Thurrock Strategic Infrastructure Board (TSIB)

Meeting Minutes

Date: October 15, 2025

Time: 03:00 pm

Location: Microsoft Teams, 3@ Floor Room 4

Attendees
Board Members Present:

Priscilla Omede — Planning

Ashley Baldwin — Planning, Transportation and Public Protection (Chair)
Christpoher Smith — Health and Social Care Transformation

Sarah Williams — Education

Nisshanth Narendran — Finance

Natalie Smith — Community Development

Eze Ekeledo — Planning, Development Management

Peter Wright — Highways and Transport Delivery

Kate Kozlova-Boran — Employability and Skills

Michele Lucas — Education, Children Services

Clive Collins — Environment Performance and Support

Keith Andrews—Housing Development

Helen Horrocks — Public Health

Isratu Marah — Planning

Patryk Jaskiewicz— Planning

Navtej Tung — Transport Development

Byravi Murugan-Rajoo — Housing Development and Regeneration

Apologies:

George McCullough — Regeneration

Edward Brotherton — Street Scene and Leisure
Louise Neilan — Communications and Engagement
Laura Last — Finance

Rocchina Raymond — Recreation and Leisure

Agenda Points

(PO) presented on the below agenda points. (PO) noted the absence of a
representative from Legal, highlighting that any decisions the Board were unsure of
would be deferred to the next meeting.

Overall S106 Position



(PO) provided a general overview of the S106 Programme’s current position.
e Amount Available - £15,605,014.53
e Amount Received this Financial Year - £1,226,835.47
e Amount Spent this Financial Year* - £333,600.40

*Not inclusive of spend to be transferred to cost codes.
Expired Contributions and Progression
(PO) provided a breakdown of expired S106 contributions.

£1,715,871.39 — Total Expired S106 Agreements

£29,667.37 — Has been requested to be returned

£94,840.81— Signatory has confirmed we can spend past repayment date
£48,364.61 — Has been spent, waiting to be transferred to correct cost codes
£736,338.70 — In negotiations with signatory

£806,659.90 — Waiting for signatory to confirm spend/service is waiting to
progress

(PO) further noted:

e £562,394.92 — Agreements that will expire in the next year
Out of this amount,

e £220,879.48 does not have a timeline for delivery

(PO) acknowledged the importance of addressing contributions that are due to expire
in the next year but currently do not have a timeline for delivery. (PO) considered
creating an action plan at the start of the new year to enable services to factor them
into their Work Plans as most contributions expire in October/towards the end of the
calendar year.

(AB) questioned if we are aware which service each contribution sits in. (PO) noted
that we are, and she will share a breakdown of this when the minutes are distributed.

Service Input into Google Data Centre S106

(PO) explained that the Council has received a large-scale planning application for a
Google Data Centre [25/00573/OUT]. (PO) noted details of the application include the
comprehensive development of the site to accommodate:
e Up to four data centre buildings (and ancillary/associated works — fencing
substations, energy storage etc.)
Internal road networks
Electric vehicle charging stations
Car parking for up to 460 vehicles
Cycle spaces
Hard and soft landscaping
Habitat creation



e Open space enhancements (pedestrian and cycle linkages, mountain bike
track)

(PO) emphasised the large-scale nature of the planning application and highlighted
how Basildon Council were able to secure c.£3million in a Section 106 agreement for
a similar (but smaller) application. (PW) enquired whether there was a timeline for
Basildon to spend their S106 contribution.

(PO) explained that the developers have requested that the Council submit their
requests to inform the S106 agreement. (AB) questioned whether any asks had arisen
so far through consultations during the planning process. (PO) responded that there
had not been any asks, but this was missing out on a big opportunity. (PW) questioned
who was consulted in Highways, as it was surprising that there had not been a
Highways ask, given that there usually is one regarding arterial roads and widening.
(AB) suggested that this may be because data centres do not produce traffic, so an
ask from Highways may not have been thought of. (HH) asked whether the
suggestions must be linked to the development. (AB) stated that they must be CIL
Regulation 122 compliant and proposals must be bound with evidence. (AB) further
highlighted that services will need to be careful with wording.

(PO) displayed and reviewed the draft suggestions list: -
e Travel Plan Monitoring Fee
e Local Employment, Skills & Education Fund

(KKB) noted she can send a lot more ideas to add. (ML) added that these
suggestions must factor in and address vulnerable groups. (KKB) stated that she
will ensure proposals are supported with the appropriate evidence.

e Digital Skills & Education Fund

(NS) enquired whether suggestions under this service area could extend to
libraries, specifically involving their provision of digital skills and their investment
in that type of outreach. (AB) questioned the impact the Google Data Centre would
have on libraries. (NS) noted that libraries are often signposted to residents for
these types of services. (PO) added that she could not link the development to
libraries and impacting/increasing the digital skills of an area. (AB) acknowledged
that he does not think the suggestion meets Reg 122 requirements, but it does not
mean we cannot put forward the ask.

(KA) enquired whether much employment would be generated from the site but
anticipated there would not be much. (AB) highlighted that the main employment
benefits would be in construction. (KA) suggested that Digital Skills and Education
Fund forms a part of the Local Employment, Skills and Training Fund.

e Highways & Transport Improvements



(PO) acknowledged that in addition to the usual asks from Highways identified
earlier in the meeting, there would be suggestions here from the Infrastructure
Requirement List. (NT) added that Arterial Road, West Thurrock needs to be
doubled in capacity, otherwise there would be a direct impact on access. (AB)
guestioned how this would be done. (NT) stated that an additional lane in each
direction would increase capacity, and could be implemented, as the existing
bridge was originally designed wide enough to support such an expansion.

e Community Benefit Fund

(PO) noted she will be reaching out to Community Forums to gain suggestions.
(NS) added that the Volunteer Centre should also be consulted to offer
suggestions given their links to the Thurrock Community Fund.

e Public Realm & Open Space Enhancements

(HH) highlighted that there may be challenges to public realm and open space
enhancements. In particular, (HH) explained that the existing tunnel underneath
carries safety issues and would need appropriate mitigation. (NT) stated that there
is an opportunity to revisit what was included in the Arena Essex housing asks,
noting that whilst it is a different scheme, there are similar prospects, and the
Council should check if they are still viable. (CC) highlighted that Arena Essex did
consider the tunnel linking into Lakeside but is unsure on how conversations
progressed. (HH) reiterated there is no point in implementing infrastructure (and
improvements) if residents do not see the benefit and will not utilise. (AB) asked
whether this had been included in consultee comments. (HH) said she would
verify.

e Local Regeneration Fund
(PO) noted that this had been sent over to (GM).

(PO) explained that the draft list is to get services thinking about what it is possible to
be asking for. (HH) enquired whether services could add to the list, subject to
compliance with Reg 122. (PO) and (AB) asked what would be added and (HH)
suggested items concerning health and work, health reasons arising from
unemployment (i.e. MSK conditions, mental health).

(KA) asked what councils have (received an application for) a data centre. (AB) stated
Havering and Broxbourne as well as Basildon.

(PO) noted that in previous large-scale Class B8 developments, the Council have not
secured much in S106 agreements (e.g. Travel Plan Monitoring Fees etc.). (AB)
guestioned and proposed impacts of the development including impact of carbon on
the grid, carbon, energy use etc. (PO) noted that (GC) has provided carbon figures.
(AB) noted the absence of comments from Essex Fire. Others from the Board
conversed on potential water usage and impacts on water supply, flooding and the
climate. (AB) stated that the site is meant to be ideal in terms of drainage. (PO) added



that the site lies on chalk, so developers are happy with the drainage. (HH) highlighted
that the larger problem lies in impacts on water supply, and the possibility of more
frequent water issues. (NT) noted that water supply would not be an issue for the LLFA
to comment on, but rather utilities.

(EE) enquired how much bigger was this proposal in comparison to the Basildon Data
Centre. (AB) stated that this was a much bigger application. (EE) suggested that there
could be scope to suggest items related to education, skills and mitigation to address
pressure on local systems. (AB) further suggested there was the scope to suggest a
sports contribution in relation to the potential displacement of recreational land. (AB)
noted the OIld Coventry Speedway Stadium application in Coventry, and Sport
England’s justification here. (AB) added that Google would not consider a sports
contribution nearby/onsite as it would be a security issue.

S106 Forum Workshop

(PO) gave a reminder to the Board that the next S106 Forum Workshop with
Community Forums will be on Wednesday 12" November 7:00pm — 8:30pm. (PO)
displayed the draft agenda, and stated it will follow the same format as the previous
workshop:

(PO) noted she was hoping to obtain an update from NHS/Healthcare, provided by
Rob Persey.

(PO) agreed with (AB) that the workshop is worth mentioning to Clare Demmel. (AB)
further stated it would be good to include details on Highways’ projects, scheme and
plans. (PO) and (PW) confirmed this would form part of the workshop presentation.
(AB) highlighted that the challenge will be to present the Council's demonstrable
progress.

Board Approval Process
(PO) presented the board approval form for the following projects.
Education — presented by (SW) — 2 items

e Board approved the allocation of the remaining balance (£233,587.75) to be
used for another school in the area as William Edwards will not be admitting
any more children and have reduced numbers.

[18/00507/FUL]

(AB) asked whether a map of schools in the central planning area will be
provided when requesting to repurpose the agreement. This will ensure
alternative options (other schools in the area) can be explored, should further
issues arise, and can be linked to a report going to Cabinet. (SW) confirmed
this could be achieved.

e Board approved the allocation of remaining funds (£94,330.00) to fund
employability/skills advisors who will be working in the area and the whole



borough. This would fund an advisor from 1S April 2026 — 31t March 2027.
Board previously approved this contribution to be used for Purfleet Primary
school however due to this S106 expiring and the short timeframe the developer
has given us to spend past the repayment date, it is imperative that this
contribution is spent to avoid having to repay.

[14/00600/FUL]

(PO) confirmed that the in the original request, the Board approved the variation
of the agreement, however as the agreement is under the ‘Planning Obligation
Strategy’, the Council can again repurpose and spend the agreement without
having to contact the developer. (AB) stated that he agreed with the ask so long
the money is spent, and there is justification for the redirection of funds. (KKB)
confirmed the spend would benefit the whole borough. (PO) stated she would
transfer the funds to the relevant budget in due course.

Community Development and Equalities — presented by (PO) — 1 item

Board approved the allocation of the remaining balance (£7,124.75) to be used
in Aveley, subject to no suggestions coming forward from South Ockendon.
This contribution has an allocated spend under IRL-0184 - Aveley Community
Hub when complete will provide a range of additional services (including a
changing place facility) designed to serve residents with disabilities and more
specialist needs in Aveley, South Ockendon and potentially Purfleet. Majority
of the funding from this development has been used in Ockendon, but it was
agreed that as the Aveley Hub development is new and benefits residents in
Ockendon this contribution could be used in Aveley.

[16/01726/REM]

It was noted that a significant amount of money from the original agreement
remains unspent.

(AB) stated that if locality boundaries have not been defined on a map within
the original agreement, then it could be argued that they are open to
subjectivity. However, (AB) added he would be guided to lead with (NS)’s
thoughts on impact of facilities and reach. (NS) explained that in the past, a lot
of money has been funnelled into Ockendon, but will utilise the next forum
meeting to gain a greater idea of communities’ thoughts, and to consider
alternative proposals. (HH) suggested Thurrock Trust Links, and (NS) noted
this as a possibility.

Highways — presented by (PO) — 1 item

Board did not agree to continue spending this contribution past the repayment
date (signatory is unknown) and to repurpose the contribution for use on the
Orchard Footbridge which is in the same area (South Ockendon).
[08/00913/TTGFUL]

(AB) noted that the request to continue spending would require input from
Legal, and that (HN) could provide a strategic view. However (AB) further noted



that the contribution (£30,865.88) is not a large sum of money, so it is unlikely
the developer would ask for the contribution to be returned, therefore meaning
the risk carried here is low. Despite this, confirmation from Legal would need to
be sought. (PO) added that the agreement is past its repayment date by more
than 5 years, and that construction is projected to commence in Q1 26/27. (CC)
further added that the initial application was received through the Thurrock
Thames Gateway Development Corporation and is why the signatory is
unknown.

Healthcare — presented by (PO) — 1 item

AOB

Board agreed to the allocation of £5,000 to the Tilbury Forum to be used for the
defibrillator project. The funds will be used to replace pads and batteries in several
publicly accessible defibrillators that are registered with the circuit and the good
sam app. Once a defibrillator is used within the area, a notification is sent that
the defibrillator has been used and is now not available. It is then a requirement
that any pads, batteries or consumables are replaced before the defibrillator
can be put back in use. The NHS alliance has agreed for £5000.00 to be
allocated.

[08/00913/TTGFUL]

(PO) noted the above is similar to the East Tilbury scheme and that there were
no NHS objections.

(EE) emphasised the importance of leveraging large application to obtain effective
S106 agreements. He further stressed the importance of gathering the necessary
evidence to put forward suggestions/cases/arguments and raised the idea of
commissioning or organising reports/evidence bases.

(ML) raised the issue of significant challenges concerning community buildings in
Thurrock, particularly dilapidation. (NS) added that maintenance agreements are key
and will be important to include in the future, as the funding can be used to finance
and upkeep community spaces.

(EE) identified intersecting service areas can aid the justification of business cases

END OF MEETING
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