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To all Members of Stroud District Council

15 November 2013

You are hereby summoned to attend a Meeting of the STROUD DISTRICT
COUNCIL at 7.00 pm in the Council Chamber, Ebley Mill on Thursday,
28 November 2013.

David Hagg
Chief Executive
AGENDA
Please Note: 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
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 the officer named at the top of
this agenda.
PRESENTATION
The Chair will make a presentation to Kieran Chadwick, the longest
serving member of the Stroud District Youth Council.
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 10 October 2013.
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4

ANNOUNCEMENTS
To receive announcements from the Chair of Council, the Leader and
the Chief Executive.

5

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
The Chair of the Strategy and Resources Committee, the Community
Services Committee, the Environment Committee, the Housing
Committee or the Audit and Standards 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, 25 November 2013.
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

6

PETITION OPPOSING THE BEDROOM TAX
The following petition organised by Mr Chris Moore, was received on 8
November 2013:

“Stroud

District Council must actively oppose the Bedroom Tax
with no evictions. Reductions to Housing Benefit Entitlement,
introduced in April 2013, more commonly known as the Bedroom Tax,
mean social housing tenants in receipt of housing benefit payments,
excluding those in receipt of a state pension, will face reductions of
14% if deemed to have one spare bedroom and 25% if deemed to have
two spare bedrooms. Some of the poorest and most vulnerable in our
society will face the prospect of being forced from their homes, for the
‘crime’ of having a spare room. Two thirds of those affected are
disabled. People simply cannot afford to pay it and there are simply
not enough one and two bedroom properties available for anyone
forced to downsize, even SDC have admitted this.
We call on Stroud District Council to:
•

Commit to no evictions due to rent arrears form the Bedroom Tax
for any council tenants and will pursue all measures to persuade
other providers of social housing to adopt the same policy.
• According to the 1985 Housing Act a bedroom should be more than
70 square feet. So any social housing room smaller than this and
deemed a bedroom, is unsuitable and should be re-designated.
• Increase the building programme of social housing to a level that
reflects the needs of Stroud District.
• Call on Housing Associations not to use ‘Ground 8’ against
‘assured tenants’ as this takes away a judge’s discretion about the
granting of a possession order.
• Call a meeting with Housing Associations to plan how to protect
tenants from the Bedroom Tax.
• Meet its responsibility and use its legal powers to bring empty
homes into use.
• Write off rent arrears for Bedroom Tax and top up the
Government’s discretionary housing payment fund.
Stroud District Council
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SDC could use reserves and prudential borrowing powers to at least
temporarily cover the loss. Then build pressure on the Government to
repeal the Bedroom Tax and reimburse SDC for any losses. SDC
could stand alongside local tenants associations, unions and other
groups campaigning against the Bedroom Tax and work with other
Councils and/or Councillors in fighting this tax.”
In accordance with the Council’s Petition Scheme, the petition is to be
debated by Council as it contains more than the trigger of 1,100
signatures. The petition organiser will be given five minutes to present
the petition and the petition will then be debated by Councillors for a
maximum of 15 minutes. The petition has been published on the
Council’s
website
and
can
be
viewed
at
http://www.stroud.gov.uk/democracy/have_your_say.asp#s=sectioncon
tent5&p=currpet
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RECOMMENDATIONS FROM COMMITTEES
Following the meeting of the Strategy and Resources Committee held
on 14 November 2013, the following items are recommended to
Council for approval (reports attached).
Strategy and Resources Committee – 14 November 2013

(a)

Title

Agenda
Item No.

Local Council Tax Support
Scheme

6

Chair of Strategy &
Resources
Committee
Councillor Geoff
Wheeler

Strategy and Resources Committee RECOMMENDS to Council:
That it adopts the current Local Scheme as the Scheme for Stroud
District Council for the period 1 April 2014 to 31 March 2015.

(b)

Title

Agenda
Item No.

War Widows, War Widows
Pension and Armed Forces
Compensation Scheme
Payment Disregards
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Strategy and Resources Committee RECOMMENDS to Council:
(a)

That the authority disregards in full the following incomes
for the purposes of assessing entitlement to Localised
Council Tax Support:
1. War Widows/Widowers Pension;
2. War Disablement Pension;
3. Armed Forces Compensation Scheme payments.

(b)

That this resolution should only be reviewed if required
by a change in legislation.

8

APPOINTMENT TO THE LICENSING COMMITTEE
To appoint a Member to the vacant position on the Licensing
Committee for the remainder of this Civic Year.

9

MATTERS FOR INFORMATION
Meetings that have taken place since the last ordinary Meeting on 10
October 2013:
Stroud Council Housing Forum
Community Services Committee
Environment Committee
Audit and Standards Committee
Housing Committee
Development Control Committee
Strategy and Resources Committee
Licensing Committee
Stroud Council Housing Forum

10

MEMBERS’ QUESTIONS
See Agenda Item 5 for the submission deadline.

11

NOTICES OF MOTION
(i)

15 October 2013
24 October 2013
31 October 2013
5 November 2013
7 November 2013
12 November 2013
14 November 2013
19 November 2013
26 November 2013

National Planning Policy Framework – 06/13

Proposed by Councillor Stephen Lydon and seconded by Councillor
John Marjoram.
“Many areas of our towns, our villages, and the adjoining countryside
are not places of national importance in the strict legal sense, but they
are cherished by local people for their beauty and their recreational
value. The incursion of aggressive and insensitive development is very
much resented by many in our communities but local voices do not
appear to carry much weight in this situation. We are particularly
concerned by recent comments from the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government which seems to imply that
planning regulations may now be relaxed even further in the
countryside and the green belt.
This Council believes that the true impact of the NPPF has not been
understood by the people responsible for this legislation and that it is
Stroud District Council
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important to persuade the Government to amend it before the damage
has gone too far.
Therefore, it is proposed a) we write to Local Town and Parish
Councils the LGA, Local MPs and the Secretary of State for
Communities asking them to support our view and b) we support the
petition set out in Appendix 1 and encourage those listed in a) to also
support it.
Appendix 1
Amend the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and
uphold local democratic decision making
Responsible department: Department for Communities and Local
Government
We the undersigned believe that the NPPF is inherently unsound
leading to irreversible loss of open countryside and irreparable damage
to valuable landscape and heritage assets which are highly valued by
local communities. Prioritisation of economic factors and presumption
to develop, together with risible sustainability criteria, is leading to
decisions from the Planning Inspectorate that damage local
communities and create expensive problems.
We believe that the NPPF flouts local opinion and damages
democracy. The NPPF is unjustly prejudiced in the interest of the
construction industry and developers to the detriment of the local
electorate, community, countryside, farming and tourism.
We therefore call upon the Government to amend the NPPF by
removing the over-riding presumption in favour of alleged sustainable
development, by giving Local Plans over-riding priority.”
(ii)

Bringing the Cotswold Way into Stroud – 07/13

Proposed by Councillor Andy Read and seconded by Councillors
Martin Whiteside and John Marjoram.
"That this Council recognises the potential economic, cultural, social
and transport benefits of diverting the official route of the Cotswold Way
National Trail through Stroud Town Centre. Such a diversion should
seek to include a significant stretch of the restored canal, improved
links with public transport and accommodation, access to town centre
shops, eateries and facilities as well as the Museum in the Park.
Council resolves to work with the Cotswold Conservation Board and
relevant bodies to identify a preferred new route and to carry out the
consultation necessary for the submission of a Varying Report to
DEFRA, if a diversion is deemed appropriate."

Stroud District Council
28 November 2013

5

Agenda
Published 15 November 2013

(iii)

Motion to support Stroud tenants in the face of the
Bedroom Tax – 08/13

Proposed by Councillor Molly Cato and seconded by Councillor Martin
Whiteside.
“This Council believes that the Bedroom Tax (referred to by the
Government as the under-occupancy penalty) is an unfair attack on our
tenants (and also tenants of other landlords in our District), and is
affecting some of the poorest and most vulnerable people in our
District:
a. If it results in evictions, this would undermine this Council’s belief in
the right to decent housing and the rights of children to a secure home
and continuity of education in the same school;
b. If it results in tenants not having enough money to keep themselves
and their families warm, to buy nutritious food and to engage in leisure
activities, their wellbeing would be undermined;
c. If it results in non-primary carer parents, grandparents and other
carers being less able to have children to stay regularly, it may result in
a less secure environment for children to grow up in.
All of these factors may result in costs to our health services, social
services and wider society in the long term - costing money rather than
saving it.
This Council welcomes the report and recommendations of the
Housing Committee’s Task and Finish Group (September 2013) and
the initiatives already taken by our housing service, which seek to
lessen the impact of the bedroom tax on our tenants, including:
1. Informing tenants of the availability of Discretionary Housing
Payment;
2. Providing support for those that choose to move;
3. Work on our financial inclusion strategy;
4. Starting to build new Council Houses, with a focus on one and two
bedroom properties.
However we note that this Council does not have sufficient
smaller homes available to meet the requirements of those needing to
move to avoid the tax, thus leaving families doubly penalised.
Having noted the above, this Council:
1. States publicly its opposition to the Bedroom Tax as unfair and
contrary to the wellbeing of the children and adults of our District;
2. Will introduce a policy that states that, for a transitional period
until 1st June 2015, where:
(i)

all other avenues have been explored;
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(ii)
(iii)

transfer is requested but there are no suitable properties to
transfer to;
it can be clearly identified that arrears are solely due to the
bedroom tax penalty;

Officers will not use evictions or bailiffs to recover rent due.
Furthermore, in cases that meet these three criteria, arrears will not
hinder a tenant from moving to another Council property.
3. Will write to the Secretary of State asking him to amend the Welfare
Reform Act 2012 in order to repeal changes to Housing Benefit,
commonly known as Bedroom Tax.”
Notes:
(at August 2013):
• 347 council tenancies are affected by the bedroom tax in Stroud
District
• 120 of these tenants have fallen into arrears since the tax was
introduced
• 19 have been forced to move into other accommodation
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INFORMATION
IN THE EVENT OF A FIRE
Leave the room by the nearest fire exit. These are located to the rear of
the Chamber and the door leading to the Roof Garden as Fire Exits.
Proceed to the main car park and assemble by the New Build Sign (NB)
ALL MOBILE PHONES/PAGERS SHOULD BE SWITCHED OFF OR SET TO
SILENT MODE BEFORE THE START OF THE MEETING.

FIRE EVACUATION PROCEDURES FOR VISITORS AT EBLEY MILL
•
•
•
•
•
•

Upon hearing the fire alarm, visitors should immediately evacuate the
building following the instructions given by the Chair at the start of each
meeting.
DO NOT stay, or return, to collect personal belongings.
DO NOT use the lifts when the alarm is sounding.
Upon evacuation, visitors should go to the NB assembly point. The
assembly points are situated in the staff car park where a fire steward will
be there to take a roll call.
Visitors must remain at the assembly points until permission is given to
leave.
Visitors must not leave the site until instructed to do so.
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COUNCIL
10 October 2013
7.00 pm – 10.22 pm
Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Stroud

3

Minutes
Membership:
Dennis Andrewartha**
Liz Ashton
Dorcas Binns
Rowland Blackwell
Philip Booth
Tim Boxall
Chris Brine
Paul Carter
Molly Cato
Miranda Clifton
Nigel Cooper
June Cordwell
Doina Cornell
Gordon Craig
Karon Cross
Paul Denney
David Drew
** = Chair of Council

P
P
A
P
P
A
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
A
P
P

Chas Fellows
Paul Hemming
Nick Hurst
Haydn Jones
John Jones
Daniel Le Fleming
Graham Littleton
Stephen Lydon
John Marjoram
Brian Marsh
Russell Miles
Stephen Moore
Alan O’Connor
Keith Pearson
Elizabeth Peters
Simon Pickering
Gary Powell
* = Vice Chair of Council

Officers Present
Chief Executive
Legal Services Manager and
Monitoring Officer
Strategic Head (Tenant Services)
Head of Cultural Services
Head of Corporate Resources

P
P
P
P
P
A
P
P
P
P
P
P
A
P
P
P
P

Nigel Prenter
Andy Read
Mark Rees*
Frances Roden
Mattie Ross
Roger Sanders
Emma Sims
Paul Smith
Ken Stephens
Nigel Studdert-Kennedy
Brian Tipper
Geoff Wheeler
Martin Whiteside
Rhiannon Wigzell
Tom Williams
Penny Wride
Debbie Young
P = Present A = Absent

Head of Finance
Business Accountant (HRA)
Facilities & Civil Contingencies Manager
Principal Marketing Officer
Democratic Services and Elections Officer

Also Present
Mr Alan Bladon
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CL.021

APOLOGIES

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Dorcas Binns, Karon Cross,
Daniel Le Fleming, Andy Read, Mark Rees and Frances Roden.
Councillor Daniel Le Fleming
The Council agreed to send a letter to Councillor Le Fleming to wish him well
following his recent stroke.
CL.022

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

The Chief Executive declared a disclosable pecuniary interest in relation to agenda
item 6 – Petition: Kings Stanley School, as his wife was employed at the school. He
would leave the Chamber prior to and for the duration of the item.
The following interests were made by Councillors:
Councillor

Agenda Item

Nature of Interest
(where disclosed)

Action taken
respect
disclosure

Penny
Wride

Item 6 – Petition in
respect of Kings
Stanley School

Personal interest Councillor
is
an
acquaintance of the
petition organiser.

Liz Ashton

Item
10(ii)
–
Vaccination
of
Badgers
Against
Bovine TB

Personal Interest –
Member
of
the
Gloucestershire
Wildlife Trust.

Rowland
Blackwell

Item
10(ii)
–
Vaccination
of
Badgers
Against
Bovine TB

David Drew

Item
10(ii)
–
Vaccination
of
Badgers
Against
Bovine TB

Personal Interest –
Member
of
the
Gloucestershire
Wildlife Trust and a
cattle farmer.
Personal Interest –
Member
of
the
Gloucestershire
Wildlife Trust.

Chas
Fellows

Item
10(ii)
–
Vaccination
of
Badgers
Against
Bovine TB

Personal Interest –
Member
of
the
Gloucestershire
Wildlife Trust.

Left the Chamber
prior to discussion of
the item and took no
part in the discussion
and voting.
Left the Chamber
prior to discussion of
the item and took no
part in the discussion
and voting.
Left the Chamber
prior to discussion of
the item and took no
part in the discussion
and voting.
Left the Chamber
prior to discussion of
the item and took no
part in the discussion
and voting.
Left the Chamber
prior to discussion of
the item and took no
part in the discussion
and voting.
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Councillor

Agenda Item

Nature of Interest
(where disclosed)

Nick Hurst

Item
10(ii)
–
Vaccination
of
Badgers
Against
Bovine TB

Personal Interest –
Member
of
the
Gloucestershire
Wildlife Trust.

Martin
Whiteside

Item
10(ii)
–
Vaccination
of
Badgers
Against
Bovine TB

Action taken
respect
disclosure

in
of

Left the Chamber
prior to discussion of
the item and took no
part in the discussion
and voting.
Personal Interest – Left the Chamber
Member
of
the prior to discussion of
Gloucestershire
the item and took no
Wildlife Trust.
part in the discussion
and voting.

The Monitoring Officer confirmed that under section 4.4, sub section a(ii) of the
Code of Conduct, the aforementioned Members would have a personal interest
where the matter might reasonably be regarded as affecting the well-being or
financial position of a body of which the Councillor is a Member, or Partner, or
Director or in general control or management. Therefore those Councillors who
were Members of the Trust had an interest because the item sought potential
additional funding to be paid to the Trust. Members who had an interest would be in
breach of the Code if they failed to declare it and leave the room during the whole of
the discussion of the item.
The ensuing discussion highlighted dissent by a number of Members at the legal
advice provided. However, in accepting the soundness of the legal advice given,
the Chair insisted on the respective Members’ compliance accordingly.
The Chair of the Development Control Committee wished it recorded that prior to
his next meeting, he would require further advice from the Solicitor on the
interpretation of the Code with regard to the disclosure of Members’ interests in
relation to planning matters, compared to advice he had been given previously.
The Chair of the Audit and Standards Committee explained that issues regarding
interpretation of the Code had been brought to the attention of the Audit and
Standards Committee, who would investigate the matter further.
CL.023

MINUTES

RESOLVED

That the Minutes of the meeting held on 25 July 2013 are
confirmed and signed as a correct record.

CL.024

ANNOUNCEMENTS

(i)

Chair of Council

Former Councillor John Hudson
The Chair referred to a letter received from former Councillor and Chair of Council,
John Hudson, which relayed his thanks and best wishes to the Council for the
future, acknowledging the difficult and challenging decisions that lay ahead.
Council – 10 October 2013
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Chairman’s Charities 2013/14
The Chair commended the following Charities that he would be supporting this Civic
Year, which were the Local Branch of the Autistic Society and the GL11 Project.
(ii)

Leader of the Council

The Living Wage
The Council had now joined other Local Authorities to become a Living Wage
employer, paying a minimum £7.45 per hour to employees to meet the basic cost of
living. Accordingly, 37 employees out of the Council’s 447 staff had received a pay
increase.
Reviewing Public Services – LGA
At the Annual LGA Conference, Sir Merrick Cockell, Chair of the Local Government
Association, had launched a national campaign to rebalance powers between
Central and Local Government, which had been supported by all political groups in
the LGA. The Leader explained the intention to submit the LGA’s suggested Motion
to support the campaign, to the next meeting of the Council.
Constitution Working Group
The Leader reminded the Council of the decision to establish a cross party working
group to review the Constitution and the operation of the Committee system. Group
Leaders had agreed the composition of the Group and would seek to appoint
Members to the vacancies on the following basis – Conservatives – 2 Members;
Labour – 2 Members; Liberal Democrat – 1 Member and Green and Independent –
1 Member.
CL.025

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

The following questions received from David Gauci, were presented to and
answered by Councillor Geoff Wheeler, Leader of Council and Chair of the Strategy
and Resources Committee. Mr Gauci was not in attendance.
Question 1
On the 8th August 2012 my elected District Councillor Nick Hurst sent the enclosed
e mail to Mr David Hagg and Mr Phil Skill.
Subject: RE: Breach of Enforcement/Breach of Conditions Aston Down
Business Park. I have been monitoring the e/m traffic on this one, and really feel it
is about time it was sorted once and for all. There are clear breaches of the planning
conditions, and I do not see why it has not been progressed to enforcement via the
courts. If Sindle starts running his early morning traffic from the Aston Down lay-by
there is of course nothing that can be done about it.
“Can you tell me why did Mr Hagg and Mr Skill fail to respond to my District
Councillor's e mail?”
Answer
“After examining the extensive e-mail trail on this matter, it’s clear that Mr Hagg and
Mr Skill both responded to Councillor Hurst’s e-mail of 8/8/2012, and that this has
been acknowledged by Councillor Hurst.
Council – 10 October 2013
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With the various writers’ permission, copies of the relevant e-mails could be
provided to Mr Gauci if he so wishes, although I do note he has already received
copies of several of them.”
Question 2
How is it that Teignbridge District Council can take action against noise made by
wind chimes yet your Enforcement Officers continue to refuse to take action against
H.G.V's leaving the Aston Down site at 04.00 am in breach of conditions and
disrupting my sleep. I see that Richard Cox, the Teignbridge District Council's
Deputy Chief Environmental Health Officer said noise pollution rules had to be
enforced. He said: "We have a responsibility to carry out our legal duties once it is
established by our officers that a particular noise, whether it be loud music, dogs
barking or wind chimes, represents a statutory nuisance”.
“Why is your Council failing to carry out its legal duties?”
Answer
“Unfortunately the Council’s Environmental Health team have never concluded that
the vehicles leaving the Aston Down site constitute a statutory nuisance. Rather it is
believed that they may affect residential amenity, a lesser test, which will be
balanced against other material considerations.”
Having disclosed their interests, the Chief Executive and Councillor Penny Wride left
the Chamber prior to discussion of the following item.
CL.026

PETITION REQUESTING THE COUNCIL TO PROTECT KINGS
STANLEY PRIMARY SCHOOL FROM BEING FORCED INTO
ACADEMISATION

Mr Alan Bladon, petition organiser, presented the following petition to the Council:
“This is a petition containing 1,100 signatures in support of Kings Stanley
Primary School to formally ask the Council for a debate to protect the
school from being forced into academisation”.
The petition organiser informed the Council of Kings Stanley Primary School’s
exceptional standing and good SAT results for the past three years. Despite this,
Ofsted had determined that it was a failing school and had placed it in Special
Measures. He referred to the inspection undertaken by Tribal Consultants and
believed that the process had been flawed, with a failure to take into account all
relevant evidence and the making of an unsubstantiated judgement that the school
should be forced to become an Academy due to its failings. An appeal against the
judgement was ongoing.
He explained that the same firm of Consultants had then been assigned to attempt
to convert the school to an Academy. Parents, staff and Governors had
unanimously voted that the School should not become an Academy at this time as it
was not a failing school. In their view, the judgement had been based on a flawed
inspection. The Council was informed that the Local Education Authority (LEA) and
Ofsted had visited the school, concluding its leadership and governance was
effective. The LEA had felt that Academy status for the School was unwarranted,
and not required to enable the necessary improvements to be made. The School’s
staff and Governors were required to focus on developing and implementing
Council – 10 October 2013
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improvement plans in order to take the School out of Special Measures, whilst
continuing to provide the best educational service possible for the children.
Mr Bladon explained that in his view, forcing the School to become an Academy
went against the principles of localisation and was part of a wider Government intent
to convert all English schools to Academies. He believed that such action would
undermine LEAs, destroy services and place the operation of schools in the hands
of other organisations. However, the issue in hand was about preventing Kings
Stanley School being forced into becoming an Academy.
The Ward Member agreed that schools should be challenged, but felt that the action
taken against Kings Stanley School was unjustified. Although not a District Council
responsibility, he strongly felt that the Council should support the school from being
forced into academisation and any such action should be of the school’s choosing.
He condemned the back door mechanisms being used to make the School an
Academy. He commended the School and wished it well with the development and
implementation of its improvement plan.
In discussing the way forward, Members felt that the Leader of the Council should
write to the Secretary of State for Education to express its concern at the way in
which attempts were being made to force the School into academisation. There
was a huge question mark over how the process had been conducted, when Tribal
Consultants had been involved in all aspects; it was considered necessary to make
further investigations. Kings Stanley School had maintained an excellent record and
then suddenly appeared to have lost everything.
A Member pointed out that the inspection had been undertaken in the absence of
the Head Teacher and felt that the overall process had been highly flawed.
Reference was made to the damaging effect of Ofsted’s operational changes on
schools and the consequent impact this decision had on the local community.
A number of Members reminded others that any decision taken had to be focussed
on assisting Kings Stanley Primary School, rather than addressing the issue in the
wider national and political context. It was considered appropriate to carry out an
investigation into the inspection process undertaken at the School.
The following Motion was proposed by the Leader of the Council:
“This Council supports Kings Stanley Primary School requesting the Secretary of
State for Education to review the recent Ofsted report which has led the school
being forced into an Academy. We ask that the views of the Governing Board and
local people are recognised, along with the views of the County Council to review
the Ofsted inspection that took place and the potential conflict of interest by the
company that carried out the inspection.”
On being seconded the Motion was put to the vote and was CARRIED unanimously.
RESOLVED

This Council supports Kings Stanley Primary School
requesting the Secretary of State for Education to review the
recent Ofsted report which has led the school being forced
into an Academy. We ask that the views of the Governing
Board and local people are recognised, along with the views
of the County Council to review the Ofsted inspection that
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took place and the potential conflict of interest by the
company that carried out the inspection.
At the conclusion of discussion and voting, Councillor Penny Wride and the Chief
Executive returned to the Chamber for the remainder of the meeting.
CL.027

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM COMMITTEES

Strategy and Resources Committee - 24 September 2013
(a)

Increase in Housing Revenue Account 2013/14 Budget and Amended 5
Year Medium Term Financial Plan

The Leader of the Council explained that the original report, presented to the
Housing Committee on 19 September 2013 and the Strategy and Resources
Committee on 24 September 2013, set out a proposed amended 2013/14 budget
and a 5 year Housing Revenue Account (HRA) Medium Term Financial Plan. He
drew Members’ attention to the supplementary paper which had been produced and
circulated, following discussion at the Strategy and Resources Committee. This
paper provided further explanation for the reasons behind the increase, gave a
clearer reconciliation between the current capital budgets and the proposed revised
capital budget, together with an updated proposal to reflect this. The wording of
paragraph 1.6 of the report regarding rental incomes, had also been corrected.
The Leader of the Council moved the amended proposal set out on page 2 of the
supplementary paper, which was seconded by Councillor Mattie Ross.
In response to questions, the Housing Accountant (HRA) clarified that the major
voids budget would be increased by £700,000 and this was reflected in each of the
budget positions depicted at differing stages in Appendices A, B and C of the report.
There would be a net increase of £500,000 over the next 5 years, but £700,000
would be required to be brought forward for this financial year. The current
turnaround time for void properties was 24 days.
The following points were raised by Members during the ensuing debate:
•

•

•

•

It was important that any new homes incorporated energy efficiency
measures. Officers were congratulated on securing a grant for
£880,000 for renewable energy schemes and the installation of air
source heat pumps.
Whilst Officers’ increased spend on the capital budget to end of June
2013 was applauded, it would mean that for the remainder of this
financial year, the Council would spend seven times more than it did
for the same period last year. Reference was made to the carry over
from last year and concern was expressed that a large under spend
could be taken forward into the next financial year.
A Member reminded of the data still awaited on the savings claimed to
be had from the installation of ground source heat pumps. He
explained that this information should have been received prior to any
further similar commitments being made.
A Member expressed doubt over the Council’s ability to spend Right to
Buy receipts and monies from self financing to build new energy
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efficient Council houses, within a time limited period. He expressed
disappointment that the Council would be purchasing properties on the
Littlecombe Estate, which had used £2million of the budget for new
Council housing. There had also been a purchase of 18 sheltered
housing units in Dursley from the Hanover Housing Association, which
were 40 years old with original bedrooms and economy 7 heating,
none of which would meet the Council’s Decent Homes Standard. He
had not been convinced that the properties would make a good return
on investment and referred to continuing discussions on the need to
save money.
• Other Members commented on the positive work being undertaken by
the Council to address housing demand and the benefits to be had for
the whole community. Reference was made to the housing projects
currently being undertaken and to those proposed, which provided
innovative housing solutions for the District.
• Whilst there were expressions of support for the proposed increase, it
was highlighted that prudent monitoring of budgets must be maintained
to continually assess the Council’s ability to spend HRA monies
throughout the remainder of this financial year.
The seconder of the Motion was pleased that there was support for the Motion. She
referred to the ‘on target’ spend for the first half of this year and the need to bring
money forward into the HRA, drawing attention to the time constraints associated
with some of the monies. She commended the report to the Council.
The Motion to accept the amended proposal on page 2 of the supplementary paper
was put to the vote and CARRIED.
RESOLVED

a)

To approve a Gross increase of £3,406,000 in the 2013/14
capital budget. Applying funding available for specific
elements of the additional work (£880,000 heating grant,
£1,253,000 Right To Buy receipts) results in a net
increase of £1,273,000 consisting:i

Bringing forward renewable Energy work from
2014/15
£400,000
ii Increasing the Voids budget
£700,000
iii Increasing the Asbestos surveys budget
£198,000
iv Removing the vehicle purchase budget
£(25,000)
Total
£1,273,000
b)
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(b)

Stratford Park Leisure Centre Village Change Project

The Leader of the Council presented the report considered by the Community
Services Committee on 5 September 2013 and the Strategy and Resources
Committee on 24 September 2013, which sought Council approval for an additional
resource of £61,000 from the Capital Reserve to complete the village change
project.
He moved the proposal set out on the agenda paper, which was seconded by
Councillor June Cordwell who explained that this would enable the last piece of the
jigsaw to be put in place at the Leisure Centre. She referred to the benefits that the
proposed project would bring and to the increase in user figures which had
increased immensely since SLM had taken over the management of the Leisure
Centre. She considered it a fantastic facility, worthy of investment and commended
the proposal to the Council.
The ensuing debate reflected Members high regard for a very busy and successful
Leisure Centre, with first class facilities. The Council’s Facilities Team was thanked
for the work undertaken thus far and it was hoped that the Centre would continue to
be a success. The Leisure Centre continued to go from strength to strength and
Members considered it to be one of the best facilities in the South West of England.
A Member expressed concern at the process of bringing forward monies when a
budget had already been established and highlighted the precedent that this could
set. In response a Member pointed out that an appropriate opportunity had now
been presented to allow the project to be completed in a more cost effective
manner.
The Leader of the Council endorsed comments in support of the project and the
need for Council to approve the additional funding requested.
The Motion to approve the additional resource of £61,000 was put to the vote and
CARRIED.
RESOLVED

To approve the additional resource of £61,000 required to
complete the project funded from the Capital Reserve.

The Council joined the Chair in thanking Ray Figg, Head of Cultural Services, for his
service to and work for the Council, wishing him well in his future endeavours.
CL.028

MATTERS FOR INFORMATION

The Council noted the meetings that had taken place since the last Meeting held on
25 July 2013.
CL.029

MEMBERS’ QUESTIONS

None received.
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CL.030

NOTICE OF MOTION

(i)

Investigations into becoming a Unitary Authority – 04/13

Councillor Paul Carter (proposer) and Councillor Chas Fellows (seconder) informed
the Council that they had agreed to WITHDRAW the above Notice of Motion as a
similar review was being undertaken by Gloucestershire County Council.
(ii)

Vaccination of Badgers against Bovine TB – 05/13

Prior to discussion and voting on this item, those Members who had declared a
relevant interest in Minute No. CL.022 above, left the Chamber.
The following Motion was proposed by Councillor Paul Denney and seconded by
Councillor Paul Hemming.
“In 2012 this Council became the first district council in the country to ban the culling
of badgers on its land. While the Council is fully aware of the impact that bTB has
upon the farming community it does not believe that the culling of badgers and in
particular free shooting is an effective, scientific or humane method of controlling the
further spread of the disease. The strength of public feeling against the culling of
badgers is something that we the elected representatives of the people must take
heed of. Dr Brian May’s e-petition against culling has gathered more signatures
than any other petition in the history of the e-petition website. However there are
two sides to any argument and our duty as SDC councillors is to all the people of
Stroud District and that includes those most affected by bTB the farming community.
To simply ban culling but offer no alternative is not acceptable.
The majority of scientific opinion points to the vaccination of badgers against bTB as
the preferred method of controlling the small part that badgers play in the
transmission of the disease. The Welsh assembly and many other organisations are
now turning to vaccination as a publicly acceptable and effective method of disease
control while they wait for a cattle vaccine to be trialled and accepted by the EU.
Here in Stroud the Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust (GWT) working alongside DEFRA
have made steady progress in vaccinating the district’s badgers. The wildlife trust’s
exemplary work in this field points the way to a policy which is not only effective but
which can be supported by all sections of the public. It should also be supported by
this Council as our chosen alternative to culling which we have banned.
GWT will shortly be launching a public appeal for funding for their current badger
vaccination program within the Stroud valleys. This will allow GWT to expand and
maintain its current program of badger vaccination within the district for the next 5
years, a period of time required to have maximum clinical effect on the prevalence
of the disease within the badger population. By working in partnership with GWT
this Council will be able to play its part in tackling bTB in a positive and meaningful
way to the benefit of all, public, wildlife and the farming community.
Details of the proposal by the Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust to extend the badger
vaccination programme, including costings, had been appended to the agenda.
Accordingly, the Council was being asked:
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1.
2.

3.

4.

To support the Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust proposal to extend its badger
vaccination programme in Stroud District over a five year period.
To provide a sum not to exceed £12,500 in total to match (£ for £) money
raised by Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust to fund this 5 year programme and for
no other purposes.
The Head of Finance and the Legal Service Manager/Monitoring Officer to be
satisfied as to the agreement with Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust regarding the
use of this sum.
That Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust provide reports to the Council on the
implementation of its badger vaccination programme and the use of the
finance made available by the Council, including any attendance at an
appropriate meeting(s) open to all members of the Council.”

The proposer of the Motion provided background information on the evolution of the
vaccine for badgers, stating that it was the only humane way to treat badgers with
Bovine TB (bTB); this view was supported by other organisations nationwide. The
culling of badgers had proved an unpopular course of action with the public and had
not been successful. The costs of policing the culls would more than cover the
costs of vaccination. He emphasised that the wholesale slaughter of a protected
species was not the solution to eradicating the disease.
Councillor Paul Denney formally moved the Motion set out in points 1 to 4 above.
In seconding the Motion, Councillor Paul Hemming reminded the Council that the
proposal was part of a national initiative to extend the badger vaccination
programme country-wide. He reiterated the high costs of the culling process to the
tax payer and to the financial investment to develop a vaccine, which would help
resolve the bTB problem humanely.
A summary of the responses to questions raised is set out below:
•
•

•

•

Funding of £12,500 over five years, would contribute towards the
vaccination of approximately 40 badgers per year. Badgers would be
clipped so that those who had been vaccinated could be identified.
In comparison to the Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust (GWT) vaccination
programme, costs incurred by Government agencies to treat badgers
would be well in excess of £600 per badger. The Trust was in a
fortunate position to be able to keep costs to a minimum through its
use of volunteers.
The effectiveness of the vaccination programme was challenged
should less than 60% of badgers be vaccinated. Whilst it was difficult
to estimate the number of badgers on land within Stroud District, the
effectiveness of the vaccination programme would be no less than the
Government cull.
The proposer highlighted that the GWT would be required to provide
reports to the Council on the implementation of its badger vaccination
programme and the use of any finance made available by the Council.
Whilst significant sums of money had been spent on the cull, Defra
had refused to release details of costs.

A detailed and lengthy debate ensued, with a summary of the key points set out
below.
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Those Members in support of the Motion made the following points to Council:
•

•

•
•

•

•

A Member felt that the cull had been politically motivated; data from
Defra on the numbers of badgers infected had been incorrect. The
long term solution appeared to be a badger vaccination programme,
together with tests on both infected and uninfected cattle.
It was considered necessary to properly invest in a vaccination
programme, as badgers were in danger of being destroyed through a
mis-managed cull. The Motion before the Council sought support for
the programme to protect the badger population.
The matter was also a welfare and business issue for cattle farmers
and support for the Motion would go some way to help farmers by
reducing instances of bTB.
A vaccination programme was scientifically supported, whereas a cull
was not. The high costs of the cull, mainly attributable to policing,
exceeded the costs of vaccination and provided a better solution to
shooting.
The impact on farmers was acknowledged, but statistics had
demonstrated that culling had only a minimal effect. Whilst badgers
could be attributed to the spread of bTB, it was felt that they were not
the only source and further investigation should take place into how
bTB was contracted and transmitted. It was considered right that
debate on financial support for the vaccination programme should take
place at full Council and the request not put through the grants
process. Gloucestershire was the only area within England where a
vaccination trial was taking place and it was, therefore, of significant
importance.
The transmission of bTB was discussed, together with the difficulties in
finding a solution to eradicate the disease. Continuing the cull would
prove costly and would include a combination of methods such as
gassing, trapping and shooting. Ultimately, it was felt that cattle should
be vaccinated as they were the largest carriers of bTB, whilst badger
vaccination was only part of the solution.

Those Members opposing the Motion put forward the following arguments:
•

•

A number of Members expressed their opposition to the £12,500
requested, when there were other more needy organisations within the
District that would benefit from this Council’s financial support.
Notwithstanding this, there were established processes in place to
enable organisations to apply for grant funding from the Council and it
was felt that these should be adhered to without exception.
Reference was made to the high number of cattle slaughtered as a
consequence of bTB and the considerable financial loss suffered by
farmers. It was felt that the vaccination was not at the point of being
completely preventative and badgers were likely to require a
vaccination annually over a 5 year period, to be effective. The means
of delivering any vaccine, e.g. via ingestion, should also be explored,
with a view to finding a cure. The Council was required to follow
procedure when providing financial support, particularly as it was
unable to provide a solution to this problem.
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•

•

It was wrong for Council tax payers to contribute towards a badger
vaccination programme, which would only be effective in periphery
areas and would still not provide a cure. Whilst vaccines continued to
be developed for both cattle and badgers, the success of culling
should not be ignored.
Concern was expressed over the principles of the badger vaccination
programme and the measures that could be put in place to ensure that
badgers were appropriately vaccinated. Whilst the need for debate
was supported, it was felt that financial support should be provided
through due process and not by the back door.

In accordance with procedure rule 8.5.10, it was proposed and seconded that the
question be now put. On the Motion being put to the vote it was LOST by 17 votes
in favour to 18 votes against.
Members continued to debate the Motion putting the case for and against the
provision of financial support to extend the badger vaccination programme,
reinforcing the reasons for support and arguments against the proposal on the basis
set out above.
There was consensus that action needed to be taken to stop the spread of bTB and
to eradicate the disease, but a difference in opinion remained between Members as
to how in practice and in financial terms, this might be achieved. It was emphasised
that the proposal did not present a cost effective use of Council Tax payer’s money
and support from some Members would not be forthcoming on that basis. The
process by which financial support was being sought also continued to be
challenged by some Members.
In summing up, the proposer of the Motion highlighted that the GWT currently
provided the most cost effective alternative to culling badgers, through its badger
vaccination programme. He concurred that Members were elected to lead their
communities and to look at the way in which taxes should be spent, but highlighted
Defra’s continued refusal to disclose the vast sums of money being spent on culling.
He was unaware of any public view that investment in the programme would be a
waste of tax payer’s money.
He referred to vaccination development, including a cattle vaccine which might
provide a cure, but which would have considerable implications within the EU. The
proposer felt that any Council contribution could be viewed as a business support
grant which would also help farmers. It could be seen as a positive course of action,
which would not escalate the culling protest and associated financial impact.
On the Motion being put to the vote it was CARRIED by 22 votes in favour, 15 votes
against and 1 abstention.
RESOLVED

1.

2.
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3.

4.

(iii)

The Head of Finance and the Legal Service
Manager/Monitoring Officer to be satisfied as to the
agreement with Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust regarding
the use of this sum.
That Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust provide reports to the
Council on the implementation of its badger vaccination
programme and the use of the finance made available by
the Council, including any attendance at an appropriate
meeting(s) open to all members of the Council.

National Planning Policy Framework – 06/13

Councillor Stephen Lydon (proposer) and Councillor John Marjoram (seconder)
informed the Council that they had agreed to WITHDRAW the above Notice of
Motion, and would re-submit it for the next meeting of the Council.
The meeting closed at 10.22 pm.

Chair of Council
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STROUD DISTRICT COUNCIL
COUNCIL
28 NOVEMBER 2013
Strategy and Resources Committee
14 November 2013

AGENDA
ITEM NO

7(a)

Report Title

LOCAL COUNCIL TAX SUPPORT SCHEME

Purpose of Report

To set a Council Tax Support Scheme for the
period 1 April 2014 to 31 March 2015.

Decision(s)

Strategy
and
Resources
Committee
RECOMMENDS to Council that it adopts the
current Local Scheme as the scheme for Stroud
District Council for the period 1 April 2014 to 31
March 2015.
Consultation and
Consultation took place between 15 August 2013
Feedback
and 9 October 2013.
A summary of the consultation is detailed at
background papers.
Financial Implications There is a cost associated with not changing the
and Risk Assessment scheme in 2014/15 due to the reduction in Revenue
Support Grant in which 60% of the funding for
LCTS is included. This is estimated to be
approximately £135,000 for Stroud and £740,000
for the County Council.
However, should the caseload continue to fall, this
will reduce the cost of the scheme and the funding
shortfall. The Council has made provision within the
Medium Term Financial Plan for the LCTS scheme
to remain unchanged in 2014/15.
Members should be mindful that this position will
need to be reviewed for 2015/16 given the
continuing financial pressure the Council faces.
Sandra Cowley, Head of Finance
Tel: 01453 754136
Email: sandra.cowley@stroud.gov.uk
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Legal Implications

The Local Government Finance Act 2012 abolished
the old Council Tax Benefit and instead required
each authority to make a scheme specifying the
reductions which are to apply to amounts of council
tax. The prescribed requirements Regulations set
out matters that must be included in such a
scheme.
The government also reduced the funding available
for the new scheme by about 10%.
Pensioners (those over state pension age) are
protected from any changes, but otherwise the
Council has discretion to decide how it wishes to
design its scheme to cover this shortfall, in
accordance with the prescribed requirements.
This report provides various options for the new
scheme.

Zoe Lash, Solicitor
Tel. 01453 754362
Email: zoe.lash@stroud.gov.uk
Report Author
Shaun Butler, Benefit Manager
Tel: 01453 754035
Email: shaun.butler@stroud.gov.uk
Chair of Committee
Councillor Geoffrey Wheeler
Chair of Strategy and Resources Committee
Tel: 01453 545583
Email: cllr.geoff.wheeler@stroud.gov.uk
Options
Council could choose to adopt a scheme that
reduces the Council Tax Support that working age
claimants receive.
A number of these options are detailed at
APPENDIX A of this report. These options are not
recommended as set out in this report.
The Local Scheme will be reviewed annually.
Performance
Scheme impacts and costs will be monitored on an
Management Follow ongoing monthly basis.
Up
Further reports will be made in 2014 on the scheme
for 01/04/15 to 31/03/16.
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Background Papers

Appendices

1. Link to 27 June 2013 Strategy and Resources
Committee report
2. Link to summary report of consultation 2013 /
2014 scheme
3. Link to summary report of consultation on 2014 /
2015 scheme
4. Link to Equality Impact assessment on
proposals for 2014 / 2015 scheme
Appendix A: Savings modelling
Appendix B: Caseload data

Background
1. The Welfare Reform Act 2012 abolished Council Tax Benefit. Under
the Local Government Finance Act 2012 local authorities were required
to develop a local Council Tax Support (CTS) scheme which protects
pensioners.
2. Following a countywide consultation all of the Gloucestershire districts
adopted the “default scheme” in 2013/2014 which basically mirrored
the previous Council Tax Benefit scheme. This was for one year only
and we have now to design a scheme for 2014/2015 onwards.
3. Stroud has carried out consultation on ways by which the scheme
could be re-modelled for 2014/2015. Within the consultation were
included some models by which we could reduce the level of Council
Tax Support for Working Age customers only. Council Tax Support for
Pension Age customers cannot be reduced.
Working within the County
4. We are working with the other districts on a new scheme for
2014/2015. All but one of the other districts, along with the County
Council, are of the view that Council Tax Support should not be
reduced, particularly in light of all the other benefit changes currently
taking place and the impact this is having on the most vulnerable
claimants. The exception to this being Cotswold District Council who
are proposing to cut Council Tax Support by 8.5 % for working age
customers.
5. As the billing authority, we must consult with our major preceptors, the
Police and the County Council on our proposed scheme. As the
majority of the Council tax collected is on their behalf, should we
decide not to change the scheme, they are most affected by any
reduction in funding.
6. We have made them aware of the possibility that the scheme will
remain unchanged in 2014/15 and they understand and support our
position however, they have concerns about the future cost of the
scheme and the funding available.
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Funding from April 2014
7. The Government have stated that the same level of funding is available
in 2014/15 as 2013/14 for Local Council Tax Support however, 60% of
the funds are in the Revenue Support Grant (RSG) which has been cut
significantly in 2014/15 and it will continue to see significant cuts in
future years.
8. It is estimated that, if all districts within the County decide not to
change the LCTS scheme in 2014/15, the funding shortfall will be over
£3m of which £2.2m will fall on the County Council.
9. Funding for the LCTS scheme in future years will not be separately
identifiable within the overall finance settlement and so it will not be
possible to calculate the funding shortfall after 2014/15. The Spending
Review 2013 announced in the summer made it quite clear
Government support is being reduced quite significantly year on year
and we anticipate that this will continue for some years.
10. On the positive side, the number of claimants receiving Council Tax
Support at 1 October 2013 is 7,202 compared with 7,364 at 1 October
2012 a fall of 162 claimants (2.20% reduction). This has led to a fall in
expenditure of £182,774 (2.77% reduction) when comparing the
expenditure at October 2013 with that at October 2012.
Consultation
11. We undertook consultation on suggestions for our 2014/2015 scheme
between 15 August and 9 October 2013. We consulted using an online web survey with customers having the option to request a hard
copy if required. A link to the consultation is at background papers. The
consultation was carried out on the following basis:
a. No change to the scheme; and
b. Views on options for reductions as detailed in Appendix A.
12. As can be seen from the summary report at Appendix B those who
responded all wanted the scheme for 2014 / 2015 to be broadly the
same as it is for 2013 / 2014. This mirrored the results of the
consultation carried out in 2012 for the current year’s scheme.
13. There is a summary of the Equality Impact assessments at background
papers.
Implications of reducing the level of Council Tax Support
14. If the option to reduce benefit is taken then there is potential for the
following to occur:
There will be an increase in the cost of Council Tax collection due to :
a. Claimants who have previously paid nothing having to pay small
amounts.
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b. Claimants who currently have an amount to pay having to pay
more.
c. It is estimated that the Recovery Team would need an additional
officer at an estimated cost of £23,724 (includes on-costs).
d. The Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA)
is currently gathering data to prepare a report in 2014 on the
impacts of the changes from Council Tax Benefit to Council Tax
support. This report will enable us to be better informed when
making decisions on a scheme for April 2015 to March 2016.
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APPENDIX A
Modelling showing the potential options for reductions in working age claimants
Council Tax Support (CTS) based on 1 October 2013 data

Description of reduction
No backdating
No Second Adult Rebate
Max 90% CTS
Max 85% CTS
Max 75% CTS
Minimum CTS £5 per week
25% taper
30% taper
40% taper
Restrict to band D
Restrict to band C
Restrict to band B
*No HBRO

Total amount of reduction for
claimants
£
9,575
14,216
349,531
520,902
860,192
37,482
86,273
159,592
241,490
37,770
70,463
190,661
15,030

No. claimants affected
68
59
3,530
3,530
3,530
3,530
3,530
3,530
3,530
504
890
1,359
228

*HBRO = Housing Benefit Run On, an additional award of benefit for the first four weeks of
employment
where the customer was previously unemployed for a continuous period of 26 weeks
CTS = Council Tax Support
Taper = the rate at which benefit is reduced as income increases
Backdating = benefit can be awarded for a period prior to the date a claim was made where
the customer can show good reasons for not applying at an earlier date.

Second Adult Rebate = an award of benefit based on the income a second person in a
property
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Appendix B
Caseload Data
Council Tax Support caseload figures
Claimant
Type
Working Age
Pension Age
Total

Caseload at 01/04/13
3,474
3,781
7,255

Caseload at
01/10/13
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3,530
56
3,672
-109
7,202
-53
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STROUD DISTRICT COUNCIL
COUNCIL
28 NOVEMBER 2013
Strategy and Resources Committee
14 November 2013

AGENDA
ITEM NO

7(b)

Report Title

WAR WIDOWS, WAR WIDOWS PENSION AND
ARMED
FORCES
COMPENSATION
SCHEME
PAYMENT DISREGARDS

Purpose of Report

To disregard in full the following payments when
calculating entitlement to Localised Council Tax
Support.
Strategy
and
Resources
Committee
RECOMMENDS to Council that the authority
disregards in full the following incomes for the
purposes of assessing entitlement to Localised
Council Tax Support.

Decision

Consultation and
Feedback
Financial Implications
and Risk Assessment

Legal Implications

1. War Widows / Widowers Pension;
2. War Disablement Pension;
3. Armed Forces Compensation
payments.
Not applicable

Scheme

Should the incomes specified be disregarded for
the purposes of assessing entitlement to the Local
Council Tax Support scheme, the additional
support awarded will be approximately £7,500. The
cost to the Council would be in proportion to the
district council share of the council tax bill,
approximately £1,000.
Sandra Cowley, Head of Finance
Tel: 01453 754136
Email: sandra.cowley@stroud.gov.uk
The Local Government Finance Act 2012 abolished
the old Council Tax Benefit and instead required
each authority to make a scheme specifying the
reductions which are to apply to amounts of council
tax.
Those over state pension age are protected, but
otherwise the Council has discretion to decide how
it wishes to design its scheme, in accordance with
the prescribed requirements.
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Legal Implications
Cont’d/...

The Regulations refer to ‘War Pensions’ (meaning
War Disablement Pensions, War Widow’s Pensions
and War Widower’s Pensions).
To comply with Equality duties the Council should
make it clear that the same disregards will apply to
War Widower’s Pensions as to War Widow’s
Pensions.

Report Author

Chair of Committee

Options
Performance
Management Follow
Up
Background Papers/
Appendices

Zoe Lash, Solicitor
Tel. 01453 754362
Email: zoe.lash@stroud.gov.uk
Shaun Butler, Benefit Manager
Tel: 01453 754035
Email: shaun.butler@stroud.gov.uk
Councillor Geoffrey Wheeler
Chair of Strategy and Resources Committee
Tel: 01453 545583
Email: cllr.geoff.wheeler@stroud.gov.uk
Could apply minimum disregard, £10 per week, to
these incomes.
The cost of this resolution will be reviewed on an
annual basis.
None

Background
1. Regulations require Authorities to disregard the first £10 per week of any
of the payments listed above.
2. Regulations also give Authorities the discretion to fully disregard these
incomes when assessing entitlement to Council Tax Support.
3. With the replacement of Council Tax Benefit with Localised Council Tax
Support from 1 April 2013 those previous provisions no longer exist.
Recommendation
That Stroud District Council resolves to fully disregard these payments when
assessing entitlement to Localised Council Tax Support. That this resolution
should only be reviewed if required by a change in legislation.
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