parameters allowed, particularly noting the 4% cap on non-

housing disposals.  

  

o Depending on the timing of the disposal it may be necessary to raise a capital debtor 

at year end to cover the cost incurred.  
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4. For any general information and advice relevant to feasibility studies or assisting with 

policy setting then these costs would require a revenue funding source.  

  

o No provision currently exists for such expenditure therefore the necessary approvals 

would need to be sought for inclusion in the council’s MTFP.  

  

5. Any packages of information the council does not require would not be purchased and 

remain as an unrecoverable cost burden in the company.  

  

Principle 4: Assets  

  

As at the 31 October 2023 BCP FuturePlaces Ltd is predicted to hold the following assets.  

  

£23,217 ICT Equipment (Service Pro and Laptops)  

  

£7,120  Glass Partitions (NB. sold by FuturePlaces and not purchased by the  

  Council)  

  

£30,337 Total Asset Valuation  

  

The council would pay the net book value for these assets and then capitalise the costs funded 

by prudential borrowing with the revenue charge part of the cost of the new Investment and 

Development Directorate.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

End of appendix 7.3 
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Confidential Appendix (Blank)  – Page 188 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

F. Detailed scope evidence base appendices (Confidential) - (not all detailed scope areas 

require an appendix so these do not run sequentially, there will be numbering gaps) 
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Confidential Appendix (Blank) – Page 189 
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End of confidential appendix 3.1.19 

 

Back page and end of report 
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