
CITY EXECUTIVE BOARD 

 

Wednesday 8 February 2012 
 
COUNCILLORS PRESENT: Councillors Price (Leader), Turner (Deputy 
Leader), Bance, Cook, Coulter, Lygo, McManners, Smith and Tanner. 
 
 
70. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
Councillor Timbs. 
 
 
71. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
The following declarations of interest were made at the meeting:- 
 
(a) Grant Allocations to Community and Voluntary Organisations - 2012/2013 

- Councillor Bob Price - Personal - a trustee of South Oxford Adventure 
Playground (agenda item 16 refers)  

 
(b) Grant Allocations to Community and Voluntary Organisations - 2012/2013 

- Councillor Ed Turner - Personal - girlfriend attends meetings of Rose Hill 
and Donnington Advice Centre (agenda item 16 refers)  

 
(c) Grant Allocations to Community and Voluntary Organisations - 2012/2013 

- Councillor Ed Turner - Personal - had been named as referee in the bid 
from Modern Art Oxford (agenda item 16 refers)  

 
(d) Grant Allocations to Community and Voluntary Organisations - 2012/2013 

- Councillor John Tanner - Personal - wife is a trustee of Rose Hill and 
Donnington Advice Centre (agenda item 16 refers)  

 
(e) Grant Allocations to Community and Voluntary Organisations - 2012/2013 

- Councillor John Tanner - Personal - attends meeting of the Donnington 
Doorstep Charity. (agenda item 16 refers)  

 
(f) Grant Allocations to Community and Voluntary Organisations - 2012/2013 

- Councillor Mark Lygo - Personal - was involved in the bid for funding 
from Modern Art Oxford and attends meetings of Donnington Doorstep 
Charity (agenda item 16 refers). 

 
 
72. PUBLIC QUESTIONS 
 
Full questions with answers were distributed at the start of the meeting. These 
are appended to the signed copy of the minutes. 
 
 
73. SCRUTINY COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
The Finance and Performance Panel of the Value and Performance Scrutiny 
Committee submitted two reports as follows:- 
 



 

• Response to the 2012/13 Budget (item 74 refers)  

• Response to 3rd Quarter Performance data (item 78 refers). 
 
Councillor Seamons, on behalf of the Panel, highlighted a number of 
recommendations which are set out in full below along with the response of the 
Board Member. 
 
Budget report 
 
Recommendation 1 
 
Based on organisational performance, to reduce the contingency set against the 
non delivery of all budget reductions and increases in income to 50% for those 
categorised as high risk. 
 
Response - Whilst the Council has delivered significant savings in 2011/12 it is 
no guarantee of future delivery.  Indeed it could be argued that in the context of a 
four year MTFS, the easier savings were delivered first.  It is also the case that 
less than 10% of the savings/additional income proposals have been classified 
as high risk.  Therefore reducing the contingency as suggested would not 
release significant funds (£209k over the four year period, £59k in 2012/13), 
hence it is proposed that rather than reduce the contingency provision at this 
stage, all contingencies continue to be reviewed on an annual basis as part of 
the MTFS refresh process.   
 
Recommendation 2 
 
To publish to the Review Group the model used to produce the homelessness 
contingency along with what it is likely to be spent on if needed. 
 
Response - Agreed. However, it should be noted that this is an area of 
uncertainty and this is based on our best estimate of what might happen.  We 
will be keeping the situation under review.   
 
Recommendation 3 
 
To reclassify to low risk the new income in Direct Services in 2015/16 and 
Environmental Development from 2013/14 onwards. 
 
Response - The income proposal in relation to Direct Services is dependent on 
the migration from Cowley Marsh and Horspath Road depots to a single 
integrated site.  Having done initial site investigation, options for relocation are 
limited and feasibility work is only just commencing.  It is therefore too early to 
say whether the move is achievable within the timescale and hence the 
additional income deliverable.  For these reasons it remains high risk. The 
income proposal in Environmental Development relates to new income streams 
from fees from fault, new local licensing and taxi fixed penalty notices of around 
£50k in total. As these income streams are not yet ‘tried and tested’ a high 
amount of risk is considered appropriate 
 
Recommendation 4 
 
To see as soon as possible the detail of the models that have been used to 
produce the budget adjustments for the withdrawal of the housing benefit 



 

administration grant and the service requirement to be assured that they 
complement each other  
 
Response - Agreed. However, it should be noted that the DWP has not yet 
outlined in detail the operation and transition arrangements for the new scheme.  
Hence this is our best estimate of what might happen.  We will be keeping the 
situation under review and it is likely to change.   
  
Recommendation 5 
 
To consider in the coming year the affects on the customer service outlet and the 
call centre of the transfer of benefits to the DWP.  To reflect this in future 
budgets. 
 
Response - Agreed. 
 
Recommendation 6 
 
To maintain an open mind on the administration of the Council Tax benefit 
scheme to ensure that nothing is ruled out and the best possible value for money 
is achieved. 
 
Response - Agreed. Officers will be working up proposals during the course of 
the year for member consideration.  At this stage no detailed guidance has been 
issued by the Government.  However, the administration is clear that the aim of 
the scheme will be to minimise the increase in poverty caused by the cut to 
Council Tax benefit in Oxford. 
 
Recommendation 7  
    
To express disappointment that partners are not contributing to the upfront costs 
of the delivery of the Olympic Torch Celebration and ask the Board Member to 
raise this at least with the two Universities and the County Council. 
 
Response - The County Council is contributing to the Olympic Torch Celebration 
through ‘benefits in kind’, for instance repairs to potholes and road closures. 
Thames Valley Police are paying for the deployment of police for the event. 
Oxford University are organising and paying for the ‘torch leaving’ event.   
 
Recommendation 8 
 
To request that the Board Member considers with the Review Group information 
being prepared by officers on apprenticeships and to decide if the scheme as 
currently outlined presents the best opportunities for employment and training for 
young people in the City.    
 
Response - We note Scrutiny’s points on this, and will look to maximise the 
impact of the proposed scheme for young people in the City.  Officers have been 
asked to work up papers and present options to maximise the outcomes from the 
apprenticeships, educational attainment and youth services funding. 
 
 
 
 



 

Recommendation 9 
 
For the Review Group to review the broad scoping of the Educational Attainment 
Improvement Project as soon as possible (April/May?) and in particular the 
mechanisms for focus and project selection as soon as they are available. 
 
Response - Agreed. 
 
Recommendation 10 
 
To review at the end of the first year the investments made by the City Council 
and those made by the County Council in City Schools alongside progress 
against expected outcomes/milestones.    
 
Response - Response - Agreed.  However, at the end of the first year data will 
be limited in terms of outcomes. 
 
Recommendation 11 
 
For the Review Group to review the broad scoping of the Youth Services 
Provision as soon as possible (April/May?) and the detailed mechanisms for 
focus and project delivery as soon as this is available. 
 
Response - We will look to involve Scrutiny as soon as possible in this work. 
 
Recommendation 12 
 
That a more simplistic approach is taken to the spending of money for free 
swimming rather than the complex measures and considerations of health and 
wellbeing discussed.  The Review Group’s suggestion is that the money is used 
to teach “x” number of children from areas of deprivation to swim confidently who 
would otherwise not learn.  
 
Response - Agreed.  We will be advised by officers on an appropriate target.    
 
Recommendation 13   
  
For the organisation to consider all new investments as they relate to 
regeneration and young people together to provide for a coordinated steer, 
efficient use of resources and sound governance arrangements.  
 
Response - All work of Oxford City Council should be coordinated, have sound 
governance and use resources efficiently.  However, these are separate pieces 
of work being delivered by different sections of organisation so there will not be a 
single, detailed “project plan”. 
 
Recommendation 14 
 
For scrutiny to be part of arrangements to monitor delivery and outcomes.  
 
Response - The ongoing input of Scrutiny in monitoring our ambitious plans to 
improve attainment by and provision for young people in Oxford will be welcome. 
 
 



 

Performance Report 
 
The Board agreed all of the following recommendations of the Finance and 
Performance Panel:- 
 
Recommendation 1 
 
For the apprenticeship target to be rethought to include a reflection of the 
opportunities provided to City residents.  To consider giving a target to each 
Service Head rather than leave delivery centrally.    
 
Recommendation 2 
 
To reconsider the mechanism used to measure the number of people 
volunteering in Oxford, possibly in conjunction with our neighbouring authorities 
and the voluntary sector. 
 
Recommendation 3 
 
To reconsider the method used to measure all environmental outcomes so that 
they adequately and fairly reflect the views across all Wards.  To consider doing 
this through locally set panels and surveys. 
 
Recommendation 4 
 
To ensure that measures of customer satisfaction in future include those using 
the web.  To consider a range of methods throughout the year that may combine 
to provide a more accurate and useful customer view.  
 
Recommendation 5 
 
To reset the target to measure the use of utilities in leisure centres to a weighted 
measure per customer. 
 
Recommendation 6 
 
To reset the target that measures complaints to one that reflects response and 
progress.  
 
Recommendation 7 
 
To reconsider all the financial targets set to ensure they are not duplicated 
elsewhere and are expressed in the most useful terms.  
 
Recommendation 8 
 
To take out all strategy milestone measures within the Service Framework and if 
appropriate replace these with measures against the key outcomes from 
strategies.   
 
 
 
 
 



 

Recommendation 9 
 
To include in the Corporate Performance Framework for 2012/13 onwards 
outcome measures that reflect the expectations of the new budget investments 
in young people. 
 
 
74. BUDGET 2012-13 - 2015-16 
 
The Head of Finance submitted a report (previously circulated, now appended) 
presenting the Council’s Budget and Medium Term Financial Strategy. 
 
The Chief Executive indicated that, as an addition to the matters set out in the 
report, it would be highly beneficial if Council could be recommended to release 
funds to install photovoltaic panels on certain council owned premises. In order 
to qualify for the current higher rate of tariff, the work needed to be completed 
within a very short timescale. Given the clear cross-party support voiced at the 
meeting by the leaders of the Liberal Democrat and Green Groups, the Board 
agreed this additional recommendation, and also agreed to enable the timely 
letting of the required contracts by way of the resolutions set out in minute 78 
below.  
 
Resolved to:- 
 
(1) Note the outcome of the consultation on the Budget; 
 
(2) Approve the proposed amendments to the Budget as set out in tables 3, 5 

and 6 of the report 
 
(3) RECOMMEND that Council:- 
  

(a) Approves the General Fund budget requirement for 2012/13 of 
£24.113 million as detailed in Appendix 1 to the report and in so 
doing to agree a Council Tax freeze for 2012/13, thereby resulting 
in an average Band D Council Tax of £262.96;   

 
(b) Approve the Housing Revenue Account budget for 2012/13 as set 

out in Appendix 4 to the report and an average dwelling rent 
increase of 7.83% and service charge increases of 6.1%; 

 
(c) Approves the Capital Programme for 2012/13 - 2015-16 as set out 

in Appendix 6 to the report subject to the inclusion of £300,000 in 
the 2011/12 Capital Programme in respect of the installation of 
photovoltaic works to General Fund Leisure properties to be 
funded by capital receipts and the inclusion of £400,000 for Council 
house properties in the HRA for similar works to be financed from 
underspends within the HRA capital programme; and 

 
(d) Approve Fees and Charges as set out in Appendix 7 to the report. 

 
 
 
 
 



 

75. HRA 30 YEAR BUSINESS PLAN - CONSULTATION OUTCOME 
 
The Executive Director for Housing and City Regeneration submitted a report 
(previously circulated, now appended) advising the Board of the public 
consultation on the draft Housing Revenue Account Business Plan and to advise 
the latest funding position. 
 
Resolved;-  
 

(1) To note the outcome of the consultation; and 
 

(2) To note the latest draft Housing Revenue Account Business Plan which 
reflected an improved Treasury funding framework;  

 
(3) To RECOMMEND Council to adopt the Business Plan as part of the 

Council’s Budget and Policy Framework.   
 
 
76. CORPORATE PLAN - CONSULTATION OUTCOME 
 
The Head of Policy Culture and Communications submitted a report (previously 
circulated, now appended) on the Corporate Plan 2012-2017 which had been 
amended in the light of community consultation. 
 
Resolved to RECOMMEND Council to adopt the Corporate Plan 2012-2017 
subject to the amendments to performance targets in light of third quarter results. 
 
 
77. TREASURY MANAGEMENT  - 2011/12 STRATEGY UPDATE AND 

2012/13 STRATEGY 
 
The Head of Finance submitted a report (previously circulated, now appended) 
presenting a revised Treasury Management Strategy for 2011/12 to take account 
of HRA reform, and the Treasury Management Strategy for 2012/13 together 
with the Prudential Indicators for 2011/12 – 2015/16. 
 
Resolved to RECOMMEND Council to:- 
 
(1) Adopt and approve the revised Treasury Management Strategy and 

Prudential Indicators and limits for 2011/12, which had been amended to 
allow for Housing Revenue Account borrowing, as set out in sections 71 - 
95 of the report; 

 
(2) Adopt and approve the Prudential Indicators and limits for 2012/13 to 

2015/16 as set out in sections 71 - 95 of the report; 
 
(3) Approve the Minimum Revenue Provision statement at paragraphs 15 - 

19 of the report which sets out the Council’s policy on repayment of debt; 
 
(4) Approve the Treasury Management Strategy 2012/13, and the Treasury 

prudential indicators at paragraphs 20 – 48 of the report; and 
 



 

(5) Approve the Investment Strategy for 2012/13 contained in the Treasury 
Management Strategy, and the detailed investment criteria as set out in 
paragraphs 49 – 70, and appendices 1 and 2 of the report. 

 
 
78. PERIODIC REPORTING - BUDGET 2011/12 
 
The Head of Finance submitted report (previously circulated, now appended) 
setting out the forecast outturn position for the Council’s Capital and Revenue 
budgets as at 31st December 2011 compared to the approved 2011-12 budget 
as well as information on key financial indicators in order to provide an 
assessment of the overall financial health of the organisation. 
 
Resolved to:- 
 
(1) RECOMMEND Council to:- 
 

(a) Agree the inclusion of £400k feed-in-tariff solar panel capital works 
to the 2011/12 HRA capital programme and the approval of the use 
of Capital Programme underspends to fund this project; 

 
(b) Agree to the inclusion of £300k feed-in-tariff solar panel capital 

works within the 2011/12 General Fund Capital Programme in the 
absence of any underspend on the Programme and the approval of 
such funding as appropriate; 

 
(c) On the basis of Council agreeing the additional funding in regard to 

the fitting of solar photovoltaic  panels (as set out in Minute 74 
above), to grant project approval for the fitting of such solar 
photovoltaic panels to appropriate Council-owned sheltered 
housing accommodation blocks and leisure centres; to waive the 
Council’s procurement rules in regard to selecting an appropriate 
contractor or contractors for this work on the basis that following 
such rules would not help to achieve overall best value; and to 
delegate the authority to award such contract or contracts to the 
Chief Executive;  

 
(d) Agree that £50k of capital expenditure be brought forward from 

2013-14 to 2011-12 to fund feasibility work associated with the 
£2m Depot Relocation Project planned for 2013/14. 

 
(2) Approve the budget movements within the HRA as detailed in the report 

relating to the virement of £500k from the responsive repairs budget to 
both planned gas maintenance (£300k) and void repairs (£200k), together 
with budget movements of £212k from other planned maintenance 
schemes to cover overspends within the Tenancy Management area. 

 
 
79. PERIODIC REPORTING - PERFORMANCE 2011/12 
 
The Head of Business Improvement submitted a report (previously circulated, 
now appended) providing the Board with an update of the Council’s progress 
against the 20 Corporate Plan targets for the period April to December 2011. 
 



 

Resolved to note progress made by the third quarter of 2011/12 against 
Corporate Plan targets set for 2011/12. 
 
 
80. PERIODIC REPORTING - RISK 2011/12 
 
The Head of Finance submitted a report (previously circulated, now appended) 
providing an update on the Corporate Risk Register and Service Risk Registers 
as at end of Quarter 2 and Quarter 3 of 2011/12. 
 
Resolved to note the report. 
 
 
81. WESTGATE DEVELOPMENT 
 
The Head of Corporate Assets submitted a report (previously circulated, now 
appended) seeking approval of revised commercial terms with the Westgate 
Oxford Alliance to enable the entering into of a revised Development Agreement 
and Agreement to Lease in relation to the proposed redevelopment of the 
Westgate Centre. 
 
Resolved to:- 
 
(1) Grant delegated authority to the Executive Director for Housing and City 

Regeneration to authorise the Council’s entry into required legal 
documentation with the Westgate Oxford Alliance to give effect to this 
matter, the terms to be consistent with the contents of the Not For 
Publication Appendix to the report; 

 
(2) Agree the placing of any voluntary notice in regard to this matter as was 

considered appropriate to give adequate notice of the Council’s intention 
to enter into development documentation as detailed in the report; and 

 
(3) Note the progress of discussions with the Westgate Oxford Alliance. 
 
 
82. OXPENS MEADOW - SAFEGUARDING PUBLIC AMENITY AND 

COMPENSATORY FLOOD STORAGE 
 
The Executive Director for Housing and City Regeneration submitted a report 
(previously circulated, now appended) reporting the current position on the Town 
Green application and the proposals to safeguard Oxpens Meadow.  
 
Resolved to agree to apply for Town Green status for Oxpens Meadow after 
works to the area for compensatory flood storage were completed. 
 
 
83. EMPLOYMENT POLICIES 
 
The Head of People and Equalities submitted a report (previously circulated, 
now appended) presenting, for approval and adoption, five new employment 
policies and procedures and seeking the removal of two policies. 
 
 



 

Resolved to:- 
 
(1) Approve the following policies, agreed with Trade Unions and appended 

to the report with immediate effect:-  
 
 Maternity Policy  
 Adoption Policy  
 Paternity Policy   
 Parental Leave Procedure 
 Flexible Working Policy  
 
(2) Remove the Fixed Term Contract Policy and Procedure and Job Share 

Policy because their contents were now included in other policies; and 
 
(3) Authorise the Head of People and Equalities to implement the approved 

policies and procedures and make changes to the policies and 
procedures if required to put right clerical mistakes or to reflect changes in 
the law.  

 
 
84. OXFORD CYCLE CITY 
 
The Head of City Development submitted a report (previously circulated, now 
appended) seeking endorsement of the Oxford Cycle City project and draft 
Project Plan contained in the report. 
 
Resolved to endorse the objectives and draft project plan set out in the report 
and request a subsequent report in due course on the specific initiatives and 
schemes proposed by the working group. 
 
 
85. GRANT ALLOCATIONS TO COMMUNITY AND VOLUNTARY 

ORGANISATIONS - 2012/2013 
 
The Head of Housing and Communities submitted a report (previously circulated, 
now appended) detailing proposals for the allocation of grant funding for 
community and voluntary organisations in 2012/2013 
 
Resolved that subject to full Council agreeing the grants budget for 2012/13 as 
set out in Table 1 of the report to approve the:- 
 
(1) Recommendations for commissioning in 2012/13, as set out in Appendix 

1 to the report; 
 
(2) Recommendation to allocate Oxford Community Work Agency additional 

funding of £28,611; and 
 
(3) Recommendations for the applications received to the grants 2012/13 

open bidding programme as set out in Appendix 2 to the report. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

86. EXECUTIVE SCHEME OF DELEGATION - CHANGES 
 
The Head of Law and Governance submitted a report (previously circulated, now 
appended) proposing changes to the Executive scheme of delegation contained 
within Part 4 of the Constitution. 
 
Resolved to amend the Executive scheme of delegation in Part 4 of the 
Constitution in accordance with the contents of the report with effect from the 
adoption by full Council of the consequential amendments to the Finance and 
Contract Rules. 
 
 
87. FUTURE ITEMS 
 
Nothing was raised under this item. 
 
 
88. MINUTES 
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 7 December 2011 were approved as a 
correct record and signed by the Chair. 
 
 
89. MATTERS EXEMPT FROM PUBLICATION 
 
Resolved that under regulation 21(a) of the Local Authorities (Executive 
Arrangements) (Access to information) (England) Regulations that the public be 
excluded from the meeting for the next item of business on the grounds that it 
involved the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in Schedule 12(A) 
of the Local Government Act 1972, as indicated below and it is considered that 
the public interest in maintaining the exemption outweighed the public interest in 
disclosing the information 
 
Paragraph 3 - Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any 
particular person (including the authority holding that information) 
 
 
90. WESTGATE DEVELOPMENT 
 
The Head of Corporate Assets submitted two confidential appendices containing 
not for publication information on certain financial aspects of the proposed 
development of the Westgate Centre (minute 81 refers). 
 
Resolved to note the detail in the report. 
 
 
 
The meeting started at 5.00 pm and ended at 7.05 pm 
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Public Questions for CEB 8 February 2012 

Questions from Nigel Gibson 

1. In relation to Agenda Item 5, Appendix 6 of the supporting documentation 

itemises the Capital Programme 2012/13 to 2015/16. Can you please provide 

a breakdown of the £700,000 shown for 2012/13 as Leisure Centre 

Improvement Work, identifying how much is being spent on what work at 

which leisure centre? 

Answer - These works were agreed by CEB in September 2011; the minutes and 

report are on the council’s website. 

2. In relation to Agenda Item 5, Appendix 6 of the supporting documentation 

itemises the Capital Programme 2012/13 to 2015/16. Can you please confirm 

that you are not planning any further Leisure Centre Improvement Work for 

this period apart from the £700,000 shown for 2012/13? 

Answer - Nothing else is planned at this time.  However it is feasible there may be 

some slippage form 2011/12 into 2012/13. 

3. In relation to Agenda Item 5, Appendix 6 of the supporting documentation 

itemises the Capital Programme 2012/13 to 2015/16. You show a total of 

£224,000 being spent over this period on Upgrading Tennis Courts – can you 

please identify which courts are being upgraded at what point during this 

period, and also provide a breakdown of items of expenditure for which these 

values form the total? 

Answer - These are cost estimates that will be refined by conditions surveys. This 

will then enable a works programme to the developed. 

4. In relation to Agenda Item 5, Appendix 6 of the supporting documentation 

itemises the Capital Programme 2012/13 to 2015/16. You show a total of 

£220,000 being spent over this period on Upgrading a Multi-Use Games Area 

(MUGA) – can you please identify which MUGA is being upgraded at what 

point during this period, and also provide a breakdown of items of expenditure 

for which these values form the total? 

Answer - As per question three. 

5. In relation to Agenda Item 5, Appendix 6 of the supporting documentation 

itemises the Capital Programme 2012/13 to 2015/16. You show a total of 

£421,000 being spent over this period on “Leisure Centre Extensive Repairs” 

– can you please identify which Leisure Centre repairs are being carried out at 

what point during this period, and also provide a breakdown of items of 

expenditure for which these values form the total? 

Minute Item 72
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Public Questions for CEB 8 February 2012 

Answer - This budget is for carrying out maintenance repairs and improvements at 

centres where the Council has a retained responsibility. The works plan is currently 

being finalised. 

6. In relation to Agenda Item 5, Appendix 6 of the supporting documentation 

itemises the Capital Programme 2012/13 to 2015/16. You show a total of 

£6,938,071 for “New Build Competion (sic) Pool”, which seems a very exact 

amount for a budget figure – can you please explain why it is so exact, and 

provide a detailed breakdown of this total? 

Answer - This is the residual estimated spend excluding S106 contributions for the 

leisure centre scheme, taking into account previous years actual spend and the 

estimated spend for the current financial year. 

7. In relation to Agenda Item 5, Appendix 9 of the supporting documentation 

itemises an Equalities Impact Assessment Screening. In it you propose 

mitigating the effect to youth sport by creating a three-year post to promote 

use of leisure facilities by schools. Can you explain why it would be better to 

do this than retain Temple Cowley Leisure Centre, given that the savings on 

refurbishing the Leisure Centre in an area where schools can walk to 

swimming would promote more sport in schools than building a pool, at 

hugely greater expense, that would only be accessible by these schools if 

they hire buses? 

Answer - Maintaining Temple Cowley Pools will not achieve the objectives that this 

funding is targeting. 

8. In relation to Agenda Item 5, Appendix 8, Risk Implications, you use the 

phrase “robust monthly monitoring” as a risk mitigation – can you please 

explain the use of the word “robust” in this context, and provide detail on how 

“robust monthly monitoring” differs from what would appear to be less 

effective “monthly monitoring” that is not “robust”? Can you also please 

explain why you are using non-robust monthly monitoring at all, if it is less 

effective than robust monthly monitoring? 

Answer – The Council’s budget monitoring arrangements are robust and evidence 

based and have recently been verified as such by Price Waterhouse Coopers, the 

Council’s auditors.  Budget monitoring data is regularly reviewed senior council 

managers, and additionally on a quarterly basis by the City Executive Board. 

9. In relation to Agenda Item 5, Appendix 3, Detailed General Fund Budget 

Proposals, page 63, line 28 Pressures, Leisure Competition Pool, can you 

please provide the detail behind the £354,000 reduction, along with an 

explanation? 

Answer - This relates to the revenue implications in relation to the prudential 

borrowing to finance the capital expenditure for the competition standard pool.  This 
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cost of £354k was originally included in the leisure service revenue budget but has 

now been included in the corporate services budget with all other interest and 

financing costs.  In addition due to slippage on the scheme the majority of this cost 

has been slipped to 2013-14. 

10. In relation to Agenda Item 8, Treasury Management, page 185 of the 

supporting documentation paragraph 91, presents a Table showing Net 

Borrowing v CFR. Can you please confirm that the Council’s debt is currently 

£225 million and explain how this value changed from the original 2010/11 

figure of only £35m? Can you also please explain whether you feel that a 

quarter of a billion pounds is a sensible level of debt for a Council the size of 

Oxford to maintain, and if so, why? 

Answer - The level of debt is not currently at the level mentioned, but will rise to it 

due to the change in funding arrangements for the Housing Revenue Account.  

Stock-retaining councils have to take on an allocation of debt to buy themselves out 

of the HRA.  This decision was taken by primary legislation and is not at our 

discretion. 

11. In relation to Agenda Item 9, the first recommendation is in relation to 

£400,000 of feed-in tariff solar panel capital works. It is now established that 

the total energy generated by solar panels at Oxford’s latitude, even over the 

expected 25-year lifetime, is less than the energy needed to mine the raw 

materials and manufacture them. Given this, can you please explain where 

you are going to show this net increase in Council carbon emissions, and why 

you are using solar panels rather than a more effective renewable energy 

source? 

Answer - The premise of this question is incorrect - PV solar panels do not consume 

more energy in their manufacture than they generate in their lifetime. 

Prof David McKay - energy advisor to the government quotes an energy yield figure 

of 4 (ratio of delivered energy to the energy required to make it) for roof mounted, 

grid connected PV in the UK, for a system with a lifetime of 20 years.  This of course 

means that 4 x as much energy is generated over 20 years as is required to 

manufacture the system.  Current systems are expected to have a life in excess of 

25 years so in practice the yield may be even higher. 

Studies looking into this question typically conduct what's called a life cycle 

assessment (LCA), often known as "cradle-to-grave analysis", which looks into all 

the resources that go into the production, operation and disposal of a PV system 

(including "embodied energy" required for mining the raw materials and producing 

the panels) as well as the resources (electricity) produced by the system. The energy 

aspect of the LCA is often expressed in terms of the energy/carbon payback time, 

the time the system has to operate to produce the amount of energy (or carbon 
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reductions) required for its production. Hence it can be seen that outputs greatly 

exceed inputs. 

A 2006 report by the UK Parliamentary Office for Science and Technology, has 

calculated a "carbon footprint" of less than 60g per kWh of electricity from PV in the 

UK (and around 35g/kWh for PV in southern Europe), compared to 10 times as 

much for fossil fuels. More recent research suggests that the total greenhouse gas 

emission (including CO2 and other gases) for electricity from PV panel is between 20 

and 80g CO2-equivalent per kWh under UK conditions. This is ten times lower than 

the emissions for electricity from fossil fuels. 

The Council is pursuing a mixed economy approach and is not basing energy policy 

upon a single technology. Renewable energy sources are also part of the equation. 

12. In relation to Agenda Item 9, the accompanying Budget Monitoring report, 

paragraph 6, refers to £606k of contingency funds being used for ‘partnership 

payments’ to eligible staff. Can you please explain who these staff are, and 

how they are eligible? Can you also please explain what ‘partnership 

payments’ are, how long this practice has been in existence within the 

Council, and why any scheme of this sort merits £606k of taxpayers’ money 

being allocated for payment to council officers? 

Answer - The partnership payment system was established in April 2011 for 2 years 

as part of an agreement with the trade unions to freeze pay progression for the 

following two years: the terms of the agreement were included in the budget for 

2011-12.There has been no pay increase for staff under a cost of living award since 

2009. The basic partnership payment of £300 to all staff is dependant on the Council 

meeting is stretch target budget and savings requirements, to which all staff 

contribute through their work.  To qualify for this payment staff must also have 

achieved an acceptable level of personal performance and a good attendance 

record. All staff, other than the Chief Executive and the Directors are eligible for this 

lump sum partnership payment subject to meeting these conditions. 

13. In relation to Agenda Item 9, the accompanying Budget Monitoring report, 

paragraph 42, Table 4, Capital Programme, City Leisure, shows a difference 

of £7,786,000 between the approved and latest budget – can you please 

provide the detail showing how individual elements sum to that difference? 

Can you please itemise the subsequent figures on that line for Spend as at 

31st Dec, Projected Outturn, Outturn Variance to Latest Budget and Outturn 

Variance due to Slippage? Can you also please confirm, given that you have 

slipped the capital spend on the proposed new 25m non-Olympic swimming 

pool in Blackbird Leys into the next financial year, when during the next 

financial year you are forecasting this capital spend? 

Answer - The difference between the approved budget and the latest budget largely 

relates to the following areas: 
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• Competition Pool £(6.438)million – slippage of project to 2012-13 

• Play Barton  £ (0.8)million  - Removal of budget due to external 

financing 

• Play Project £(0.7)million – This was a budget adjustment due to an 

incorrect figure input at budget setting, which was adjusted for early in 

2011-12. 

See table (below) for breakdown of £1.3million spend on leisure capital schemes as 

at 31 December 2011. 

We have yet to determine the profile of the spend on the Competition Standard Pool 

in 2012-13 as this depends on the commencement on site date. 

Leisure Capital Spend as at 31st December, 2011 

   

Capital Scheme Latest Budget 2011/12 Spend as at 31 
December 2011 

   
A1300 Playground Refurbishment 685,509 609,219 

A1301 Play Barton 744,465 23,580 
A3124 Barton Village Pavillion 372,006 375,282 

A4810 New Build Competition Pool 1,000,000 313,414 
City Leisure 2,801,980 1,321,494 

 

14. In relation to Agenda Item 11, Risk, the accompanying report lists a large 

number of red-rated risks – the pdf format found on your website seems to 

present an incomplete table accompanying paragraph 25, as it appears to be 

landscape formatted but presented as portrait – can you please supply the 

document in readable format, and will you delay consideration of this Agenda 

item at CEB until there has been an opportunity to review the information 

completely and if necessary ask questions about it? 

Answer – paragraph 25 is meant to be and is printed in portrait form.  However, in 

the printed version the comments column is missing (it is visible on the web).  An 

updated copy will today be emailed to the Executive. 

15. Can you please explain why the Minutes of the December CEB meeting, 

Agenda Item 19, do not include the public questions and answers that the 

minutes say are included as an appendix at the end of that document? 

Answer – the questions and answers are attached to the signed copy of the minutes 

(the Council’s official record of proceedings).  They are also posted on the web.  

Given these two means of record we do not as a matter of general practice circulate 

them with the printed minutes that form part of the next following agenda. 
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Question from John Power 

16. Why was I not told that my grant application would be turned down because it 

asked for capital money not revenue monies? On behalf of Osney St Thomas 

and New Botley Allotment Association I went to the Council's web site. 

Looked up grants and filled in the necessary details. I checked both by phone 

and by letter that it had been received. The grants officer supplied me with 

information about a missing bank statement which I immediately remedied. At 

no time was I told that my application could not be considered because it 

asked for capital monies. Indeed I would dispute that the grant is solely for 

that purpose, much of it would have been spent on labour costs. If the council 

cannot afford my application I would accept that, what I cannot accept is 

involving me in many hours of admin when I should have been told from day 

one that my application did not meet the criteria. 

Answer - The grants budget is for revenue expenditure and within the guidance 

notes and the prospectus for the grants programme it informs applicants what will 

not be funded through this programme. Capital items or work are one of those items 

listed. 

If Mr Power had contacted the grants officer to discuss his application prior to 

completing the application he would have been informed of this.  

To help mitigate situations like this there is a statement at the top of the application 

form requesting applicants to read the guidance notes and grants programme 

prospectus before completing their application.   

However, for the grants programme to be transparent and fair, once an application 

has been received and acknowledged it must follow the same process as every 

other application where it is evaluated and assessed by the grants panel. 

Question from David Jackson 

17. Agenda item 5, appendix 3, Chief Executive section, Policy subsection, item 

13 titled "Olympics": In this item, the is a £100,000 spend in financial year 

12/13. Please can you provide more detail on what this expenditure is for. For 

example, is it to fund attendance by Councillors and Officers at the Olympics 

or is some sort of public engagement event for the citizens of Oxford. 

Answer - Oxford City Council is hosting the Olympic Torch Relay and is one of the 

few designated evening celebration sites. The £100,000 allocated in the budget is to 

plan, produce and deliver a celebratory event and entertainment for the people of 

Oxford to enjoy, free of charge, in the city in July. It is not to fund any tickets, entry to 

the Olympics or any other activity taking place outside of the city centre. The amount 

required is to cover all health & safety requirements, including stewarding, fencing 

and to be able to offer an exciting and memorable experience for our communities to 

celebrate the Olympic year. 
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Question from M Hugh-Jones 

18. Why in your budget for 2012-13 is there no provision for Dial-a-ride minibuses 

- which may be reduced for 2 to 1 in April – this at a time when both are fully 

booked 52 weeks a year, and when you are budgeting some £300,000 for 

education which is a County Council matter? 

Answer - Significant sums of money (over £4 million) were transferred, at the start of 

last financial year, from Oxford City Council to Oxfordshire County Council, to fund 

concessionary transport, which obviously includes dial-a-ride; this is not the case for 

education.  It is our firm belief that the new dial-a-ride scheme should be funded out 

of this money by the County Council. 

Question from Gwynneth Pedlar 

19.  In the past Oxford City has generously funded an enhanced Dial-a-Ride 

Service.  This has been much appreciated and used by disabled people 

taking them out of isolation and social exclusion. 

It is a well-known fact that in many cases both of these are the forerunner of 

depression and dependency leading to hospitalisation and then a care home. 

Why, when Oxfordshire County Council has money in its budget is it taking 

the stance, as less enlightened council have done in the past, that it is OCC 

responsibility not theirs. 

I understand that £300,000 is being proposed for education but isn’t education 

to a responsibility for Oxfordshire County Council. 

A full time enhanced service would cost at the most £50,000.  So come on 

City, that the lead from West Oxfordshire and at least fund some extra 

service. 

Answer - The key point is in the third paragraph of this question: that significant 

sums of money (over £4 million) were transferred, at the start of last financial year, 

from Oxford City Council to Oxfordshire County Council, to fund concessionary 

transport, which obviously includes dial-a-ride; this is not the case for education.  It is 

our firm belief that the new dial-a-ride scheme should be funded out of this money by 

the County Council. 

Obviously we would like to “make good” county council cuts wherever they arise – in 

this area, just as in the area of warden services, for example, where the county has 

made some very damaging cutbacks (while funding new services in other districts).  

However, we simply do not have the means to this in all areas where it would be 

desirable.  Government reallocated funds from District to County Councils in respect 
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of concessionary transport because it felt, quite rightly, that spreading costs across 

larger areas would allow for costs to be reduced by procurement over a larger area, 

as well as for fairer calculation of subsidies for pensioners’ free bus travel. 
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