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Members of Environment Committee 

 
Tim Boxall - Member, Chas Fellows - Member, Haydn Jones - Member, Timothy 
Williams - Member, Elizabeth Ashton - Member, Paul Denney - Member, Julie 
Douglass - Member, Colin Fryer - Member, Roger Sanders - Member, Paul Smith - 
Vice Chairman, Simon Pickering - Chairman, Brian Tipper - Member 

 
 

FIRE EVACUATION PROCEDURES 
FOR VISITORS AT EBLEY MILL 

 
• Upon hearing the fire alarm, visitors should immediately evacuate the building 

by the nearest fire exit. These are located at the rear of the chamber, and the 
side door leading to the roof garden, marked as Fire Exits.  

 

• Proceed to the main staff car park, and assemble at the NB sign.  
 

• DO NOT stay, or return, to collect personal belongings. 
 

• DO NOT use the lifts when the alarm is sounding 
 

• Visitors must remain at the assembly points until permission is given to leave. 
 

• Visitors must not leave the site until instructed to do so. 
 
 
For details of future meetings please see the website – www.stroud.gov.uk 
 
 
 
 
 

ALL MOBILE PHONES/PAGERS SHOULD BE SWITCHED OFF OR SET TO 
SILENT MODE BEFORE THE START OF THE MEETING. 
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Environment Committee 

 
 
 

 

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTE

 
A meeting of the Environment
SEPTEMBER 2014 in the Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, 
19:00. 

 

 
 

 

Please Note: This meeting will be filmed for live or subsequent broadcast via the 
Council’s internet site (
filmed except where there are confidential or exempt items, which may need to be 
considered in the absence of the press and public.  

The images and sound recording 
Council. 

Whilst the public seating areas are not directly filmed, particular camera shots around the 
Chamber may capture persons seated in the public areas.  If you ask a question in 
accordance with the procedures in the Council’s Constitution and use a microphone for this 
purpose, then you will be deemed to have consented to being filmed.  By entering the Council 
Chamber and using the public seating areas, you are consenting to being filmed and to the 
possible use of those images and sound recordings for webcasting and/or training purposes.

If you have any queries regarding the above, please contact

 Agenda Publish

  26 AUGUST 2014

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE

Environment Committee will be held on 
in the Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Ebley Wharf, Stroud at

 

David Hagg 
Chief Executive 

A G E N D A 

This meeting will be filmed for live or subsequent broadcast via the 
Council’s internet site (www.stroud.gov.uk).  The whole of the meeting will be 
filmed except where there are confidential or exempt items, which may need to be 
considered in the absence of the press and public.   

The images and sound recording may be used for training purposes within the 

Whilst the public seating areas are not directly filmed, particular camera shots around the 
Chamber may capture persons seated in the public areas.  If you ask a question in 

res in the Council’s Constitution and use a microphone for this 
purpose, then you will be deemed to have consented to being filmed.  By entering the Council 
Chamber and using the public seating areas, you are consenting to being filmed and to the 

use of those images and sound recordings for webcasting and/or training purposes.

If you have any queries regarding the above, please contact Democratic Services.

 

nda Published: 26 August 2014 

 

26 AUGUST 2014 
E 

 

 THURSDAY, 04 
Ebley Wharf, Stroud at 

This meeting will be filmed for live or subsequent broadcast via the 
).  The whole of the meeting will be 

filmed except where there are confidential or exempt items, which may need to be 

may be used for training purposes within the 

Whilst the public seating areas are not directly filmed, particular camera shots around the 
Chamber may capture persons seated in the public areas.  If you ask a question in 

res in the Council’s Constitution and use a microphone for this 
purpose, then you will be deemed to have consented to being filmed.  By entering the Council 
Chamber and using the public seating areas, you are consenting to being filmed and to the 

use of those images and sound recordings for webcasting and/or training purposes. 

Democratic Services. 
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Environment Committee  Agenda Published: 26 August 2014 

 

 
1 APOLOGIES 

 
 

 
2 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

To receive declarations of interest. 
 

 
3 MINUTES 

To confirm and sign as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting held 
on 19 June 2014. 
 

 
4 PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 

The Chair of the Committee will answer questions from members of the 
public, submitted in accordance with the Council's procedures. 
 
DEADLINE FOR RECEIPT OF QUESTIONS 
Noon on Monday, 1 September 2014. 
 
Questions must be submitted in writing to the Chief Executive, 
Democratic Services , Ebley Mill, Ebley Wharf, Stroud and sent by post, 
by fax (01453 754957), or by Email: democratic.services@stroud.gov.uk  
 

 
 

  
5 WORK PROGRAMME  2014-15 

To consider the Committee's Work Programme for 2014/15 and update 
accordingly. 
 

  
6 BUDGET MONITOR REPORT 2014-15 Q1 

To note the outturn forecast for the General Fund Revenue Budget and the 
Capital Programme for 2014/15. 
 

  
7 DESIGNATION OF NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING AREA AT HORSLEY 

To consider the nomination of a Neighbourhood Planning Area affecting 
the Parish of Horsley. 
 

  
8 MULTI SERVICES CONTRACT REVIEW 

To consider the Task and Finish Group recommendations on the design 
and delivery of the services included in the multi service contract to operate 
from July 2016. 
 

  
 

 
9 MEMBERS' QUESTIONS 

See Agenda Item 4 for deadline for submission. 
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EC.2014/15 

Environment Committee 1 
19 June 2014 

Subject to approval 
at the next meeting 

Minutes  

 

 

 
ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 

 
19 June 2014 

 

7.00 pm – 8.55 pm 

Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Stroud 

 

Minutes 

3 
 
Membership: 
Councillor Simon Pickering (Chair) P Councillor Colin Fryer P 
Councillor Paul Smith (Vice-Chair) P Councillor Chas Fellows P 
Councillor Liz Ashton P Councillor Haydn Jones P 
Councillor Tim Boxall A Councillor Roger Sanders P 
Councillor Paul Denney P Councillor Brian Tipper P 
Councillor Julie Douglass P Councillor Tim Williams P 
    
P = Present A = Absent 
 
Other Councillors Present: 
Councillor Geoff Wheeler and Councillor Chris Brine 
 
Officers Present: 
Strategic Head (Development Services) Interim Multi-Service Contract Review Manager 
Head of Planning 
Head of Customer Services 

Principal Planning Officer (Planning Strategy) 
Solicitor 

Canal Project Manager 
Public Space Manager 

Democratic Services Assistant 
 
 

EC.001 APOLOGIES 
 
There were none. 
 
EC.002 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
There were none. 
 
EC.003 MINUTES 
 
RESOLVED That the Minutes of the Meeting held on 4 February 2014 

are confirmed and signed as a correct record.  
 
EC.004 PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 
 
There were none. Page 5 of 53
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Environment Committee 2 
19 June 2014 

Subject to approval 
at the next meeting 

Minutes  

 

 
EC.005 INTRODUCTION TO ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
 
The Chair welcomed new members to the Committee and identified the key areas of 
the committee’s responsibilities.  He stated that Members were welcome to attend 
briefings and he would liaise with Group Leaders. 
 
RESOLVED To note the update. 
 
EC.006 WORK PROGRAMME 
 
Members agreed the following changes to the Committee’s Work Programme:- 
 
To add an item on The Multi Service Contract to the September meeting and for a 
follow up report to be made at the Committees’ meeting in March 2015. It was 
confirmed that there would be presentations on Fracking and by New Earth 
Solutions at a future meeting. 
 
RESOLVED To note the Work Programme subject to the above 

amendments. 
 
EC.007 MULTI SERVICES CONTRACT REVIEW – INTERIM 

REPORT 
 
The Interim Multi-Service Contract Review Manager introduced the report which 
gave an update on the work of the Task and Finish Group and identified key areas 
for further discussion including contract delivery options.  A survey had been 
undertaken of 512 residents across the district and covered; refuse and recycling, 
garden waste, street sweeping and litter.  There was strong support for the 
introduction of food waste collection with 72% of respondents saying that they would 
use it.  It was reported that such a service would be expensive to set up and operate 
and to be affordable could mean a move to collecting residual waste on a fortnightly 
basis. 
 
There was interest in the provision of a garden waste collection service with 21% of 
respondents saying that they would use it with the provision of a wheeled green bin 
at £35 per year.  A further 21% of residents said that they did not have garden 
waste, whilst 41% said they would continue to home compost. 
 
In respect of service design and delivery, the Task and Finish Group recommended 
the introduction of a charge for the collection of bulky items.  52% of residents said 
that they would still use the service if there was a charge.  The Task and Finish 
Group also identified that there were three possible options for the delivery of the 
service; In-House Direct Service Organisation, Ubico (which is not for profit 
company wholly owned by Cheltenham Borough and Cotswold District Councils) 
and the private sector. 
 
The Interim Manager identified that the next steps were to model the preferred ways 
to assess the cost of each of the proposals.  In response to member’s questions, it 
was confirmed that the existing green bags for garden waste went to landfill.  If 
wheeled bins were introduced for garden waste then the garden waste would be 
fully recycled.  In respect of collection vehicles a range of options were being 
considered and costed. Page 6 of 53
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19 June 2014 
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Minutes  

 

 
An amendment to the recommendations was proposed and seconded; the motion 
was to add the wording after ‘highest risk’ ‘and as such is dropped from possible 
options for further investigation’.  The amendment was lost and Members approved 
the four resolutions in the decision box of the report. 
 
RESOLVED (1) To acknowledge the initial findings of the Working 

Group. 
(2) To approve the Next Steps (paragraph 10 refers).  
(3) To accept that at this stage the Direct Service 

Organisation option for service delivery is considered 
to have highest risk. 

(4) To agree that investigations into the purchase of a 
depot are continued as a matter of priority. 

 
EC.008 ALKINGTON DESIGN STATEMENT 
 
The Principal Planning Officer introduced the report and set out the benefits to 
Alkington of producing a Village Design Statement (VDS).  The Statement provides 
an opportunity for communities to put their knowledge and understanding of their 
area to good use and demonstrate to others the qualities that resident’s value in 
their village and its surroundings.  A VDS provides a description of the relationship 
between village landscape and buildings and identifies principles to be considered in 
new developments such as the design of buildings and the spaces between them. 
 
The aim of a VDS is to be adopted by the local planning authority so that it plays a 
role in decision making on planning applications and can be seen as a tool to 
manage change.  
 
RESOLVED That the Alkington Design Statement is adopted as 

Supplementary Planning Advice (SPA). 
 
EC.009 DESIGNATION OF NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING AREA 
 
The Head of Planning reported on the latest local councils seeking to have their 
areas designated for Neighbourhood Planning purposes.  This would be the first 
step for local communities to take before acquiring their new neighbourhood 
planning powers.  The parishes of Kingswood and Chalford had nominated their 
whole area.  Stroud Town Council was seeking to nominate a small area of the 
Town around Cheapside. 
 
In response to Members questions it was reported that the District Council received 
from Central Government, £5,000 for each nominated area.  This funding was to 
help provide support to local councils.  The report identified that the District Council 
could apply for up to £25,000 to pay for the inquiry and the referendum.  
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RESOLVED 1. To accept the nomination of the two Neighbourhood 

Planning Areas for the parishes of Kingswood and 
Chalford. 

 2. To delegate to the Head of Planning the authority to 
accept the nomination of Stroud Town as a 
Neighbourhood Planning Area, subject to there being 
no substantive objections to the designation. 

 
EC.010 LODGEMORE LANE COMPULSORY PURCHASE ORDER 
 
The Canal Project Manager presented his report and circulated photographs to 
identify the area of land referred to for purchase.  The original decision by the 
Council to use Compulsory Purchase Order (CPO) powers was made on 
30 September 2010.  Since the original decision a requirement for the acquisition of 
additional land and rights had been identified in order to progress the scheme and it 
was therefore necessary to provide an updated report to the Committee and to 
obtain a further decision on the making of the CPO in the light of the changed 
requirements.  It was noted that in certain respects, land ownerships were not clear 
and some further investigation in that respect would be required before a CPO could 
be made. 
 
The Committee considered the proposed Statement of Reasons for the making of 
the CPO at Appendix 1 to the report, and came to the conclusion that compulsory 
purchase of the land and rights referred to was justified on the grounds set out in the 
statement. 
 

RESOLVED 1. To make the Lodgemore Lane Compulsory Purchase 
Order and submit it for confirmation. 

 2. To approve the Statement of Reasons for the making 
of the Order (Appendix 1 to the report). 

 3. To approve the Order Map annexed to this report 
(Appendix 2 to the report). 

4. To authorise the Legal Services Manager to settle the 
final text of the Compulsory Purchase Order when all 
investigations into ownership and occupation etc of 
the land contained in the order map have been 
completed. 

5. That the Legal Services Manager be authorised to 
take all steps required to secure the confirmation of 
the order. 

 
EC.011 APPOINTMENTS TO OUTSIDE BODIES 
 
The Chair drew Members’ attention to the list of outside bodies within the remit of 
Committee for the civic year:- 
 
Organisation Councillor(s) Appointed 
Berkeley Nuclear Stakeholders Councillor Liz Ashton 
Lower Severn Drainage Board Councillor John Jones 
Minchinhampton and Rodborough 

Commons Advisory Committee 
Councillor Paul Carter 
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Wessex Water Councillor Paul Smith 
Cotswold AONB Councillor Nick Hurst 
Stroud Valleys Project Board Councillor Paul Denney 
Tyndale Monument Charity Councillors Paul Smith  
Stroud Concordat Councillor Simon Pickering 
Countywide Strategic Planning Issues 
Group. 

Councillor Geoff Wheeler 

 
The Chair requested that representatives should provide a brief report to future 
meetings of the Committee to outline their work on the outside bodies. 
 
RESOLVED To agree the appointments to outside bodies as set out 

above. 
 
EC.012 APPOINTMENT OF PERFORMANCE MONITORING 

REPRESENTATIVES 
 
The Chair confirmed that two Committee members were required to meet with 
senior management teams on a quarterly basis to monitor the performance of 
services within Environment Committee and report back on an exception basis.  
Several expressions of interest were made and it was 
 
RESOLVED Councillors Paul Smith and Tim Williams would represent 

Committee. 
 
EC.013 MEMBERS’ QUESTIONS 
 
None received. 
 
The meeting closed at 8.55 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chair 
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Agenda Item 5 

Environment Committee  Agenda Item 5 
4 September 2014   
 

1 

Stroud District Council 
Environment Committee Work Programme 2014/15 

 
 

19 June 2014 

1. Introduction to Environment Committee 
2. Performance Monitoring – to appoint representative(s) 
3. Appointments to Outside Bodies 
4. Work Programme 
5. Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) (Mark Russell) Deferred to future 

mtg 
6. Alkington Parish Design Statement (Conrad Moore) 
7. Designation of Neighbourhood Planning Areas (Phil Skill) 
8. Multi Services Contract Review – Interim Report (Peter Antill/Carlos 

Novoth) 
9. Compulsory Purchase Order, Lodgemore (Ian Edwards) 

 

4 September 2014 

1. Work Programme 
2. Budget Monitoring Report 2014/15 Q1 (David Stanley) 
3. Designation of Neighbourhood Planning Area at Horsley (Phil Skill) (NEW) 
4. Multi Services Contract Review (Peter Antill/Carlos Novoth) 
5. Stroud Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (Representative required) 

(NEW) 

 

23 October 2014 

1. Work Programme 
2. Whitminster Parish Design Statement (Conrad Moore) 
3. Carbon Management Plan (Barry Wyatt) 

 

11 December 2014 

1. Work Programme 
2. Presentations from New Earth Solutions and Biocentre Technology Ltd 
3. Budget Monitoring Report 2014/15 Q2 (David Stanley) 
4. Revised Budget 2014/15 & Draft Budget 2015/16 (David Stanley) 
5. Kingswood Parish Design Statement (Conrad Moore) 
6. Standish Hospital Master Plan (Conrad Moore ) NEW 

 

19 March 2015 

1. Work Programme 
2. Budget Monitoring Report 2014/15 Q3 (David Stanley) 
3. Multi Services Contract Review Report (Peter Antill/Carlos Novoth) 

 
Future meeting 
 
Princes Trust Presentation (Gideon Darley) 
Presentation on Fracking 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
Randwick Parish Design Statement (Conrad Moore) 
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Community Services and Licensing Committee - 2 September  2014 
and Environment Committee – 4 September 2014 

Agenda Item 6 
 

  
 

STROUD  DISTRICT  COUNCIL 
 

COMMUNITY SERVICES AND LICENSING 
COMMITTEE - 2 SEPTEMBER 2014 

 

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
4 SEPTEMBER 2014 

AGENDA 
ITEM NO 

 

6 
 

Report Title 
 

BUDGET MONITOR REPORT 2014/15 Q1 

Purpose of Report 
 

To present to the Committee a forecast of the 
outturn position against the revenue budget and 
capital programme for 2014/15. 

Decision(s) 
 

The Committee RESOLVES 
a) to note the outturn forecast for the General 

Fund Revenue budget and the Capital 
programme for 2014/15; 

Strategy and Resources Committee RESOLVES 
b) to approve the transfers to/from earmarked 

reserves as set out in paragraph 8 (pages 5-6); 
and 

c) to approve the virement of £25,000 from the 
contingency budget to the ICT budget, as set 
out in paragraph 23 (pages 19-20). 

Consultation and 
Feedback 

Budget holders have been consulted about the 
budget issues in their service areas.  The feedback 
has been incorporated in the report to explain 
differences between budgets and actual income 
and expenditure. 

Financial Implications 
& Risk Assessment 
 

There are a number of variances between General 
Fund revenue budgets and the projected outturn. 
Overall, a net variation of £112,800 has been 
projected and results in £78,400 drawn from the 
Council’s General Fund Balance (as opposed to 
£191,200 being drawn from balances as per the 
2014/15 budget approved by Council in February 
2014). 
 
It is estimated the General Fund Capital 
Programme will be fully spent in 2014/15. Any 
potential slippage is committed against capital 
schemes and will be carried forward to 2015/16. 
 
David Stanley, Accountancy Manager 
Tel:  01453 754100 
Email: david.stanley@stroud.gov.uk 
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Community Services and Licensing Committee - 2 September  2014 
and Environment Committee – 4 September 2014 

Agenda Item 6 
 

  
 

Legal Implications 
 

There are no significant legal implications arising 
from this report. 

Zoe Lash, Solicitor 
Tel: 01453 754362 
Email: zoe.lash@stroud.gov.uk 

Report Author 
 

David Stanley, Finance Manager 
Tel: 01453 754100  
Email: david.staney@stroud.gov.uk 

Options None. 

Performance 
Management Follow 
Up 

Budgets will continue to be monitored on a monthly 
basis by budget holders supported by Finance.  
Further updates will be reported to the Committees 
in December 2014 and March 2015, with the 
outturn position reported in June 2015. 

Background Papers 
and Appendices 

None 

 

Background 

1. This report provides the first monitoring position statement for the financial 
year 2014/15. The purpose of this report is to notify members of any 
known significant variations to budgets for the current financial year, 
highlight any key issues, and to inform members of any action to be taken 
if required. 

 
2. The report takes account of transactions up to 31 July 2014, with a 

projection of income and expenditure to the end of the financial year 
based on an assessment of known and predicted variations.  There does, 
however, remain an area of risk or uncertainty within the outturn forecast 
which are discussed further in paragraphs 9 and 10. 

 

3. Appendix A of this report sets out the outturn forecast and explanations of 
the projected variation for Community Services & Licensing, Environment 
and Strategy and Resources committees.  For ease of reference for 
committee members, the relevant page numbers are shown below: 

 

Committee Page Nos. 

Community Services and Licensing 11-12 

Environment 13-17 

Strategy and Resources 18-20 

 
4. Due to the volume of information contained in the report, it would be 

helpful where members have questions on matters of detail if they 
could be referred to the report author or the appropriate service 
manager before the meeting. 
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Community Services and Licensing Committee - 2 September 2014 and 
Environment Committee – 4September 2014 

Agenda Item 6 
 

  
 

Table 1 – Reconciliation of Budget movements 
 

 
 

Note on Budget movements 
 

Changes to Committee Terms of Reference – Transfer of Licensing budgets from Environment to Community Services 
Other Virements – Transfer of budget to support Apprentice post at Dursley Pool. 
 

Table 2 – Outturn Forecast 
 

  
 

2014/15 Budget changes

Original 

Budget (£)

Add: Carry 

Forwards 

(S&R 

26/06/2014) 

(£)

Adj: 

Changes 

to 

Commiittee 

TOR (£)

Adj: Other 

Virements 

(£)

Latest 

Budget as at 

30 June 

2014 (£)

Community Services and Licensing 5,774,500 79,100 (69,700) 11,100 5,795,000

Environment 5,040,300 80,000 69,700 5,190,000

Strategy & Resources 5,927,900 15,000 (11,100) 5,931,800

Support Service Charges (1,242,100) (1,242,100)

Subtotal Service Revenue Expenditure 15,500,600 174,100 0 0 15,674,700

Other Operating I&E (693,100) (693,100)

TOTAL General Fund Budget 14,807,500 174,100 0 0 14,981,600

General Fund Revenue Outturn 

Forecast

2014/15 

Latest 

Budget (£)

Budget 

Year to date 

(£)

Actual to 

31 July 

2014 (£)

Variance 

to 31 July 

2014 (£)

2014/15 

Projected 

Outturn (£)

2014/15 

Projected 

Variance (£)

Community Services and Licensing 5,795,000 (2,286,245) (1,262,694) 1,023,551 5,761,700 (33,300)

Environment Committee 5,190,000 1,928,521 1,215,119 (713,401) 4,859,600 (330,400)

Strategy & Resources Committee 5,931,800 2,055,447 2,570,083 514,636 5,941,900 10,100

Support Service Charges (1,242,100) 0 (11,571) (11,571) (1,242,100) 0

Net Service Revenue Expenditure 15,674,700 1,697,722 2,510,937 813,215 15,321,100 (353,600)

Other Operating Income & Expenditure (693,100) (353,999) 88,055 442,054 (452,300) 240,800

TOTAL General Fund Expenditure 14,981,600 1,343,723 2,598,992 1,255,269 14,868,800 (112,800)

Funding from Govt Grants/Council Tax (14,790,400) (14,790,400) (2,862,688) 11,927,712 (14,790,400) 0

Surplus or Deficit on General Fund 191,200 (13,800,676) (175,642) 13,625,035 78,400 (112,800)

Page 13 of 53



 

Community Services and Licensing Committee - 2 September 
2014 and Environment Committee – 4 September 2014 

Agenda Item 6 
 

  
 

Revenue Budget position 

5. The original net General Fund Revenue budget for 2014/15 is £14.808 
million as approved by Council at their meeting on 27 February 2014.  
This has now been revised to £14.982 million after allowing for the carry 
forward budgets approved by Strategy and Resources committee in June 
2014.  Table 1 provides a reconciliation of the original budget to the latest 
budget for each committee, along with a reconciliation of the total General 
Fund budget. 

 
6. The monitoring position at 31 July 2014 shows a projected net 

underspend of (£112,800) (-0.75%) against the latest budget, as 
summarised in Table 2.  This means the General Fund is projected to 
result in a net deficit of £78,400 for the financial year, as against a 
budgeted deficit of £191,200. 

 
7. The outturn position is mainly attributable to the major items outlined 

below.  Appendix A (pages 11 to 20) provides a more detailed breakdown 
on each committee’s budgets with an explanation of the significant 
variations that have arisen (a significant variation is defined as being +/- 
£20,000 on each reporting line). 

 Community Services and Licensing: balance of Discretionary Rates 
Relief budget not required (£28,000 underspend), salary saving on 
Head of Service posts. 

 Environment: significant staffing savings, underspends and external 
contributions across Environment Health budgets (£162,000 
underspend), significant increase in Planning Fee income although 
this offsets potential £100,000 spend on Planning Appeal costs, 
additional expenditure required to finalise the Local Plan. 

 Strategy and Resources: £75,000 net income assumed from 
Littlecombe Site, £80,000 overspend on staffing costs within ICT. 

 Other Operating Income and Expenditure: Additional transfers from 
reserves to fund expenditure incurred with service revenue 
expenditure (Sustainable Food Grants, Local Plan costs), transfer of 
funding and net income to reserves (Economic Development, 
LIttlecombe site). 

 
Earmarked Reserves 

8. The outturn forecast for service revenue expenditure budgets is stated net 
of transfers to/from reserves. 

 
Transfers from Earmarked Reserves:  

 £100,000 transfer from the Economic Development reserve to fund 
the allocation of Sustainable Food Grants (as approved by 
Environment Committee, October 2013). 

 £90,500 transfer from the Planning Strategy Reserve to fund work on 
the Local Plan. 

 
Transfers to Earmarked Reserves:  

 £180,000 transfer to the Economic Development reserve. 

 £75,000 estimated transfer to the Littlecombe reserve to provide 
funding for any potential redevelopment costs associated with the site. 
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Areas of Risk and Uncertainty 

9. The forecast outturn variance of a net underspend of (£112,800) 
highlighted in paragraph 4 of this report is based on known and estimated 
outcomes. However, there remains a degree of uncertainty with the 
forecast variance, either because; 

 There is insufficient data available at this stage of the financial year 
with which to estimate an outturn position 

 There are a number of different outcomes that may occur and it is 
difficult to predict with a degree of certainty which outcome is more 
likely 

 Seasonal factors affecting income from events and activities in 
specific budget areas (e.g. Subscription Rooms, Dursley Pool and 
Sports Centre), or the overall position of the local economy and the 
effect on income generation. 

 
10. Listed below are the main areas of risk and uncertainty associated with 

the outturn forecast. 

 Community Services and Licensing: Revenues and Benefits 
Income – In previous years, the Revenues and Benefits recovery 
team have been successful in recovering overpaid Housing benefit 
payments However, 2013/14 showed a slowdown in the new debt 
identified and hence the overall recovery level.  The first quarter of 
2014/15 has seen an increase in new Housing Benefit debt identified 
and amounts recovered (+£33,000 or 18%, +£12,000 or 9% 
respectively).  The Recovery Team has had 2 large fraud 
overpayments (£38,000 and £20,000) which accounts for the increase 
in new debt.  The increase in collection is due to a change in 
legislation in 2013 which makes recovery of overpayments easier in 
certain circumstances.  As part of the Welfare Reform Act 2012, we 
are now able to ask employers to make deductions directly from 
debtor’s earnings.  Direct Earnings Attachment (DEA) can be set up 
without the need for a court order and we are recovering around 
£135,000 of debt by this method.  Although this is below last year’s 
level, it is too early in the financial year to estimate the final recovery 
position with a degree of accuracy.  This will be reviewed during the 
financial year and reported to the Community Services Committee in 
subsequent budget monitor reports. 

 Community Services and Licensing: Sport and Health 
Development – External funding has been secured from 
Gloucestershire County Council and Turning Point to support a 
number of projects and initiatives such as Social Prescription, Ageing 
Naturally Together, and On Target (pilot weight management 
scheme).  Whilst the majority of this funding will be spent in the 
current financial year, some of the schemes will run beyond March 
2015.  An update will be provided to funders in October 2014, with a 
subsequent request to Strategy and Resources Committee to carry 
forward the funding.  An update will be provided in December 2014.  

 Strategy & Resources: Industrial Units – The outturn position on 
Industrial Units for the past 3 financial years has seen an 
overspend/income shortfall of £60,000, £26,000 and £71,000.  This 
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has mainly been due to a combination of a shortfall in income from 
vacant units and the subsequent impact on the ability to fully recover 
service charges.  The current outturn forecast suggests a nil variation 
as all units are let, but given the historic financial performance of this 
area it is worth highlighting as a potential uncertainty. 

 Strategy and Resources: Elections – The introduction of Individual 
Electoral Registration (IER) from June 2014 has seen an increase in 
the workload for the Elections Team.  Whilst the government expected 
local authorities to fund the switch to IER from their existing elections 
budgets, the government acknowledged that the change to IER meant 
there would be additional costs involved.  Stroud has received an 
allocation of £28,000 for IER this year, based on a national formula 
that worked out the additional cost of data matching and writing to 
people about what they need to do under IER.  To date, there has 
been a significant increase in the printing and postage spend for 
elections, although it is still too soon to determine whether the grant 
allocation will cover all the additional costs.  An update will be 
provided to Strategy and Resources Committee in December once 
the full extent of the impact of IER is known. 

 Other Operating Income and Expenditure: Business Rates – In 
the MTFP, we budgeted for £2.719 million on income from business 
rates (£2.033 million business rates and £0.686 million of s31 Grant) 
under the Business Rates Retention Scheme.  There remains some 
risk around s31 Grant figure in particular (this grant reimburses local 
authorities for the cost of discretionary reliefs - as a number of the 
new reliefs announced in the Autumn Statement 2013 had to be 
estimated).  An update on the business rates income will be provided 
to Council In January and February 2015 as part of the budget setting 
process. 

 
Capital Programme 

11. The 2014/15 Capital Programme of £20.094 million was approved by 
Council in January 2014.  This has subsequently been revised to £25.468 
million following approval of the carry forwards/slippage and profiling 
changes by Strategy and Resources Committee at their meeting in June 
2014.  The revised programme includes General Fund capital schemes of 
£3.984 million and Housing Revenue Account funded schemes of £21.484 
million. 

 
12. Table 3 below shows the capital monitoring position at the end of July 

2014 and shows all General Fund schemes as on target, with some 
additional expenditure incurred on Flood Repair and Renewal.  Whilst the 
level of capital spend for the first 4 months of the year is relatively low 
(£56,000), the overall delivery of the capital programme remains on track, 
with significant spend budgeted for the Canal Restoration Project and the 
Carbon Management Programme in particular.  The principle reasons for 
any variation would normally be explained in Appendix B (page 21).  A 
detailed monitoring position for the Housing Capital Schemes was 
considered by Housing Committee at their meeting in September 2014. 
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Table 3 – Capital Outturn Forecast 
 

 
 
Please note that the outturn forecast for Housing Committee schemes was not 
available at the time of writing the report (mid-August).  The table will be 
updated for the Strategy and Resources committee on 02 October 2014. 
 
 

2014/15 Capital Programme

Total 

Budget (£)

Actual to 

Date (£)

Outturn 

Forecast 

(£)

Outturn 

Variance (£)

Community Services and Licensing schemes 1,113,000 115,051 1,125,735 12,735

Environment schemes 2,433,000 (155,097) 2,433,000 0

Strategy & Resources schemes 438,000 95,892 437,715 (285)

TOTAL GF Capital Schemes 3,984,000 55,846 3,996,450 12,450

Housing Committee schemes 21,484,000 227,474 21,484,000 0

TOTAL Capital Programme 25,468,000 283,320 25,480,450 12,450
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General Fund Revenue Outturn

2014/15 

Latest 

Budget (£)

Actual to 

31 July 

2014 (£)

2014/15 

Outturn (£)

2014/15 

Variance 

(£)

Community Services and Licensing Committee

Head of Community Safety 63,700 21,034 53,700 (10,000)

Community Safety 429,600 32,254 435,100 5,500

Youth Services 99,500 (26,038) 99,500 0

Grants to Voluntary Organisations 372,300 210,863 372,300 0

Housing (General Fund) 656,400 144,503 641,800 (14,600)

Licensing (69,700) (22,071) (67,200) 2,500

Strategic Head (Customer Services) 121,800 31,411 121,800 0

Customer Services 378,900 105,765 380,000 1,100

Head of Cultural Services 89,000 17,052 89,000 0

Cultural Svcs - Arts and Culture 805,100 189,880 815,400 10,300

Cultural Svcs - Sports and Health Development 174,600 29,197 168,300 (6,300)

Cultural Svcs - Sports Centres 895,100 (44,022) 905,600 10,500

Public Spaces 1,215,700 208,096 1,208,600 (7,100)

Revenues and Benefits 563,000 (2,160,618) 537,800 (25,200)

Subtotal Community Services & Licensing Ctte 5,795,000 (1,262,694) 5,761,700 (33,300)

Environment Committee

Canal 7,600 70,535 7,600 0

Strategic Head (Development Services) 124,900 34,762 112,000 (12,900)

Head of Environmental Health 63,700 21,033 63,700 0

Environmental Health 907,100 226,729 744,800 (162,300)

Head of Planning 69,700 21,064 69,700 0

Statutory Building Control 242,500 (34,234) 145,100 (97,400)

Strategic Planning of Local Plan 266,000 126,455 384,900 118,900

Development Control 139,600 (64,262) 80,400 (59,200)

Economic Development 355,700 51,896 275,700 (80,000)

Carbon Management 164,100 27,129 146,600 (17,500)

Waste and Recycling 2,236,800 590,424 2,216,800 (20,000)

Street Cleansing 612,300 143,589 612,300 0

Subtotal Environment Committee 5,190,000 1,215,119 4,859,600 (330,400)
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General Fund Revenue Outturn

2014/15 

Latest 

Budget (£)

Actual to 

31 July 

2014 (£)

2014/15 

Outturn (£)

2014/15 

Variance 

(£)

Strategy & Resources Committee

Investment Assets (83,900) (216,893) (158,900) (75,000)

Other Assets 49,100 545 49,100 0

Car Parks (375,100) (53,971) (375,100) 0

Head of Asset Management 95,900 28,138 95,900 0

Asset Management Team 325,400 114,987 325,400 0

Facilities Management 821,800 228,528 821,800 0

Democratic Representation and Management 425,900 312,057 428,400 2,500

Resources and Finance - Direct Spend 1,299,200 1,146,472 1,301,800 2,600

Chief Executive 195,600 61,125 195,600 0

Strategic Head (Corporate Services) 90,400 28,020 90,400 0

Corporate Services (HR etc) 545,200 181,947 545,200 0

Corporate Services (Legal) 714,200 164,398 714,200 0

Strategic Head (Finance and Business Services) 110,200 32,931 110,200 0

Finance & Business Services 1,717,900 541,799 1,797,900 80,000

Subtotal Strategy & Resources Committee 5,931,800 2,570,083 5,941,900 10,100

Services Charges (1,242,100) (11,571) (1,242,100) 0

Subtotal SERVICE REVENUE EXPENDITURE 15,674,700 2,510,937 15,321,100 (353,600)

CENTRAL ITEMS

Service Expenditure adjustments

Transfers to/from Pension Reserve 0 0 0 0

Transfers to/from Other Reserves 934,600 0 1,180,100 245,500

Contingency/Inflation 256,200 103,111 256,200 0

Subtotal Service Expenditure adjustments 1,190,800 103,111 1,436,300 245,500

Other Operating Income & Expenditure

Drainage Board 100,400 47,852 95,700 (4,700)

Interest & Investment Income (225,000) (43,051) (225,000) 0

Feed-in-tariff income (27,000) (19,858) (27,000) 0

Other accounting adjustments (1,732,300) 0 (1,732,300) 0

Subtotal Other Operating Income & Expenditure (1,883,900) (15,056) (1,888,600) (4,700)

Subtotal CENTRAL ITEMS (693,100) 88,055 (452,300) 240,800

NET GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURE 14,981,600 2,598,992 14,868,800 (112,800)
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General Fund Revenue Outturn

2014/15 

Latest 

Budget (£)

Actual to 

31 July 

2014 (£)

2014/15 

Outturn (£)

2014/15 

Variance 

(£)

FUNDING

Precept on Collection Fund (7,640,200) (1,246,538) (7,640,200) 0

Retained Business Rates (2,719,200) (1,064,548) (2,719,200) 0

Government Revenue Support Grant (2,555,400) 0 (2,555,400) 0

Collection Fund surplus/deficit (63,400) (26,829) (63,400) 0

Council Tax Freeze Grant/New Homes Bonus (1,812,200) (524,773) (1,812,200) 0

Subtotal FUNDING (14,790,400) (2,862,688) (14,790,400) 0

General Fund Outturn (Surplus)/Deficit 191,200 (263,696) 78,400 (112,800)

Less: Budgets c/f 0 0 0

GENERAL FUND  (Surplus)/Deficit after c/f 191,200 (263,696) 78,400 (112,800)
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COMMUNITY SERVICES AND LICENSING COMMITTEE 
 

  
 

  
  

Salary savings, 
(£46,900)

Salary overspends, 
£27,800

Non-Pay 
underspends, 

(£45,200)Non-Pay 
overspends, £85,400

Income surplus, 
(£56,900)

Income shortfall, 
£2,500

Community Services and Licensing 2014/15 
Projected Variation breakdown

Community Services and Licensing 

Committee

2014/15 

Projected 

Variance (£)

Salary 

Variations 

(£)

Expenditure 

Variations 

(£)

Income 

Variations 

(£)

Head of Community Safety (10,000) (10,000) 0 0

Community Safety 5,500 (5,800) 13,900 (2,600)

Youth Services 0 0 0 0

Grants to Voluntary Organisations 0 0 0 0

Housing (General Fund) (14,600) (5,800) (8,800) 0

Licensing 2,500 0 0 2,500

Strategic Head (Customer Services) 0 0 0 0

Customer Services 1,100 1,100 0 0

Head of Cultural Services 0 0 0 0

Cultural Svcs - Arts and Culture 10,300 22,900 41,500 (54,100)

Cultural Svcs - Sport & Health Dev. (6,300) 0 (6,300) 0

Cultural Svcs - Sports Centres 10,500 (21,500) 32,200 (200)

Public Spaces (7,100) 0 (7,100) 0

Revenues and Benefits (25,200) 0 (25,200) 0

Community Services TOTAL (33,300) (19,100) 40,200 (54,400)

Net
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13. Head of Community Safety – (£10,000) Salary Saving 
(Joanne Jordan xtn 4005, joanne.jordan@stroud.gov.uk) 

 
The Head of Community Safety retired in August 2014, with a salary 
saving arising on the budget as a result.  Alternative management 
arrangements are in place to ensure continued service delivery across 
community safety.  As members will recall, the Head of Cultural Services 
post has remained vacant since November 2013. 
 
Owing to the complexity of the new Multi-Service contract due in July 
2016, additional management resource has been brought in to support the 
Council through this process, utilising elements of both Head of Service 
budgets.  Therefore, an initial saving of £10,000 is reported here and will 
be reviewed in November 2014 as part of the budget setting process. 

 
14. Cultural Services – Arts and Culture – £10,300 variation 

(Paul McLaughlin 01453 760991, paul.mclaughlin@stroud.gov.uk) 
 

The variation on this budget heading concerns the Subscription Rooms 
and Tourist Information Centre.  As reported to members in the General 
Fund Outturn report in June 2014, a decision was made in 2013/14 to 
grow the business through increased opening hours and changes to the 
structure of performance fees. 
 
The position so far in 2014/15 is an improvement over the 2013/14 year 
end, although with some significant offsetting variations.  The financial 
performance of the Subscription Rooms is remains an area to keep under 
close review, although the General Manager has taken a number of steps 
to increase income and reduce expenditure where prudent.  Overall, the 
Subscription Rooms is forecast to overspend by £15,600 (Performance 
Fees income surplus of £5,200, Sub Rooms Bar income surplus of 
£26,600 with additional expenditure on salaries and stock of £46,800). 
 
The Tourist Information Centre (TIC) occupies the same building and 
shares costs with the Subscription Rooms.  The outturn forecast for the 
TIC is for a net income surplus of £5,300. 

 
15. Revenues and Benefits – (£25,200) underspend 

(Anita Dean xtn 4022, anita.dean@stroud.gov.uk) 
 

Under the previous arrangements for Business Rates, the cost of 
awarding Discretionary Relief was largely borne by the billing authority.  
Under the Business Rates Retention Scheme (BRRS), the cost of 
discretionary relief awarded to ratepayers is charged to the collection fund 
(and hence shared between the billing authority, precepting authority, and 
central government). 
 

As part of the 2014/15 budget setting process, half of the budget was 
taken as a saving, as we were uncertain as to the accounting 
arrangements at the time.  As this has now been resolved, the remaining 
£28,000 can now be taken as a budget and efficiency saving. 
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ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
 

 
 

 
 

16. Environmental Health – (£162,300) underspend 
(Jon Beckett xtn 4443, jon.beckett@stroud.gov.uk) 

 
There have been a number of savings across Environmental Health 
budgets, largely within staffing budgets.  These savings are a combination 
of in-year savings and on-going permanent savings, which will be 
reviewed as part of the council’s budget setting process.  An overview of 

Salary savings, 
(£302,000)

Salary overspends, 
£34,000

Non-Pay 
underspends, 

(£245,400)

Non-Pay 
overspends, 

£351,500

Income surplus, 
(£220,500)

Income shortfall, 
£52,000

Environment 2014/15 Projected Variation 
breakdown

Environment Committee 2014/15 

Projected 

Variance (£)

Salary 

Variations 

(£)

Expenditure 

Variations 

(£)

Income 

Variations 

(£)

Canal 0 0 0 0

Strategic Head (Development Services) (12,900) (12,900) 0 0

Head of Environmental Health 0 0 0 0

Environmental Health (162,300) (132,800) 2,000 (31,500)

Head of Planning 0 0 0 0

Statutory Building Control (97,400) (136,300) (13,100) 52,000

Strategic Planning of Local Plan 118,900 0 118,900 0

Development Control (59,200) (2,500) 98,300 (155,000)

Economic Development (80,000) 34,000 (80,000) (34,000)

Carbon Management (17,500) (17,500) 0 0

Waste and Recycling (20,000) 0 (20,000) 0

Street Cleansing 0 0 0 0

Environment TOTAL (330,400) (268,000) 106,100 (168,500)

Net
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the key variations are set out below.  If members require a more detailed 
breakdown, please contact the Head of Environmental Health or the 
Finance Team. 
 
There is an anticipated salary saving of (£132,000) across the service.  
This variance relates to temporary and permanent savings.  There are a 
number of training posts (previously identified in 2013/14 budget 
monitoring report) that will be filled by current members of staff whilst 
completing their professional qualification.  The in year saving due to the 
retirement of a part time Principal EHO will be used to contribute towards 
the cost of the local plan inquiry.  Additional savings identified as several 
members of staff now working on a part time basis, these posts currently 
being reviewed within the structure. 
 

 The bursary for an Environmental Health Student to complete the 
practical element of their training through a placement at the 
Council is not required this year as an existing member of staff is 
currently undertaking an MSc in Environmental Health as part of a 
career progression programme.  

 An Administrative Assistant post (Stroud 2) is currently being filled 
by an NVQ apprentice. 

 There has been a small saving as a result of the Environmental 
Protection Managers post being vacant whilst the recruitment 
process was underway.  The post has now been filled. 

 Following the retirement of a part time Principal EHO, the saving 
for this year has contributed towards the cost of the local plan 
inquiry.  The saving in future years has already been identified to 
fund an existing career progression post. 

 There has been a salary saving as a result of a Food Safety Officer 
returning part time following maternity leave.  It is currently being 
covered by an agency member of staff. 

 There has been a saving on the Contaminated Land Officer post 
whilst the post holder has been on maternity leave and the costs of 
alternative arrangements have been lower. 

 
(£20,000) of the variance relates to an income surplus within Land 
Drainage.  This is due to the County Council (lead local flood authority) 
presently reviewing how they deliver their land drainage responsibilities 
and as a result of this they are currently contracting back part of this 
function relating to SDC for an annual sum of £20,000.  

 
17. Statutory Building Control – (£97,400) underspend 

(Phil Skill xtn 4345, phil.skill@stroud.gov.uk) 

 
The overall underspend is made up of 2 significant variances. 
 

There is a projected underspend on salary budgets of (£136,300) across 
the Building Control service.  This is largely due to vacant posts following 
career movement and retirement of team members.  Recruitment will 
completed to fill these posts with a start date of late August.  One vacant 
post has been also been removed from the establishment. 
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This offsets the £52,000 projected income shortfall on Building Control 
fee income. 
 
There are also a number of small underspends on no-pay expenditure 
budgets of (£13,100). 

 
18. Strategic Planning of Local Plan – £118,900 additional expenditure 

(Mark Russell xtn 4305, mark.russell@stroud.gov.uk) 
 

The examination into the Local Plan (former Core Strategy) has resulted 
in the need to commission a number of additional studies from consultants 
which were not originally anticipated.  The scope of this additional work is 
currently being costed and figures will be updated as soon as these are 
available. In addition, the costs arising from the Planning Inspector 
holding the examination need to be planned for.  The anticipated 
additional expenditure of £118,900 will be part-funded from the remaining 
balance on the Local Plan Reserve Fund (£90,500).  The remaining 
balance of £28,400 will need to be funded from other departmental 
savings across Environment Committee budgets (e.g. Carbon 
Management, Environmental Health). 

 
19. Development Control – (£59,200) underspend 

(Phil Skill xtn 4345, phil.skill@stroud.gov.uk) 
 

There are a number of reasons for the net variation on this budget, which 
are explained below in some depth. 
 
Income (£155,000 surplus) 
Income from application fees is forecast to be significantly ahead of 
budget. This is due to an increase in all application types, reflecting larger 
applications as well as the number of small scale developments and 
householders.  It is barometer of the economic health of the District.  The 
estimated fee income of £900,000 (a surplus of £155,000) is realistic 
judging from anticipated applications. 
 
Pre-application charges are made to wholly recoup officers’ time.  To 
charge more discourages their use and the charges do have the benefit of 
enabling some work to be done at the outset which is efficient.  It allows 
the applicant to decide whether to submit an application as well as 
adjusting the scheme to make it more acceptable or to ensure that the 
right level of information is submitted.  I would expect this income to 
continue on a similar rate throughout the year.  
 
Salary expenditure 
As a result of the increased workload, an additional post (Principal 
Planning officer) has been approved.  This is funded in part from the 
additional planning fee income and the balance on some salary budgets 
across the service. 
  
Non-Pay Expenditure 
Consultants are required to provide expertise on complicated applications 
and help in the defence of appeals.  There is an expectation that all issues 
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are conclusively proven.  Best rates are negotiated but sometimes 
reliability and integrity warrant particular choices.  Sadly large planning 
applications may often mean a high level of spend on fees to investigate 
all the relevant evidence and its impact.  In addition, expenditure on Legal 
Counsel is incurred where expert legal advice is taken in the more 
complex cases. 
 
In terms of appeals, these are defended in house where we have the skills 
and if the decision was in accordance with officer recommendations.  
Professional ethics means that an officer recommending permission one 
week cannot argue against the proposal next week.  Consequently 
external planners may be needed to defend the decision.  Consultants 
may also be needed to provide details.  Costs will vary according to the 
particular case, its duration and if concerns are specialist.  “Costs” can be 
awarded where one party has not defended an issue particular well (i.e. it 
is an unreasonable reason for refusal).  In such cases one party will be 
required to pay the other parties costs. High Court cases can be similarly 
troublesome, whereby the loser pays the winners fees.  
 
The potential for a high level of appeals remains a distinct possibility. 
These could be very costly towards the end of this financial year or early 
next year.  It is estimated that additional expenditure of £100,000 will be 
incurred on planning fees.  Whilst these costs could be met from 
earmarked reserves, the overall financial performance within 
Development Control is able to absorb these costs.  This will be monitored 
closely during the year and reported to members in the Q2 and Q3 budget 
monitor reports. 
 
In addition to Consultant Fees/Legal Fees, the service has incurred 
additional expenditure on IT Equipment.  The service receives, processes 
and files an enormous amount of information.  Comments on the Baxters 
Field recent case alone ran into the thousands.  With nearly 3,000 
applications a year, information management is demanding.  As a result, 
there has been an increase in the level of expenditure for IT equipment 
and software, and some additional staffing costs associated with 
document and data management. 
 

20. Economic Development – (£80,000) underspend 
(Barry Wyatt xtn 4210, barry.wyatt@stroud.gov.uk) 

 
There are two elements to the net £80,000 underspend reported here. 
 
Firstly, members will recall that £100,000 was set aside in 2013/14 to 
provide funding for Sustainable Food Grants, following approval of the 
programme by Environment Committee.  This funding was transferred to 
the Economic Development reserve in 2013/14 and will therefore need to 
be transferred from the reserve in 2014/15 to fund the grant payments. 
 
Secondly, the administrations budget proposals of 2013/14 provided 
funding of £180,000 in 2014/15 to support existing businesses to create 
jobs.  It is proposed that this funding is transferred to the Economic 
Development reserve. 
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21. Waste and Recycling – (£20,000) underspend 

(Carlos Novoth xtn 4406, carlos.novoth@stroud.gov.uk) 
 

The £20,000 underspend on Waste and Recycling budget comprises two 
reductions in expenditure.  Firstly, there is a £10,000 decrease in 
payments to Veolia following a reduction in the number of occasions the 
Council’s recycling banks are emptied.  
 
Secondly, there is a £10,000 saving from contractor payments following 
the removal of the garden waste chipping service during 2013/14. 
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STRATEGY AND RESOURCES COMMITTEE 
 

 
 

 
 
  

Salary savings, £0, 
0%

Salary overspends, 
£80,000, 47%

Non-Pay 
underspends, 
(£4,200), -2%

Non-Pay 
overspends, £9,300, 

6%

Income surplus, 
(£75,000), -45%

Income shortfall, £0, 
0%

Strategy & Resources 2014/15 Projected 
Variation breakdown

Strategy & Resources Committee 2013/14 

Projected 

Variance (£)

Salary 

Variations 

(£)

Expenditure 

Variations 

(£)

Income 

Variations 

(£)

Investment Assets (75,000) 0 0 (75,000)

Other Assets 0 0 0 0

Car Parks 0 0 0 0

Head of Asset Management 0 0 0 0

Asset Management Team 0 0 0 0

Facilities Management 0 0 0 0

Democratic Representation and Management 2,500 0 2,500 0

Resources and Finance - Direct Spend 2,600 0 2,600 0

Chief Executive 0 0 0 0

Strategic Head (Corporate Services) 0 0 0 0

Corporate Services (HR etc) 0 0 0 0

Corporate Services (Legal) 0 0 0 0

Strategic Head (Finance and Business Services) 0 0 0 0

Finance and Business Services 80,000 80,000 0 0

Strategy & Resources TOTAL 10,100 80,000 5,100 (75,000)

Net
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22. Investment Assets – (£75,000) Income Surplus 
(Andy Nash/Alison Fisk xtn 4430, 
andy.nash@stroud.gov.uk  alison.fisk@stroud.gov.uk) 

 
The overall level of net rental income assumed from the Littlecombe site is 
based on the actual position at the time of writing (mid-August) and is 
broadly consistent with the 2013/14 outturn position.  It is assumed that 
any net income will be transferred to the Littlecombe reserve.  Both 
tenants have vacated their premises so no further rental income is 
expected.  However, the year end position could be significantly different.  
There were arrears owed by Lister Petter and it is unlikely these will be 
paid.   A specific bad debt provision was set aside in the 2013/14 
accounts to provide for the loss of income.  Costs may be incurred in 
redeveloping the site - units will be demolished shortly, and there will be a 
liability to pay empty property rates on the site until then. 
 
The costs of redevelopment will be funded from the Littlecombe reserve.  
A further update will be provided to members in the next budget 
monitoring report. 

 
23. Finance and Business Services  – £80,000 overspend 

(Sandra Cowley xtn 4136, sandra.cowley@stroud.gov.uk) 
 

The ICT budget is forecast to overspend by £80,000 as a result of an 
increase in the use of Agency staffing to cover key vacancies within the 
team. 
 
Two Network Engineer posts have become vacant mainly due to more 
competitive salaries in the private sector. There have been two 
unsuccessful attempts to recruit to the posts.  It is essential that these 
posts are filled as they ensure that the network is fully operational and 
secure.  Key skills are required to complete various aspects of the 
migration to the Citrix environment, which are not currently available 
within the ICT Team.  It is important the migration to Citrix is completed 
accurately, to a high standard and with best practice in mind, as this will 
shape the support profile of how we manage Citrix internally going 
forward.  Steps are currently being taken to fill permanent positions and 
up skill current members of ICT regarding Citrix capability. 
 
The agency rate for temporary cover for the posts is very high again 
demonstrating the market rate for the skills required.  The structure of the 
team is currently being reviewed to ensure the right salaries are paid for 
the skills required and appropriate training for existing staff to fill the skills 
gap is also being investigated.  An apprentice has recently been 
appointed. 
 
Obviously, an overspend of this nature and scale is of concern, and will be 
closely monitored over the next few months to ensure additional 
expenditure is justified and controlled.  An update will be provided to 
members in the Q2 and Q3 budget monitoring reports and through the 
quarterly Strategy and Resources scrutiny meetings. 
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In addition, the Council has had to pay an additional licensing fee to 
Microsoft following an audit of our licensing arrangements.  This looked at 
the current way in which we licence users for Microsoft products when 
using Citrix in both the work and home environments.  The additional fee 
of £25,000 will be funded from the contingency budget, with any ongoing 
increase in costs addressed through the budget setting process. 
 
Therefore, a virement of £25,000 is requested from the Contingency 
budget to the ICT budget to cover the additional cost in 2014/15. 
 

OTHER OPERATING INCOME AND EXPENDITURE/FUNDING 
 

 
 
24. Transfers to/From Reserves – £245,500 Variation 

(David Stanley xtn 4100, david.stanley@stroud.gov.uk) 
 

The variation shown here represents the additional transfers to/from 
reserves as detailed in paragraph 8 of the report: 

 £180,000 transfer to reserves (Economic Development – Support 
to existing businesses) 

 £100,000 transfer from reserves (Economic Development – Food 
Grants) 

 £90,500 transfer from reserves (Strategic Planning of Local Plan) 

 £75,000 transfer to reserves (Investment Assets – Littlecombe) 
 

 

GENERAL FUND 2013/14 

Projected 

Variance (£)

Salary 

Variations 

(£)

Expenditure 

Variations 

(£)

Income 

Variations 

(£)

Community Services and Licensing Committee (33,300) (19,100) 40,200 (54,400)

Environment Committee (330,400) (268,000) 106,100 (168,500)

Strategy & Resources Committee 10,100 80,000 5,100 (75,000)

Support Service Charges 0 0 0 0

Net Service Revenue Expenditure (353,600) (207,100) 151,400 (297,900)

Other Operating Income & Expenditure 240,800 0 165,800 75,000

Funding from Govt Grants/Council Tax 0 0 0 0

TOTAL General Fund (112,800) (207,100) 317,200 (222,900)

Net
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CAPITAL PROGRAMME 
 
No major capital variations are anticipated.  The table below sets out the 
forecast outturn for the capital programme in detail. 
 

 
 

Capital Programme Outturn

Total 

Budget           

(£)

Actual to 

Date                  

(£)

Outturn 

Forecast                   

(£)

Outturn 

Variance                        

(£)

Community Services and Licensing

LA Social Housing 29,000 (8,490) 29,000 0

Private Sector Housing Strategy 340,000 68,515 340,000 0

Dursley Pool Fitness Extension 150,000 0 150,000 0

Public Conveniences - Dursley 5,000 11,280 5,000 0

Stratford Park Play Area 113,000 0 113,000 0

Walled Garden project (MITP) 476,000 31,011 476,000 0

Other Capital spend 0 12,735 12,735 12,735

Subtotal Community Services & Licening 1,113,000 115,051 1,113,000 12,735

Environment Capital Schemes

Canal 1,573,000 (154,868) 1,573,000 0

CMP - Ebley Mill Hydro 365,000 0 365,000 0

CMP - Heat and Power 300,000 0 300,000 0

CMP - Target 2050 Loans 150,000 0 150,000 0

CMP - Invest to Save 45,000 (228) 45,000 0

Subtotal Environment 2,433,000 (155,097) 2,433,000 0

Strategy & Resources Capital Schemes

Building Maintenance 108,000 61,886 108,000 0

Car Parks signage 1,000 0 1,000 0

Church Street Car Park 38,000 2,166 38,000 0

Nailsworth Bus Station 32,000 (1,095) 32,000 0

Financial Systems 9,000 0 9,000 0

Ebley Mill Server Room 52,000 33,220 52,000 0

Ebley Mill - New Block Lift 100,000 0 100,000 0

MSCP Merrywalks 98,000 0 98,000 0

Other Capital spend 0 (285) (285) (285)

Subtotal Strategy and Resources 438,000 95,892 437,715 (285)

TOTAL General Fund Capital Schemes 3,984,000 55,846 3,983,715 12,450

Housing Capital Schemes

New Build and Development 8,817,000 126,612 8,817,000 0

Other HRA Capital 12,667,000 100,862 12,667,000 0

Subtotal Housing 21,484,000 227,474 21,484,000 0

TOTAL Capital Programme 25,468,000 182,458 12,800,715 12,450
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STROUD  DISTRICT  COUNCIL 
 

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
 

4 September 2014 

AGENDA 
ITEM NO 

 

7 
 

Report Title 
 

DESIGNATION OF NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING 
AREA IN HORSLEY 

Purpose of 
Report 

To consider the nomination of a Neighbourhood Planning 
Area affecting the parish of Horsley. 

Decision(s) 
 

The Committee resolves to accept the nomination of the 
Neighbourhood Planning Area for the parish of Horsley 

Consultation 
and 
Feedback 

The nomination has been subjected, at different times, to 
6 week consultation with the community. This has been 
via a press advert with all documents being reproduced on 
the council website. 
http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_strategy.
asp#s=sectioncontent5&p=np  
 
There has been no feedback from the community to the 
consultation. 

Financial 
Implications 
and Risk 
Assessment 
 

The report sets out the resource implications for the 
Council concerning the designation of Neighbourhood 
Planning Areas. The Government has made available 
£1.5 million to support the nomination stage, the report 
indicates that this would not be sufficient to cover the 
designation of all civil parishes and urban areas. 
 
Whilst the Council will apply for the initial £5,000, the 
outcome is uncertain and that could result in the Authority 
having to meet these costs itself. 
 
David Stanley, Accountancy Manager 
Tel: 01453 754100 
Email: david.stanley@stroud.gov.uk 

Legal 
Implications 
 

Neighbourhood planning was introduced through the 
Localism Act 2011.  This report details the application for 
designation that has been received.   
 
The first formal step in neighbourhood planning is the 
submission of the proposed neighbourhood area to the 
local planning authority for designation.  
 
The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 
set out the requirements for consultation and publicity.  In 
particular, the Council must publish the application on its 
website and in any other manner it deems appropriate for 
bringing the application to the attention of persons who 
live, work or carry on business in the area to which the 
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application relates.  The publicity must give details of how 
to make representations and provide a window of at least 
6 weeks for the making of such representations. 
  
The Council should consider whether designation of the 
whole of the Parish as a Neighbourhood Planning Area 
(NPA) is desirable or whether certain areas within the 
Parish should be excluded from it (e.g. if any part of the 
parish has, in planning terms, any immediate significance 
for the wider area) (although the general starting point is 
that the NPA will follow the boundaries of the parish).  The 
Council should take into account any consultation 
responses or representations received when considering 
this.  It should also be ensured that the proposed NPA 
does not overlap the boundaries of any other NPA. 
 
If the application is refused, the Council must provide 
reasons for refusing it. 
 
There are no other substantive legal issues arising from 
this report.  
 
The report summarises the further steps involved in 
preparing a Neighbourhood Development Plan.  
 
Mike Wallbank: Solicitor 
Tel: 01453 754544 
Email: mike.wallbank@stroud.gov.uk 

Report Author 
 

Philip Skill: Head of Planning 
Tel: 01453 754345 
Email: phil.skill@stroud.gov.uk  

Options 
 

The Committee may: 
1. Designate the nomination without variation, 
2. Vary the extent of the nomination, 
3. Decline to designate the nomination. 

Performance 
Management 
Follow Up 

None 

Background 
Papers/ 
Appendices 

Nomination and maps on the website at 
http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_strategy.
asp#s=sectioncontent5&p=np   

 

1. Introduction 
 
1.1 Applying for designation as a neighbourhood area is the first step local 

communities are required to take before acquiring their new 
neighbourhood planning powers.  The areas indicated on the maps in 
published at 
http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_strategy.asp#s=sectio
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ncontent5&p=np  and represent the full geographical extents for each of 
the parishes. 

 
1.2 Following the submission of a nomination, the Council must put the 

details out to public consultation for a minimum of 6 weeks.  This 
consultation, on the neighbourhood planning area, gives an opportunity 
for members of the public, businesses and other interested bodies to 
make representations relating to the appropriateness of the area to be 
designated.  The District Council, as Local Planning Authority is required 
to consider the nomination and either designate the area, vary the extent 
of the nomination or refuse to designate the area. If the decision is to 
refuse or vary the designation, then reasons must be given. 

 
2 Background 
 
2.1 Neighbourhood planning gives communities the ability to prepare a 

statutory plan known as a “Neighbourhood Development Plan” (NDP) for 
their area, setting out the type of development that will happen, where it 
should be located and how it should look.  It is also possible to grant 
planning permission for certain types of development, by drawing up a 
neighbourhood development order (NDO) for a specific site. 

 
2.2 It should be remembered at all times that the purpose of a 

Neighbourhood Development Plan is to be pro-growth rather than to 
stifle development.  As such it should identify additional opportunities for 
development or seek to influence the implementation of allocations 
within the District Council’s local plan. It should also be noted that 
despite the fact that this legislation was introduced under the Localism 
Act, the planning system remains a top-down process, with NPDs being 
subservient to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the 
local plan (together with any additional strategic planning documents 
such as those prepared by the County Council). 

 
2.3 The first statutory stage in bringing forward a neighbourhood planning 

proposal, either a plan or order, is to define the neighbourhood area.  
The proposed area must be agreed by the Local Planning Authority, 
following a period of consultation. Horsley Parish has applied to the 
District Council for their neighbourhood area to be designated and 
indicate that they wish to prepare a NDP, which would contain a suite of 
planning policies that complement the strategic planning framework. 

 
2.4 The Localism Act and its regulations set out what a community must do 

when making an application for neighbourhood area designation. Part 2, 
Regulation 5 states that “where a relevant body submits an area 
application to the Local Planning Authority it must include: 

 
a) a map which identifies the area to which the area application 

relates; 
b) a statement explaining why this area is considered appropriate 

to be designated as a neighbourhood area; and 
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c) a statement that the organisation or body making the area 
application is a relevant body for the purposes of section 61G 
of the 1990 Act.” 

 
2.5 The Act and regulations also describes how the Local Planning Authority 

should publicise nomination.  The nomination was advertised in the local 
newspaper for the prescribed 6 weeks.  

 
2.6 In addition, the nomination was published on the Council’s website on 

page http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_strategy.asp#s=sectioncontent5&p=np     
 
3 Evidence and feedback 
 
3.1 The map which designate the areas to be covered is reproduced on the 

website, however, the map show the entire extent of the parish 
boundary.  This is in accordance with the Act and Regulations which 
state that in a parished area, the boundary can be the whole, or a part of 
the parish. 

 
3.2 The Localism Act (Section 61G) indicates that a Parish Council is a 

“relevant body”, see (c) above, which is capable of applying to a Local 
Planning Authority for the designation as a neighbourhood area. It is 
clear from reading section 61F that in a parished area, the Parish 
Council is the only organisation or body which is authorised to act in 
relation to a neighbourhood area. Horsley is a parish council, and it is 
therefore accepted that the nomination has been made by a relevant 
body. 

 
3.3 At the time of writing, there have been no objections or comments made 

on the nomination or its extent. 
 
4 Resource Implications to the District Council. 
 
4.1 The cost of this initial stage is minimal and other than the 

advertisements, this has been kept within existing budgets. The 
Government has made available £1.5 million to support LPAs in the 
nomination stage.  This could cover 300 designations at £5,000 each. 
Unfortunately there are approximately 10,000 civil parishes in England 
plus however many urban neighbourhoods which are designated.  

 
4.2 Whilst the District Council will apply for the initial £5,000 funding there is 

no guarantee that the funding will still be available (should the allocation 
be exhausted) or that the fund will be topped up in future years.  As such 
the Committee will need to consider the implications for the 2015/16 
financial year of designating and supporting nominations. 

 
4.3 These initial costs will relate to supporting the Parish and Town Council’s 

in the preparation of a NDP.  It is envisaged that parishes will receive 
some assistance from the Gloucestershire Rural Community Council 
(GRCC) and be able to obtain grants from Government to develop their 
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own plan. The District Council’s role is to provide advice on policy 
matters and to ensure the plan is in conformity with the Local Plan and 
NPPF.  It is not the role of the District Council to project manage or write 
the NDP for a community; in any event this would tend to disenfranchise 
the parishes whose plan it will become. 

 
4.4 Once a neighbourhood has produced its NDP it will be subject to 

external scrutiny, in the same way that a Local Plan is exposed to an 
Examination in Public.  Being a smaller document it is unlikely to be 
subjected to the same level of inquiry, however, it will be for the District 
Council to pay for the examination by an independent inspector, of our 
choosing, that is to say, not the planning inspectorate. 

 
4.5 Whilst there is nothing to stop a NDP from being examined a head of the 

adoption of the District Council Local Plan, it is difficult to see how an 
inspector would find it sound prior to the local plan examination.  As such 
it is unlikely that NDP examinations will take place before Spring 2015, 
though they may be processed in tandem. 

 
4.6 If the NDP is found to be ‘fit for purpose’, and in conformity with the 

Local Plan and NPPF, the District Council will arrange for a referendum 
to be held, at the district’s expense.  The acceptance of the NDP will be 
based on a simple majority of those parishioners voting. Should this be 
achieved, the LPA must adopt the NDP, adding it to the NPPF and Local 
Plan as material considerations in planning applications. 

 
4.7 The NDP may also indicate additional development opportunities in the 

parish, such as affordable housing, cross-subsidy housing, sporting / 
recreational facilities etc.  Hooks have been left in the District Council’s 
emerging Local Plan, so as to ensure an NDP which proposes such 
growth can be shown to be compliant. 

 
4.8 Should the community reject the NDP, it will fail and have no relevance 

in planning policy.  It should be noted that “no” campaigns have 
considerable success in referenda, with the status quo tending to prevail. 

 
4.9 Government have provided a fund to assist District Council’s with their 

costs.  Following the completion of the examination of an NDP, the 
Council may apply for up to £25,000 to pay for the inquiry and the 
referendum.  This funding is for District Council use and it is not 
anticipated there will be any surplus to assist Parish and Town Council’s. 
Pathfinder projects have indicated that the funding available does not 
always cover the cost of managing the process. It should also be noted 
that the Government funding is capped and is not guaranteed in future 
years.  

 
4.10 Again, the Committee will need to consider budget provisions for the 

2015/16 financial year and the medium term plan, to ensure these and 
other NDP can be accommodated.  
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5 Further Consideration 
 
5.1 Members should be mindful that the Localism Act places duties on 

District Council’s to assist in the preparation of NDPs and NDOs.  The 
duty is not, however, specific about the level at which a district council 
should offer assistance.  Whilst the Government have a policy on 
regulatory matters (one in, one out) these are new duties on the Council 
and do not replace a duty which has been withdrawn.  

 
5.2 The planning service has managed to accommodate the current 

expenditure within budget, however it is not able to provide more than 
basic assistance to parishes, as outlined above, particularly as the 
Council prepares for the examination in public (public inquiry) on the 
Local Plan in 2014.  

 
5.3 Stroud, together with other parished District Councils, is in the fortunate 

position that only town and parish council’s may come forward with 
neighbourhood designations.  There is a widely held view that the 
legislation was designed primarily for un-parished cities and urban areas 
where neighbourhoods would not have the ability to raise funds through 
taxation or levies; and hence the duty to assist was necessary.  

 
5.4 Parish and Town Council’s on the other hand have the ability to raise 

income to cover their expenditure through a precept. It could be argued 
that the cost of the developing a NDP should, under the concept of 
localism, be funded by those who will benefit from the plan, rather than 
the general populous. This will be a matter for consideration at another 
time. 

 
6 Conclusion 
 
6.1 The Committee agrees to designate the entire parish of Horsley as a 

Neighbourhood Planning Area. 
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STROUD DISTRICT  COUNCIL 
 

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
 

4 September 2014 

AGENDA 
ITEM NO 

 

8 
 

 
Report Title 
 

 
MULTI SERVICES CONTRACT REVIEW 

Purpose of 
Report 

For the Committee to consider the Task and Finish Group 
recommendations on the design and delivery of the services included in 
the multi service contract to operate from July 2016. 

Decision(s) 
 

The Committee recommends to the Council as follows:        
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
SERVICE DESIGN          

1. Refuse and Recycling                                                                                                                                      
a) The current system of collecting dry recyclables remains 
unchanged although if economical to do so plastic film and 
bags will be added to collections.                                                                                                          
b)  A review of the use and need for the recycling bring sites 
will be undertaken.                                                                                                          
c) Collection rounds to be based on the most efficient 
collection routes, not as now which is based on Town and 
Parish boundaries                                                                                     
d)  Food waste to be collected weekly in caddies.                                                                                                                
e)  Residual waste to be collected fortnightly offsetting the 
cost of weekly food collection. 
f)  Wheeled bins will be used at most properties but black 
bags will be provided to households whose property is 
difficult to access.  The upfront cost of the bins will be offset 
by savings in the purchase of black bags.                                                                                                                
g) An agreement is signed with the Joint Waste Committee 
whereby the Council will receive an incentive payment based 
on meeting targets to reduce waste sent to landfill. Based on 
current projections of reducing waste to landfill that payment 
would be at least £200,000.  

                                                                                                                          
2.   Garden Waste  
      a)  An opt-in chargeable garden waste collection service to be 

introduced at a cost of around £36 per annum per wheeled 
bin plus a one-off charge of £20 for the purchase of the bin. 
Bags to be used if property has access difficulties. The 
setting of charges to be delegated to the Strategic Head 
(Customer Services) in consultation with Chair of 
Environment Committee.     
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     3.  Bulky Waste 
a)  A £15 charge is introduced for the collection of three items 
and that after twelve months a review be carried out to ensure 
that costs are covered by income received. Changes to the 
charge to be delegated to the Strategic Head (Customer 
Services) in consultation with the Chair of the Environment 
Committee. 

                                                                                                             
4. Street Cleansing 
       a)  Future service delivery is based on the slightly 

amended schedule (Appendix A).                   
                                                                                                             
5. Grounds Maintenance  

a)  There are no significant changes to current service 
delivery schedules                                                                     
b) There is a £10,000 reduction in the budget for the use 
of fertilizers and herbicides     

                      
 6. Building Cleaning  

a) The frequency of and the systems for cleaning of 
municipal buildings be re-examined 

  
7. Implementation                                                                                        

a) In order to phase implementation of service changes  
authority is delegated to the Strategic Head (Customer 
Services),  in consultation with the Chair of the 
Environment Committee. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
SERVICE DELIVERY   

                                                                                                                       
8. Preferred Supplier 

With effect from 1st July 2016                                                           
EITHER:                                                                                                          
a) a Direct Service Organisation is set up to run the multi-
service contract                                                                                                          
OR                                                                                                                    
b)  the Council join the local authority company, Ubico 
Ltd, as a shareholder and enter into an agreement to 
deliver the contract         OR                                                                                                                    
c)  the Council to tender through the European 
Procurement process for a private sector company to 
operate the multi service contract. 

                                                                                                                     
9.  Depot 

 a)  the Council, subject to a full cost-benefit analysis 
being undertaken and presented to the Strategy and 
Resources Committee, acquire its own depot.  
                                                                                                             

10. Sale of Recyclables 
       a)  the Council  become responsible for the sale of 

recyclable materials. 
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Consultation 
and 
Feedback 

Stroud Multi Service Contract Residents Consultation 
April 2014 – M.E.L. Research 

Financial 
Implications 
and Risk 
Assessment 

Financial Implications 
 
The report sets out the recommendations from the Task and Finish Group 
on the renewal of the Multi Services contract.  This covers Refuse 
Collection, Recycling, Building Cleaning, Grounds Maintenance and Street 
Cleaning.  Whilst the majority of the services of the current multi-service 
contract are funded by General Fund budgets, specific costs associated 
with Building Cleaning and Grounds Maintenance of council housing stock 
are funded by HRA budgets. 
 
Appendix B sets out the possible financial implications of the proposed 
service design.  A net total budget of £3.673 million is available to support 
the new services in 2016/17. This includes an additional £250,000 p.a. 
included in the Medium term Financial Plan with effect from 2016-17. 
However, this does not take into account changes in the way Building 
Cleaning and Grounds Maintenance at Sheltered Housing schemes will be 
delivered (as set out in paragraph 3.7 of the report).   
 
Of the 3 methods available for delivering services, the additional costs 
arising from the service design changes with the Ubico option are broadly 
in-line with the available budget. Provision through a Direct Service 
Organisation or a Private Sector company are likely to cost significantly 
more. 
 
A number of cost and income assumptions have been made and further 
work around the specification and financing options for the vehicle fleet, 
wheeled bins, and food caddies will be required.  The lease or possible 
purchase of a depot will be subject to a full financial appraisal.  These 
could be financed through prudential borrowing from the Public Works 
Loans Board (PWLB), leasing or from the Council’s reserves and balances.  
Again a financial appraisal will be carried out to determine the best method 
at time of acquisition, given possible changes in interest rates. 
 
David Stanley – Accountancy Manager 
Tel: 01453 754100 
Email: david.stanley@stroud.gov.uk 
 
Risk Assessment 
 
The main risk relates to the need for the Council to make a decision on its 
preferred way forward to ensure service continuity. There is a risk that the 
Council would not acquire and refit its preferred depot option in time but 
contingency arrangements will be put in place to find a temporary solution.  
 
The risk with the Ubico option is that the Council would join a fairly new and 
expanding operation. The risk is mitigated by the Council owning its own 
depot and vehicles. The DSO option has the added risk that it would be 
necessary to set up a new workforce and management structure. The 
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private sector option has the risk associated with going out to tender in that 
the price, as indicated by current predictions, could end up higher than the 
other options. Also a fix term contract has the risk that there is less 
flexibility to change the service 
 
Peter Antill 
Interim Multi-service Contract Review Manager 
Tel: 01453 754407 
Email: peter.antill@stroud.gov.uk 

Legal 
Implications 

The Ubico option will require a Shareholders’ Agreement and Articles of 
Association to be agreed by the Council and will be presented to Strategy 
and Resources Committee. The private sector option will require a contract 
and specification prepared and presented to the Council.  
 
Alan Carr 
Solicitor 
Tel: 01453 754357  
Email: alan.carr@stroud.gov.uk 

Report 
Author 

 
Peter Antill 
Interim Multi-service Contract Review Manager 
Tel: 01453 754407 
Email: peter.antill@stroud.gov.uk 
 
Carlos Novoth 
Public Space Manager 
Tel: 01453 754406 
Email: carlos.novoth@stroud.gov.uk 

Options This is a report of the work of the Task and Finish Working Group. The 
Group have considered various service design options and also looked at 
options for service delivery. These are set out in report. 

Performance 
Management 
Follow Up 

Once the Council has agreed its preferences for multi services design 
contract and how that will be delivered a project plan will be agreed with 
the Task and Finish Group to monitor implementation. 
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Background 
Papers/ 
Appendices 

Reports  to Environment Committee dated 31st October 2013 and 19th June 
2014 
 
 i  Residents Consultation -  March 2014 – M.E.L.Research   
http://intranet.stroud.gov.uk/regenerationandculture/Documentation/MEL_Stroud_
Multi_Service_Contract_Consultation_FINAL_report-full.pdf 
 
 ii   Survey “Issues in the delivery of street cleansing and refuse services”  - 
December 2013 
 – APSE Solutions 
http://intranet.stroud.gov.uk/regenerationandculture/Documentation/APSE_report_
version_6.0_part_1.pdf 
 
http://intranet.stroud.gov.uk/regenerationandculture/Documentation/APSE_report_
version_6.0_part_2.pdf 
 
http://intranet.stroud.gov.uk/regenerationandculture/Documentation/APSE_report_
version_6.0_part_3.pdf 
 
 
http://intranet.stroud.gov.uk/regenerationandculture/Documentation/APSE_report_
version_6.0_part_4.pdf 

 
iii  Multi Service Cost Review July 2014– Eunomia Research and 
Consulting (available in Members Lounge or from Public Spaces team) 
 
iv  Task and Finish Group Briefing August 2014 – Ubico Ltd (available in 
Members Lounge or fromPublic Spaces team) 
 
Appendix A - Street Cleansing and Litter Collection Schedule  
Appendix B - Comparison of costs 

 

1.0 Introduction and Background 
 

1.1 The current Multi Service contract commenced in October 2001 and 
terminates on 30th June 2016. The contract includes the frontline services, 
namely refuse collection, recycling, bulky waste, street cleaning and litter 
collection, garden waste, grounds maintenance, building cleaning and the 
sandbag delivery service. The current value of the contract is 
approximately £3.8m although about £0.6m of income is generated, 
mainly from recycling credits. Veolia are the current supplier and have in 
recent times built up a good, reliable and responsive service. 

 
1.2 The Committee, at its meeting in October of last year, set up a Task and 

Finish Working Group to look at the different options of service design, 
service packaging, and procurement routes together with any financial 
implications post 2016. The Committee received an interim report in June 
2014 on the work of the Working Group to that date and although there is 
still over twenty months until the end of the contract early decisions are 
required to go through a tender/negotiation process and to give the 
contractor adequate time to set up for commencement of the new 
contract. 
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1.3 This report sets out the Working Group’s recommendations. 

 
2.0 Task and Finish Group 

 
2.1 The Group have met on seventeen occasions and have looked at each 

element of the contract, discussed various options regarding both how the 
services should look like i.e. service design, and how the contract should 
be delivered i.e. service delivery. They have commissioned consultationi 
with residents to gather opinion on the current service and any possible 
changes and also commissioned a study by APSE Solutions (ii)   to 
highlight issues in the delivery of street cleansing and refuse services. To 
identify potential costs if the Council wanted to tender in the private sector 
market the Group commissioned a study by Eunomia Research with 
Ubico Ltd asked to provide cost estimates of providing the services under 
consideration. A copy of their reports is available in a folder in the 
Members’ Lounge  

 
3.0 Service Design Findings  

 
3.1 Waste and Recycling 

 
3.1.1 The Group have concluded that the current recycling service, introduced 

in 2013, involving the collection of comingled dry recyclable material 
together with separate collection of paper and cardboard should 
continue although the Group were aware that hessian bags could 
provide better weather protection to the card and paper collected. The 
collection of plastic film and carrier bags should be added if economical 
to do so. There is a current study being undertaken to assess the 
Council’s compliance with the latest European requirements on 
separating recyclable materials on collection. The Group were pleased 
to note that the Council’s dry recycling service already offers a most 
comprehensive choice compared to other authorities.  

3.1.2 During their examination of the recycling service the Group were advised 
that because such a comprehensive recycling collection service was in 
place this had meant there was less use of some of the “bring sites” and 
the Group concluded their use should be reviewed with a view to only 
retain those which are well used.  

3.1.3 The Group felt that wheeled bins were more convenient to residents for 
the collection of residual waste where properties have sufficient space. 
Although around 50% of residents have indicated they will recycle their 
food waste this still leaves potentially half having to store their residual 
waste, including food waste, for two weeks. 
The Group felt that wheeled bins would remove the issues of 
smell/hygiene and of animals breaking into black bags. The Group 
agreed that black bags should continue to be provided but only where 
bins were deemed to be unsuitable. Bins normally have a life expectancy 
in excess of 15 years so over that period would pay for their cost 
compared to providing black bags over the same period. The use of a 
wheeled bin would help the Council meet the expectations of the Health 
and Safety Executive (HSE)  in respect of its guidance regarding the 
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welfare of employees as wheeled bins help prevent muscoskeletal and 
sharps injuries caused by lifting, carrying and loading heavy black bags. 
Risk assessments on all the new activities have been carried out in 
accordance with HSE guidelines.  

3.1.4 The current method of matching refuse rounds to Town and Parish 
Council boundaries is not the most efficient and the Group through the 
soft market testing exercise were advised that this almost certainly adds 
to the costs. The Group suggest that when the new service is introduced 
in July 2016 that the most efficient way of organising rounds is adopted 
even if this does not match existing parish boundaries. Any change in 
days of collection should be supported by an efficient and effective 
communication plan for residents. 

3.1.5 The Group thought that collecting of recyclable materials, including food 
waste, from schools and perhaps businesses should be explored further. 
Initial discussions reveal the County Council collect from 75% of schools 
already. Future discussions will take place on the most efficient way of 
collecting from these schools and also on increasing participation. 

 
3.2 Food Waste 
 
3.2.1   The Group were informed that about 30% of English local authorities 

now collect food waste although Stroud was the only authority in 
Gloucestershire that did not. With no recycling credits given to the 
Council for food waste collection the Group felt that whilst it was 
commendable to take food waste out of landfill it was too costly to 
introduce a weekly food waste collection service without moving to a 
fortnightly residual waste collection.  

3.2.2 Costings showed that the costs of collecting food waste were broadly 
offset by the costs of moving to fortnightly collection of residual waste. 
In addition the County Council, as disposal authority, will pay an 
incentive payment linked to delivery of outcomes mainly related to the 
reduction in the amount of waste sent to landfill. The food waste would 
be sent to an anaerobic digester where it will be used to generate 
renewable electricity. The incentive payment would be on an increasing 
scale linked to a reduction in the amount of waste sent to landfill. 
Based on estimates of tonnages of waste expected to be collected the 
Council’s incentive payment would be about £200,000 although really 
successful food and garden waste collection schemes could see that 
sum increasing to £250,000 as levels of recycling increase. 

 
3.2.3 The Council would provide a food caddie to every household at an 

initial one-off cost of £250,000. 
3.2.4 The issue of how to deal with collection of food waste from flats was 

discussed by the Group and officers were tasked, as a priority to  look 
into policies and practices of other authorities and reporting back to 
Working Group. 
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             Bulky Waste 
 

3.3.1 The Council receives around 14,500 requests per annum for the 
collection of bulky items including furniture, fridges and freezers. 
Currently there is no charge and neither is there a limit on the number 
of items collected nor the number of collections per household. It was 
reported by the current contractor that vehicle trips to collect bulkies 
were often abortive as items had already been taken by other 
recycling/reuse companies. The Group were informed that there is no 
evidence from other authorities that the introduction of charges has led 
to an increase in flytipping. The Group thought that a charge of £15 per 
collection of up to 3 items should be introduced. This charge would 
cover costs of collection and administration and thus the Council would 
save the £165,000 cost of currently providing the service. This would 
be consistent with all other Glos authorities which charge for bulky 
waste collection with prices ranging from £14 per item to £30 for three 
items. A review will be carried out after twelve months to ensure the 
system is working effectively and the charge has been set at a 
reasonable level. The Group also thought that the Pride in Your 
Neighbourhood (PIN) events run by Tenant Services could supplement 
removal of bulky items in certain areas. 

 
3.4 Garden Waste 

 
3.4.1 Currently garden waste is collected in a separate garden waste bag for 

which a charge of 60p per bag with the bags co-collected with waste for 
landfill. There is an increasing demand from residents for a green waste 
recycling service and consultationi showed 21% of residents would 
definitely use a fortnightly bin service. The Working Group considered 
that an opt in and chargeable service was the way forward. Green bins 
would be introduced plus bags for those with access difficulties. The 
Group thought that an annual charge of around £36 per bin was 
appropriate plus an initial one off charge of about £20 for the purchase of 
the bin. Other authorities locally charge between £26 to £36 p.a. More 
research will be undertaken into the type of bags used by other 
authorities as well as their charging policies as the Group wanted 
assurance that costs would, at least, be matched by income for this 
service. 

3.4.2 With this opt-in service there were advantages in having wheeled bins 
that contain computer chips so that payments could be more easily 
matched to the schedule of collections. 

 
3.5  Street Cleaning and Litter Collection 
 
3.5.1 The Group considered the current arrangements for scheduling the 

street cleaning service according to different zones and noted that 
residents perception of the service was generally above average. The 
Working Group concluded that current practices should be maintained 
with few changes. Appendix  A gives details of the suggested 
amendments to the current street cleaning and litter collection regime.   
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3.5.2 The Group also thought it maybe possible to involve Town and Parish 
Councils in some aspects of service and that this should be 
investigated further. 
 

3.6  Grounds Maintenance 
 

3.6.1 Although the Council have discretion on the level of service provided 
once again the Group considered this to be a fundamental service 
being one which residents saw as important. The service contributed to 
residents’ wellbeing in many ways not least the leisure and mental 
health aspects but there are also health and safety issues where grass 
verges affect visibility at road junctions. The Group recognised there 
was a need to raise awareness which authority i.e. County, District or 
Town and Parish Council owns which parcel of and what 
responsibilities went with that ownership. 

3.6.2 The Group were aware of the decision that in future Tenant Services 
would be making their own arrangements for grounds maintenance at 
sheltered schemes. 

3.6.3 The Group did not wish to see any reduction in the level of service 
provided but did agree that the use of fertilizers and herbicides should 
be reduced saving £10,000 p.a. 

 
3.7 Building Cleaning 

 
3.7.1 There are several elements to this service namely cleaning of 5 

municipal buildings (Ebley Mill, Subscription Rooms, Old Town Hall, 
Cornhill Market and the Brunel Mall), 13 public conveniences, 85 
housing blocks and 29 sheltered housing communal areas. Again the 
Group were aware of the Council decision that in future Tenant 
Services  staff will be carrying out building cleaning duties at sheltered 
schemes. 

 
3.7.2 The Group felt that the service would benefit from more local delivery 

and that the frequency of cleaning, particularly those for the municipal 
buildings, should be revisited. 

3.7.3 They also thought that a review should be carried out on the need for 
some of the public conveniences to shape the service to meet the 
needs of the locality. 
 

3.8 Sandbag Delivery Service 
 

3.8.1 The Council delivered around 6000 sandbags during last year’s floods 
and whilst it is a discretionary service the Group considered it was 
important to residents and the Council to maintain this service at an 
estimated cost of £4,500 per annum. 

 
4.0 Service Delivery Findings 
 
4.1 Options for Service Delivery 

The Group considered three main methods of delivering the 
services: 
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 SDC In-house Direct Service Organisation (DSO) 

 Ubico Ltd ( a local authority owned company) 

 Private Sector Waste Management Company 
 
4.1.1 The DSO option was identified early in the process as most likely to be 

the most expensive because of higher local authority pension 
contributions. The DSO was, also, the highest risk because it meant 
setting up a completely new organisation together with additional support 
such as additional finance, audit, HR staff and increased payroll costs. A 
one-off budget, estimated at £75,000, would be needed to provide 
support in setting up this new organisation. With a DSO the Council 
would retain any savings but also carries the risk of picking up any 
additional costs. A DSO does provide more flexibility and control to 
administer service changes in the future. Approximately 100 staff wholly 
or mainly allocated to the Stroud contract would be entitled to transfer to 
the Council from the current supplier with this option and this gives the 
Council an opportunity to welcome the staff into the ethos of the Council, 
ensuring they are paid the Living Wage and to ensuring the workforce 
receive a local government pension. However, depending on the 
workforce structure required by the Council there is the potential for 
redundancy costs to be paid. The DSO option does give the Council the 
opportunity and the flexibility to bring in changes to the services ie more 
local management, through a negotiated approach. With the DSO option 
the Council bears the risk that any overspend would fall to the authority 
although equally any savings would be retained by the authority. 

 
4.1.2 Ubico Ltd is a “Teckal” company which means that local authorities 

can award contracts to it without going through the European 
procurement process. Ubico Ltd is a separate legal body to which the 
Council becomes an equal shareholder and appoints a voting Director 
to its Board. 
The risks associated with Ubico Ltd centre around the fact that Ubico 
was established two and a half years ago. This is mitigated by he fact 
their management team have significant experience in running refuse 
and recycling services including DSO. There are current proposals to 
expand the company as a further three authorities have expressed an 
interest in becoming a shareholder of Ubico.  
The Council would be an equal shareholder of the company so would 
have a say in the future of the company. However as the Council would 
own its own depot and vehicles there would be greater resilience. With 
the Ubico option the Council bears the risk that any overspend would 
fall to the authority although any savings would be returned to the 
authority. Future service changes would be agreed through a 
negotiated “open book” approach and this approach gives the Council 
control and thereby flexibility over costs and over the implementation of 
service changes as such changes are agreed following negotiation and 
also, would have the support of some well experienced officers within 
Ubico for their implementation.. 
The Working Group appreciated the “open book” approach but felt that 
with no market testing that Ubico’s costs should be verified by an 
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independent consultancy, Eunomia Research (iii). This report 
confirmed that the most cost effective option was likely to be Ubico. 
By virtue of being an equal shareholder and having a director on the 
Board the Council would be able to monitor both the progress of the 
Company and of performance relative to Stroud’s business plan. In 
addition there would be regular performance reports for the Council. 
To become a member of Ubico the Council would be required to pay 
£45,000 as a contribution to the set up costs incurred by the other 
authorities. 
As an organisation Ubico are committed to ensuring their workforce 
receive at least the Living Wage. 

 
4.1.3 The Council currently has a private sector waste management 

company, Veolia, delivering its multi services contract.  The Working 
Group met with Veolia and were advised that the Council should expect 
an increase in costs on its current budget because income from the 
sales of recyclables were less than they had estimated and that they 
needed to see an increase in contribution to overheads and profit. This 
was borne out by a study by Eunomia Research who, at the request of 
the Group, carried out an independent study which confirmed that a 
private sector waste management company was likely to be more 
expensive than the Ubico option. Of course this could only be proved 
with a full advertising process including European tendering which in 
itself could be expensive. A budget of £50,000 would be needed with 
more if there were challenges. 
There are a number of private sector waste management companies 
who would almost certainly submit a tender for the Council’s contract 
and all are very experienced in contract delivery.   If contract changes 
were introduced during the contract period the private sector option 
could be more expensive and less flexible than other options.  

 
4.1.4 A summary of some of the advantages and disadvantages of             

each option is shown below: 
 

  
Advantages 

  Ubico 
 

Private Sector 
 

DSO 
Flexible to change 
service 

 

Market  price 

 

Flexible to change 
service 

Costs controlled by 
Council 

 

Cost risk taken 
contractor 

 

Costs controlled by 
Council 

Savings returned to 
Council 

 

Certainty of price 
for Council once 
tendered 

 

Savings retained by 
Council 

Does not require 
European tendering 

   Does not require 
European tendering 

Potential to 
generate income 
 

   

Potential to generate 
income 
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Council own depot 
and fleet which 
increases resilience 

   

Council own depot and 
fleet which increases 
resilience 

Costs negotiated  
openly 
 

   

Direct control of 
operations 

Experienced in 
delivering service   

 

Experienced in 
delivering service   

 
Payment of Living Wage 

Experienced in 
managing service 
change 
 
Payment of Living 
Wage  

 

Experienced in 
managing service 
change 
 
 
 

  

     

  
Disadvantages 

  Ubico 
 

Private Sector 
 

DSO 

Prices not tested in 
competition 
although verified by 
independent 
consultancy 

 

Costs for changes 
in service in 
contractor 
control 

 

Need to set up new 
organisation at same 
time as implementing 
service changes 

 
 

 

Have to use 
European Tender 
process 

 

Prices not tested in 
competition 

Any additional costs 
borne by Council 

 

Savings retained 
by contractor 

 

More expensive with 
additional costs e.g. 
pension, overheads 

  

Less flexible than 
other options 
 
Market price 
expected to be 
higher than other 
options 

 

All risks stay with 
Council 
 
Any additional costs 
borne by Council 

 

    
   

4.1.5 A summary of indicative total costs is shown below with a more detailed 
breakdown set out in Appendix B. 

 

 

One -
Off 

Budget 
 

Current 
Budget 

Local 
Auth. 

Company 
Budget 

Private 
Sector 
Budget 

DSO 
Budget 

 
£000s £000s £000s £000s £000s 

      Net Budget 535 3,224 3,416 3,717 3,955 

      Increase on current budget (£3.224m) 
  

192 493 731 
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5.0   Preferred Service Delivery Option 

 

5.1.The Group considered that there were advantages and disadvantages to 
each service delivery option. A summary of the costs of each option is 
shown above with a more detailed breakdown set out in Appendix B. 
There was broad agreement that on the evidence presented Ubico 
offered the most cost effective and flexible option. However the  Working 
Group concluded that it should be Environment Committee which should 
consider and recommend to Council whether the DSO, Ubico or a 
private sector waste management company was the preferred service 
delivery model. 
Each of the options will require some one-off expenditure to advertise 
the contract, to help set up new contract or to purchase bins/caddies or 
for education and marketing. These are also set out in the table in 
Appendix B and total £535,000. 

 
6.0  Depot   
 
6.1 One of the key issues considered by the Working Group was the 

provision of a depot and it soon became apparent for both the Direct 
Service Organisation and for the local authority company options it was 
crucial that the Council acquired its own depot. The Group also felt that it 
would be advantageous for the Council to own its own depot for the 
private sector option as well as this increased the Council’s resilience 
against future eventualities and gave the potential for reduced costs to 
services. It would also provide certainty for any incoming operator. The 
Group were mindful that a full cost benefit analysis would be undertaken 
and presented to Members when cost of purchase, and costs of any 
alterations were known. Capital costs could be around £2m which could 
be financed from borrowing from the Public Works Loan Board. This 
would finance a depot for multi service contract purposes solely and any 
additional council requirements would need additional financing. 
Alternately the best approach for the Council may be to lease a depot 
but this would be included in the project appraisal. 

 
6.2 The Group were mindful how crucial the depot is to operation of the 

services and a contingency plan for a temporary solution will be 
prepared should there be difficulties in making a suitable acquisition in 
the timescale. 

 
  7.0 Vehicles and Containers 
 

7.1 Both the Direct Service Organisation and the local authority company 
options require the Council to acquire its own vehicle fleet as well as 
purchasing wheeled bins and food caddies. The Council’s Finance team 
are looking at the best method of financing these including looking at 
outright purchase, contract hire and leasing options for the acquisition of 
the vehicles. Local authorities are generally thought at present to have 
access to cheaper finance than a private operator.  
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8.0 Benchmarking 
 
8.1 The Group looked at a number of different benchmarking  exercises and 

determined that there was no conclusive evidence to suggest that 
authorities with a Direct Service Organisation or local authority company 
was more or less expensive than those with a private sector waste 
management company providing their service. 

  
8.2 An assessment by consultants, Eunomia Research (iii), with detailed 

knowledge of the current market suggests that if the Council retendered 
its refuse and recycling service now  then based on current service levels 
it could face an increase in costs in excess of £240,000. This is mainly 
because the value achieved from the sale of recyclable materials has 
reduced and increased overheads and profit. This was supported by 
feedback given to the Group by from the Council’s current contractor 
which indicated that there would be an increase in costs possibly higher 
than suggested by Eunomia.  

    
 9.0 Soft Market Testing 

 
9.1To shape the new contract the Working Group asked a number of 

municipal waste management companies for their views for suggested 
best practices in service delivery. The Group considered these and have 
adopted a number in their recommendations. 

 
 10.0 Timetable 
 
10.1The new contract must be in place to ensure service continuity when the 

new contract ends on 30th June 2016 and a detailed project plan will be 
prepared for the Working Group’s consideration. There are several quite 
major service changes to put in place and these should be phased 
wherever possible to make it easier for residents and also to ensure 
smooth transition. For instance it may be that the bulky waste charge 
could be brought in early and perhaps the introduction of garden waste 
system as well.  
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APPENDIX A

Location type
Contract 

Frequency

Current Trial 

Frequency 

Suggested 

Frequency

Contract 

Frequency 

Current Trial 

Frequency  

Suggested 

Frequency

Contract 

frequency
Current Trial Frequency 

Suggested 

Frequency

Town Centres (Zone 1)

Stroud Daily 2 per Week No change 2 per Day No change No change 2 per Day No change No change

Stonehouse, Minchinhampton, 

Painswick, Berkeley, Wotton, 

Nailsworth, Dursley

Daily Weekly No change 2 per Day No change 1/day 2 per Day No change Daily 

Town Car Parks (Zone 1A)

e.g. Cheapside, Parliament street Weekly No change No change Daily No change No change Daily No change No change

Main Strategic Routes (Zone 2)

e.g. A419, B4008, A46, A38 Monthly No change No change Weekly 1 per three weeks No change 1 per Week No change No change

Main Strategic Routes additional 

(High Profile)

e.g. A419 (M5 to Horsetrough), 

Stratford road, London road 

(Waitrose to Bowbridge cross roads)

Monthly No change No change Weekly No change No  change 2 per week No change No change

Residential roads (Zone 3)

e.g. Hunters Way. Park Estate, 

Chestnut Park, Perry Orchard
Monthly 4/Year

4/Year (brush 

down if req'd)
Monthly

as req'd within           3 

weekly cycle
No change Weekly No change No change

Rural Villages (Zone 4 - tarmaced 

and curbed only) 

e.g. Arlingham, Bisley, Kingswood, Haresfield
30% villages 

twice per year

All villages                  

2 per Year

All villages               

4 per Year                     
as req'd

as req'd within           3 

weekly cycle
No change Weekly No change No change

Mechanical Sweeping  Litter pick Litter/Dog/Cig Bins

Street Cleaning and Litter Collection Services

Key  
Blue cells - No change 
Amber cells - reduction in frequency 
Green cells - Increased frequency 
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One -Off  

Budget

£000s £000s £000s £000s £000s

Base Budget - current service

Base budget - new budget inc weekly 

food, alternate residual by wheeled bins

Additional support overheads ie HR, 

finance, IT 139

Add. pension costs (100% take up) 400

Depot - extra financing costs 50 50 50

Set up costs  

- DSO 75

3,820

4,808 5,144 4,808

APPENDIX B - COMPARISON OF 

FUTURE COSTS v. CURRENT 

BUDGET
Current 

Budget

Ubico Indicative  

Budget (new 

services)

Private Sector 

Indicative Budget 

(new services)

DSO Indicative 

Budget (new 

services)

- DSO 75

- Private Sector or 50

- Ubico or 45

Provision/delivery of wheeled bins

Cost of providing bags inc in base

20

Sub Total 155 3,820 4,988 5,326 5,527

Garden Waste –bins purchase 200

Garden Waste – sale of bins -200

Garden Waste – delivery of bins 80   

Garden Waste - administration 55 55 55

Sub Total with garden 235 3,820 5,043 5,381 5,582

Food Waste – caddy purchase 250  

Marketing & Education 100 20 20 20

80 110 110

Bring sites 22 20

 

110

Marketing & Education 100 20 20 20

JWP contribution -50 -10 -10 -10

Gross Budget with food & garden 535 3,820 5,053 5,391 5,592

Garden waste income -451 -488 -451

Recycling sales  -200 -200 -200

Recycling credits -549 -549 -549

JWP incentive payt -200 -200 -200

Bulky Waste charges -165 -165 -165

Other income (Tipping Charges, Grounds 

Maintenance recharges) -72 -72 -72 -72

Net Budget 535 3,224 3,416 3,717 3,955

Increase on current budget (£3.224m) 192 493 731

-524
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