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Date:
Thursday 15 October 2026 at 5.00 pm

Venue:
Council Chamber, Dunedin House, Columbia Drive, Thornaby, TS17 6BJ

Cllr Lisa Evans (Leader of the Council)

Clir Pauline Beall, CliIr Clare Besford, ClIr Nigel Cooke, Clir Richard Eglington, Clir Paul
Rowling and Clir Norma Stephenson OBE

Agenda
1. Live Streaming

This meeting will be filmed for live and / or subsequent broadcast on the Council’s website.
The whole of the meeting will be filmed, except where there are confidential or exempt
items, and the footage will be on the website for 12 months. A copy of it will also be
retained in accordance with the Council’s data retention policy.

If you attend and make a representation to the meeting, you will be deemed to have
consented to being filmed. When admitted to the Council Chamber you are also
consenting to being filmed and to the possible use of those images and sound recordings
for livestreaming and / or training purposes. If you do not wish to have your image
captured, please contact Democratic Services prior to attending the meeting.

If there are any technical difficulties with the livestreaming, the meeting will still proceed.

Evacuation Procedure

Apologies for Absence

Declarations of Interest

Minutes (Pages 7 - 14)

Clir Richard Eglington - Cabinet Member for Housing and Transport

Scrutiny Review of Community Participation Budget and Ward Transport Budget -
Final Report of the Community Safety Select Committee (Pages 15 - 62)

Clir Pauline Beall - Cabinet Member for Health and Adult Care

Integration of Community Day Options and Allensway Centre for Adults with
Learning Disabilities and Complex Needs (Pages 63 - 72)
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Agenda
Clir Paul Rowling - Deputy Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for
Resources and Regeneration
8. Procurement Plan (Pages 73 - 76)
9. Flag Flying Policy - Historic Counties Flags (Pages 77 - 86)
Clir Clare Besford - Cabinet Member for Children and Young People
10. Opportunities for Young People into Employment (Pages 87 - 98)

)e(\\

Jonathan Nertney
Head of Democratic Services
Wednesday 7 October 2026
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Members of the Public - Rights to Attend Meeting

With the exception of any item identified above as containing exempt or confidential information under the
Local Government Act 1972 Section 100A(4), members of the public are entitled to attend this meeting
and/or have access to the agenda papers.

Persons wishing to obtain any further information on this meeting, including the opportunities available for
any member of the public to speak at the meeting; or for details of access to the meeting for disabled people,
please.

Contact: Democratic Services Officer, Peter Bell on email peter.bell@stockton.gov.uk
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BOROUGH COUNCIL Key — Declarable interests are :-

e Disclosable Pecuniary Interests (DPI’s)
e Other Registerable Interests (ORI’s)
e Non Registerable Interests (NRI’s)

Members — Declaration of Interest Guidance

Does the matter directly relate to one of my DPIs set out in Table 1)?

Does the matter directly relate to the
finances or wellbeing of one of my ORIs
(set out in Table 2)?

Does it directly relate to the
finances or wellbeing of me, a
relative or a close associate?

Does it affect the finances or

wellbeing of me, a relative, a

close associate or one of my
ORIs?

Am | or they affected to a
greater extent than most
people? And would a
reasonable person think my
judgement is clouded
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Table 1 - Disclosable Pecuniary Interests

Subject Description

Employment,
office, trade,

profession or
vocation

Any employment, office, trade, profession or vocation carried on for profit or gain

Any payment or provision of any other financial benefit (other than from the council)
made to the councillor during the previous 12-month period for expenses incurred by
him/her in carrying out his/her duties as a councillor, or towards his/her election
Sponsorship expenses.

This includes any payment or financial benefit from a trade union within the meaning
of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992.

Any contract made between the councillor or his/her spouse or civil partner or the
person with whom the councillor is living as if they were spouses/civil partners (or a
firm in which such person is a partner, or an incorporated body of which such person
is a director* or

Contracts a body that such person has a beneficial interest in the securities of*) and the council
(a) under which goods or services are to be provided or works are to be executed,;
and

(b) which has not been fully discharged.

Any beneficial interest in land which is within the area of the council.

‘Land’ excludes an easement, servitude, interest or right in or over land which does
Land and not give the councillor or his/her spouse or civil partner or the person with whom the
property councillor is living as if they were spouses/ civil partners (alone or jointly with another)
a right to occupy or to receive income.

Any licence (alone or jointly with others) to occupy land in the area of the council for a
Licences month or longer.

Any tenancy where (to the councillor’'s knowledge)—

(a) the landlord is the council; and

Corporate (b) the tenant is a body that the councillor, or his/her spouse or civil partner or the
tenancies person with whom the councillor is living as if they were spouses/ civil partners is a
partner of or a director* of or has a beneficial interest in the securities* of.

Any beneficial interest in securities* of a body where—

(a) that body (to the councillor's knowledge) has a place of business or land in the
area of the council; and

(b) either—

(i) the total nominal value of the securities* exceeds £25,000 or one hundredth of the
total issued share capital of that body; or

(ii) if the share capital of that body is of more than one class, the total nominal
value of the shares of any one class in which the councillor, or his/ her spouse or civil
partner or the person with whom the councillor is living as if they were spouses/civil
partners have a beneficial interest exceeds one hundredth of the total issued share
capital of that class.

Securities

* ‘director’ includes a member of the committee of management of an industrial and provident society.
* ‘securities’ means shares, debentures, debenture stock, loan stock, bonds, units of a collective investment

scheme within the meaning of the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 and other securities of any
description, other than money deposited with a building society.
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Table 2 — Other Registerable Interest
You must register as an Other Registrable Interest:
a) any unpaid directorships

b) any body of which you are a member or are in a position of general control or management and to which
you are nominated or appointed by your authority

¢) any body
(i) exercising functions of a public nature
(i) directed to charitable purposes or

(iif) one of whose principal purposes includes the influence of public opinion or policy (including any political
party or trade union) of which you are a member or in a position of general control or management
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Cabinet
A meeting of Cabinet was held on Thursday 17th September 2026.

Present: Clir Lisa Evans (Leader of the Council), Clir Pauline Beall
(Cabinet Member), Clir Clare Besford (Cabinet Member), Clir
Nigel Cooke (Cabinet Member), ClIr Richard Eglington (Cabinet
Member), Clir Paul Rowling (Cabinet Member) and Clir Norma
Stephenson OBE (Cabinet Member)

Officers: Mike Greene, Tracey Carter, Clare Harper, Majella McCarthy,
Ged Morton, Carolyn Nice, Judy Trainer, Michelle Gunn, Kellie
Hopkins, Vanessa Housley, Edwin Squire and Lisa Tague.

Also in attendance: ClIr Marc Besford, Clir Carol Clark, Cllr Barbara Inman and Clir
Marilyn Surtees

Apologies: None.

CAB/168/25 Live Streaming

The Chair announced to those present that the meeting would be live streamed.

CAB/169/25 Evacuation Procedure

The evacuation procedure was noted.

CAB/170/25 Declarations of Interest

There were no declarations of interest.

CAB/171/25 Minutes

Consideration was given to minutes of the meeting held on 16 July 2026.

RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on 18 July 2026 be approved.

CAB/172/25 People Select Committee Scrutiny Review of Post 16 Provision
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Consideration was given to a report by the People Select Committee following it’'s
review of the Borough’s post-16 education offer, including the factors affecting
attraction, retention and the number of young people who become NEET.

It was explained that, although Stockton-on-Tees had a broad post-16 offer across five
providers, enrolment had been affected by young people choosing out-of-borough
provision and NEET rates remained high. A Post-16 Partnership was already bringing
providers and relevant Council services together around excellence, communications
and marketing, careers and transitions which was contributing to increased
engagement, rising application numbers and stronger alignment with the local labour
market. The Committee’s recommendations build on that work, with particular
emphasis on improving transitions, early identification of disengagement, careers



education, collaboration between providers, use of labour-market intelligence,
enrichment opportunities, transport and coherent vocational pathways.

RESOLVED that:-

1. Transition support be strengthened by developing a consistent borough-wide
transition framework between schools and post-16 providers, including clear pre-
enrolment guidance, earlier course matching, data sharing, and structured support
during the first term/end of Year 12 when drop-out risk was highest.

2. Early warning systems for flagging declining attendance, behaviour, and
attainment be embedded across all post-16 providers with clear escalation and
intervention pathways in place before disengagement reached crisis point.

3. Collaborative initiatives that showed signs of successfully assisting young
people, such as Teach Meets, Skills for Success, and Business Mentor Support, be
expanded to all providers, prioritising subjects with historically smaller student cohorts.

4, Communication between all providers and young people and their
parents/carers regarding the Post-16 in-Borough offer be strengthened.

5. Careers education be embedded into the curriculum in all schools and post-16
providers to ensure young people choose the right pathways for them and reduce
early withdrawal, including careers advice and post-16 options from Year 9 (or earlier),
resources and staff training linking subjects to employment, and clear course
expectations, progression routes and employment outcomes.

6. Labour-market intelligence and cohort growth data be utilised to plan academic,
vocational and apprenticeship provision more strategically, to ensure capacity keeps
pace with demand and competition between age groups does not disadvantage
younger learners.

7. Cross-provider enrichment opportunities be broadened to not only create a
more competitive offer compared with regional competitors but also raise aspirations.

8. Post-16 providers explore collaborative approaches and strategic networks to
address transport barriers, highlighted as a significant influence on post-16 choice
including connectivity to all in-Borough post-16 providers and cost, so young people
can access efficient, cost effective in-borough provision.

9. Post-16 providers ensure that vocational courses provide
coherent pathways to meet industry requirements.

CAB/173/25 Children and Young People Select Committee Scrutiny Review of Additionally
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Resourced SEND Provision
Members considered a report from the Children and Young People Select Committee.
It was explained that the Select Committee had started a review to understand

implementation of the transfer of additionally resourced provision from September
2025, encourage further secondary-school applications and identify barriers to schools



becoming Additionally Resourced Provisions (ARPS). During the review, Government
announced wider SEND reform and subsequently set out plans for Inclusion Hubs in
all schools. In light of that national direction, the Committee decided not to continue
the original review and instead summarised the evidence and key findings gathered to
date for Cabinet.

RESOLVED that the report be noted.

CAB/174/25 SEND Reform Programme — Education White Paper and Local Area Reform Plan
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Update

Cabinet received a report that report updated Cabinet on the national SEND Reform
Programme and Stockton-on-Tees’ Local Area Reform Plan (LARP), developed jointly
with the North East and North Cumbria Integrated Care Board and submitted to the
Department for Education in June 2026.

The LARP focused on stronger mainstream inclusion, earlier identification and
intervention, increased local sufficiency, reduced reliance on independent provision,
improved Alternative Provision pathways and stronger partnership governance. The
Council was awaiting the DfE assessment, expected in October 2026. Approval could
result in High Needs Stability Funding of around £15.4m, approximately 90% of the
£17.13m cumulative DSG High Needs deficit.

The report also proposed the use of the Council’s £8.01m available High Needs
capital resources for three schemes: a new 50-place SEMH school, expansion of the
Early Support Nursery by up to 10 places, and 40 additional specialist primary places
at Ash Trees Academy, together with programme contingency and associated
delegations.

At the meeting, an addendum to the report was circulated detailing two additional
recommendations. This added authority for the Director of Children's Services to act
as the Council's authorised representative in Spark of Genius LLP in connection with
the SEMH Special School, and delegated authority for contract awards and
subsequent contract decisions required to deliver that project.

RESOLVED that:-

1. The closure of the national SEND Reform consultation and the
submission of the Local Area Reform Plan to the Department for
Education, be noted.

2. It be noted that Council and the North East and North Cumbria Integrated Care
Board were awaiting the outcome of the assessment process, expected in October
2026.

3. The significant financial implications of approval of the Local
Area Reform Plan, including the potential write-off of approximately 90% of the
cumulative DSG High Needs deficit, be noted .

4. The continued delivery of the SEND Reform Programme and associated
transformation activity set out within the Local Area Reform Plan be endorsed.



5. The investment of up to £2m of capital funding, to create a new 50 place SEMH
school, be agreed. This was to undertake necessary building work to adapt and
expand an older building to create the required places.

6. The investment of £1.4m of capital funding to expand the existing Early Support
Nursery to create up to 10 extra spaces, be agreed. This was to undertake necessary
building work to adapt the existing provision to create the required places.

7. The investment of £3.75m of capital funding to expand the Ash Trees Academy
Special School in building onto the Sandown Road site to create up to 40 additional
specialist primary spaces, be agreed. This was to undertake necessary building work
to adapt the existing provision to create the required places.

8. Delegated authority be given to the Director of Children’s Services, in consultation
with the Cabinet Member for Children and Young People, to take all necessary steps
to deliver the projects within the approved budgets.

9. Delegated authority to the transfer of budget caused by cost variations within the
approved programme be given to the Section 151 Officer and the Director of
Children’s Services, in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Resources and
Transport and the Cabinet Member for Children and Young People.

10. Delegated authority be given to the Director of Children’s Services, in consultation
with the S151 officer and Cabinet Member for Children and Young People, to allocate
the contingency of £860,000 if required within the three schemes, within the approved
programme.

11. Delegated authority be given to the Director of Children’s Services in consultation
with the Director or Corporate Services to award the construction contract to deliver
recommendation 1 to a value of £1.7m including variation, annual inflationary uplifts
(where allowed in the contract terms and conditions) and extension decision.

12. The Director of Children's Services be appointed as the Council's authorised
representative for the purposes of exercising the Council's rights as a Member of
Spark of Genius LLP in relation to the SEMH Special School project and associated
matters, including attendance at, participation in and voting at Members' meetings of
the LLP.

13. Authority be delegated to the relevant Director or Assistant Director to make the
specific contract award decision and any subsequent contract variation, annual
inflationary uplifts (where allowed in the contract terms and conditions) and extension
decision in respect of all contracts required to deliver the SEMH Special School
project approved by the report.

CAB/175/25 Local Area Special Educational Needs, Disabilities and Alternative Provision

Page 10

OFSTED Inspection (ASEND)
Cabinet considered a report relating to a recent inspection.
It was explained that Ofsted and the Care Quality Commission had undertaken a joint

Area SEND inspection between 4 and 22 May 2026, examining arrangements across
the Council, the North East and North Cumbria Integrated Care Board and wider



partners. Inspectors concluded that local arrangements lead to inconsistent
experiences and outcomes for children and young people with SEND, while also
recognising a number of strengths and progress since the previous inspection.

Four areas for improvement were identified:

- transitions;

- the quality of Education, Health and Care Plans;

- consistency of SEND support and inclusion in schools; and

- waiting times for neurodevelopmental assessment and community paediatric
services.

A multi-agency improvement plan had been developed and was due to be submitted
to the Department for Education by 30 September 2026, with subsequent monitoring
by the DfE and NHS England.

RESOLVED that:-

1. the findings of the joint Area SEND Inspection undertaken in May 2026 be
noted.

2. the requirement to submit the final improvement plan to the Department for
Education by 30 September 2026 be noted.

3. It be noted that progress against the improvement plan would be monitored through
regular Department for Education and NHS England review meetings and reported
through existing governance arrangements.

CAB/176/25 Youth Justice Plan Stockton-on-Tees 2026-2027
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Consideration was given to the Youth Justice Plan 2026-27 that set out how the
Council and statutory partners would prevent children entering the criminal justice
system, reduce reoffending and use of custody, respond to serious youth violence and
exploitation, and ensure children’s voices informed services.

Performance during 2025-26 included a reduction in First Time Entrants from 33
children to 21 and a reduction in custodial sentences from five to four. The Plan also
identified continuing challenges, particularly reoffending rates above regional and
national averages, the complexity of a small cohort of children, serious youth violence
and exploitation, school exclusions and potential reductions in external funding.

Priorities for 2026-27 therefore focused on prevention and diversion, reducing
reoffending and custody, strengthening responses to violence and exploitation, early
intervention and children’s participation.

RESOLVED that:-

1. the contents of the Stockton-on-Tees Youth Justice Plan 2026-27 be noted.

2. the strategic priorities and delivery approach outlined within the Plan be
endorsed.



3. continued multi-agency collaboration through the Youth Justice Management
Board to deliver improved outcomes for children, families and communities,be
supported

4, the implementation and monitoring arrangements contained within the Plan be
approved.

CAB/177/25 Stockton-on-Tees Serious Youth Violence Strategy 2026-2031

Members considered a Strategy that established a five-year partnership approach to
preventing and reducing serious youth violence affecting people aged 10-24. It had
been developed in response to the Serious Violence Duty and informed by local crime
and safeguarding intelligence, a Rapid Health Needs Assessment, multi-agency work
and engagement with more than 100 children and young people. It adopted a public-
health approach, recognising links with exploitation, poverty, adverse childhood
experiences, educational exclusion, community influences and family circumstances.
Its four priorities were:

early intervention and prevention;
deter, disrupt and divert;
strengthening family support; and
improving educational support.

Delivery would be supported by an annual action plan containing specific actions,
milestones, responsibilities and performance measures, with strategic oversight
through the Youth Justice Management Board.

RESOLVED that:-

1. the contents of the Stockton-on-Tees Serious Youth Violence Strategy 2026-
2031, be noted

2. the vision, priorities and partnership approach outlined within the Strategy, be
endorsed.

3. implementation of the annual Serious Youth Violence Delivery Plan be
supported

4. the governance arrangements which place strategic oversight with the Youth
Justice Management Board be endorsed.

CAB/178/25 Financial Update and Medium-Term Financial Plan - 2026/2027 Quarter 1
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Cabinet received a Quarter 1 report that forecast a £5.807m overspend against the
Council’s 2026/27 revenue budget.

Significant pressures included Children’s Social Care, where increased use and cost
of external residential placements were contributing to a projected £2.960m
overspend.



In Neighbourhood Services the new waste collection arrangements, with additional
rounds and vehicle requirements, were generating pressures as was home to school
transport and catering, resulting in a projected overspend of £3,128m

There continued to be significant pressure on the Dedicated Schools Grant with a
forecast deficit of £15.2m for which the Council was assuming that a 10% contribution
of £1.52m would be required to be funded in the current financial year.

Directorates continued to identify mitigating action while the Powering Our Futures
programme continued to address the underlying medium-term budget gap.

The report also updated Cabinet on General Fund balances and the revised Capital
Programme.

RESOLVED that:-

1. the update to the Medium-Term Financial Plan and the current level of General
Fund balances be noted.

2. the revised Capital Programme detailed at Appendix C, be noted.

CAB/179/25 Annual Ombudsman Report

Consideration was given to a report relating to enquiries received by the Local
Government and Social Care Ombudsman in respect of the Council.

It was explained that 69 complaints and enquiries had been received concerning the
Council during 2025/26 and the Ombudsman had responded to 51 of these, compared
with 30 in the previous year. Seven had proceeded to detailed investigation and all
seven were upheld; these concerned Adult Services, SEND and Inclusion, Children’s
Social Care and Community School Transport. All Ombudsman recommendations
were accepted and implemented by the Council, and in three of the seven cases the
Ombudsman was satisfied that the Council had already provided an appropriate
remedy before investigation. The report notes that complaints training and guidance
on remedies had been strengthened to maximise organisational learning.

RESOLVED that the report be noted.

CAB/180/25 Procurement Plan
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Consideration was given to a report that sought Cabinet approval for planned
procurements above the £500,000 threshold for officer delegated authority.

Annex 1 included transportation schemes for signalisation of the Yarm
Road/Darlington Back Lane junction, with an option relating to Bishopton Road West,
and works at the A19/A689 interchange including a new pedestrian and cycle bridge
and associated highway works. The respective contract values were stated as £4.2m
and £6.5m. Both were proposed as direct awards to Balfour Beatty through the
SCAPE Framework, with the report setting out the reasons for that procurement route.
Contract award would not take place until the remaining funding had been secured
and signed. A proposed delegations would allow the relevant Director or Assistant
Director to make the final award and subsequent contract decisions within the
parameters approved by Cabinet.



CAB/181/25
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RESOLVED that:-

1. Approve the contracts listed in Annex 1.

2. Authority be given to the relevant Director or Assistant Director to make the
specific contract award decision and any subsequent contract variation, annual
inflationary uplifts (where allowed in the contract terms and conditions) and extension
decision in accordance with the delegations listed in Annex 1.

Minutes of Various Bodies

Members considered a report that provided the minutes of the following:

- Tees Valley Combined Authority Cabinet held on 26 June and 31 July 2026.

RESOLVED that the minutes of the meetings detailed in the appendices be received.



This document was classified as: OFFICIAL Ag e n d a I te m 6

REPORT TO CABINET
15 OCTOBER 2026
REPORT OF

COMMUNITY SAFETY
SELECT COMMITTEE

CABINET DECISION

Lead Cabinet Member: Housing and Transport — Councillor Richard Eglington

Scrutiny Review of Community Participation Budget
and Ward Transport Budget

Summary

The attached report presents the outcomes of the Community Safety Select Committee’s
review of Community Participation Budget and Ward Transport Budget.

Reasons for Recommendation(s) / Decision(s)

This topic was included on the Scrutiny Work Programme for 2025-2026 and continued into
the 2026-2027 municipal year. The review is now complete, and the recommendations have
been endorsed by the Community Safety Select Committee for submission to Cabinet.

Recommendations

The Committee recommend that:

1)

2)

P

Both the Community Participation Budget (CPB) and the Ward Transport Budget
(WTB) should remain as separate Member-led schemes.

With due regard to the Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council (SBC) Ward
Councillor survey feedback, SBC reviews and refreshes the guidance available
to SBC Ward Councillors on CPB and WTB eligibility criteria and scheme
delivery processes (which should include approximate timelines involved in the
most common project proposals).

SBC considers how existing resources can best support and improve the timely
processing of CPB / WTB proposals and ensure effective communication with
SBC Ward Councillors throughout the process.

SBC continues to develop, and then implements, its new CPB / WTB-related
digital case management and submission system (to include a Members Briefing
at the appropriate time).
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5)  SBC strengthens processes around communication between relevant SBC Ward
Councillors and officers designing a CPB / WTB scheme if, after feasibility
checks are undertaken, environmental or other factors mean the original scope
cannot be achieved.

6)  Annual updates be provided to all SBC Ward Councillors on the state of CPB /
WTB proposals (including the in-year and full four-year Council term budget
position).

7)  SBC Ward Councillors be supported to increase engagement with local resident
and community groups to generate and discuss project proposals at ward level
via Ward surgeries and Members newsletters.

8) To increase wider understanding and promotion of these budget schemes, SBC:

a) publishes a short annual summary on its website of projects funded through
CPB and WTB in each ward.

b) uses its website to confirm budget allocations, processes for applications,
any deadlines for season-specific works, and principal contacts for enquiries.

c) periodically advertises its CPB / WTB website link to the Borough’s Town and
Parish Councils, and local residents, via all available communication
mediums.

9) SBC introduces an annual report to the relevant SBC scrutiny committee on the
CPB and WTB (allocations, proposals, spend, carry-forward, etc.).

Detail

1.  Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council (SBC) provides Elected Members (also known as
Ward Councillors) with two budget schemes that, through engagement with the local
community, can be used to fund project ideas within their wards:

o The Community Participation Budget (CPB) offers opportunities to fund a variety of
developments ranging from small engineering schemes that improve the function
of the space on or adjacent to the highway, to small projects that improve the local
amenity space. The CPB is divided between wards on the basis of population-per-
ward.

e The Ward Transport Budget (WTB) is a share of the Council’s City Region
Sustainable Transport Settlement budget that is allocated on a ward-by-ward basis
to undertake potential projects identified to address transport-related issues raised
by members of the public via their local Ward Councillors.

2.  The projects that the CPB and WTB are typically used for are those that generate
resident interest and engagement, albeit at a local level. Whilst these are generally
small-scale and local in character, they connect directly with resident concerns and
can have a significant impact on social and environmental wellbeing. Through the
direct involvement of Ward Councillors and the input of the communities they
represent, interventions should be well focused and likely to meet a genuine
community concern.
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Although there are a number of examples where both the CPB and WTB has been
utilised to make positive differences across the Borough, several issues have arisen
over the years in relation to these budget schemes. Ward Councillors can feel
frustrated about what projects are deemed eligible / not eligible, the costs associated
with a proposal, and the time taken from submission of a proposal to it being realised.
In some cases, the completion of a project has created future revenue implications
around maintaining / sustaining work developed via CPB or WTB funds. From an
administrative perspective, there is also a need to be mindful of the officer time spent
on shaping schemes which are then not progressed through to implementation.

The main aims for this review were to understand the scope of interventions that were
eligible through these two budget schemes, the processes for determining the priorities
for use of the funds, and the management of the projects that were funded through
CPB and WTB. In addition, the Committee sought to establish the effectiveness of
these two budgets and whether projects funded through the CPB and WTB had seen
genuine and sustained impact. Ascertaining the communication of the CPB and WTB
to Ward Councillors (as well as wider public awareness of these two funding streams)
and exploring the value of CPB and WTB in the context of significant ongoing budget
pressures for the Council were also important considerations.

The Committee took evidence from the SBC Neighbourhoods (formerly SBC
Community Services, Environment and Culture) and SBC Corporate Services
directorates, and surveys were issued to SBC Ward Councillors, the Borough’s Town
and Parish Councils, and local residents (circulated to existing engagement
mechanisms via the SBC Community Engagement Team). Similar Member-led
budget schemes offered by other Local Authorities were also considered.

Community Impact and Equality and Poverty Impact Assessment

6.

As referenced within the Committee’s final report, the projects that the CPB and WTB
are typically used for are those that generate resident interest and engagement, albeit
at a local level. Whilst these are generally small-scale and local in character, they
connect directly with resident concerns and can have a significant impact on social and
environmental wellbeing. Through the direct involvement of Ward Councillors and the
input of the communities they represent, interventions should be well focused and
likely to meet a genuine community concern.

The Committee’s recommendations seek to strengthen understanding and
communication of eligibility criteria and scheme delivery processes, as well as
increase awareness and transparency of these budget schemes to the Borough'’s
residents.

Corporate Parenting Implications

8.

There are no direct implications in the report.

Financial Implications

9.

There are no direct implications in the report. The Committee’s recommendation for
consideration around how the Council can best support the timely processing of CPB /
WTB proposals (and ensure effective communication with SBC Ward Councillors
throughout the process) focuses on the utilisation of existing, not additional, resources.
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Legal Implications
10. There are no direct implications in the report.
Risk Assessment

11. The review is categorised as low to medium risk. Existing management systems and
daily routine activities are sufficient to control and reduce risk.

Wards Affected and Consultation with Ward / Councillors

12. This review is relevant to all wards across the Borough and all SBC Ward Councillors
were given an opportunity to provide their views on this scrutiny topic.

Background Papers

13. None.

Name of Contact Officer: Gary Woods

Post Title: Senior Scrutiny Officer

Telephone Number: 01642 526187

Email Address: gary.woods@stockton.gov.uk
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Foreword

On behalf of the Community Safety Select Committee, we are pleased to present the final report and
recommendations following our review of Community Participation Budget and Ward Transport Budget.

Unusually for a scrutiny review, this topic threw a spotlight on Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council (SBC)
Elected Members (also known as Ward Councillors) themselves. Establishing views on their
experiences of these two budget schemes, from identification and submission of a project idea to
delivery of an approved proposal, was a crucial element of this piece of work. More widely, the
Committee was interested in the management of these schemes from an officer perspective, as well as
exploring the extent to which the public was engaged with this area of Council activity. We are therefore
grateful for the contributions of key SBC officers, and the vital insight provided by SBC Ward Councillors,
local Town and Parish Councils, and a number of local residents.

Whilst the available funding associated with these two schemes is very modest in the context of overall
Council expenditure, they are clearly much valued by those representing the Borough'’s residents. With
enhanced internal support and communication functions, along with stronger external promotion and
awareness of the opportunities they provide, these budgets have the potential to make even more of a
difference to local communities. We hope the Committee’s recommendations can help realise this.

Clir Mrs Ann McCoy ClIr Katie Zagoria
Chair Vice-Chair
Community Safety Select Committee Community Safety Select Committee

OROUGH COUNCIL



Original Brief

Which of our strategic corporate objectives does this topic address?
The review will contribute to the following Stockton-on-Tees Plan 2024-2028 priorities:

e Priority 2: Healthy & Resilient Communities: We will support residents to be safe and connected to
each other in their homes and communities.

e Priority 3: A Great Place to Live, Work and Visit. We will make Stockton-on-Tees a great place to
live, work and visit - a Borough that residents can be proud of. It will be a vibrant and diverse
place with an environment that is well looked after and outdoor spaces to enjoy.

e Priority 5: A Sustainable Council: We will ensure our council is financially sustainable and
manages our assets effectively to enhance their local impact. We will be a well-run council across
areas of our business and continue to improve outcomes for communities.

What are the main issues and overall aim of this review?

Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council (SBC) provides Elected Members with two budget schemes that,
through engagement with the local community, can be used to fund project ideas within their wards:

o The Community Participation Budget (CPB) can be used to fund a variety of developments ranging
from small engineering schemes that improve the function of the space on or adjacent to the
highway, to small projects that improve the local amenity space. The CPB is divided between
wards on the basis of population-per-ward.

e The Ward Transport Budget (WTB) is an allocation of the Council’s City Region Sustainable
Transport Settlement budget that is allocated on a ward-by-ward basis to undertake potential
projects identified to address transport-related issues raised by members of the public via their
local Ward Councillors.

The projects that the CPB and WTB are typically used for are those that generate resident interest and
engagement, albeit at a local level. Whilst these are generally small-scale and local in character, they
connect directly with resident concerns and can have a significant impact on social and environmental
wellbeing. Through the direct involvement of Ward Councillors and the input of the communities they
represent, interventions should be well focused and likely to meet a genuine community concern.

Although there are a number of examples where both the CPB and WTB has been utilised to make
positive differences across the Borough, several issues have arisen over the years in relation to these
budget schemes. Ward Councillors can feel frustrated about what projects are deemed eligible / not
eligible, the costs associated with a proposal, and the time taken from submission of a proposals to it
being realised. In some cases, the completion of a project has created future revenue implications
around maintaining / sustaining work developed via CPB or WTB funds. From an administrative
perspective, there is also a need to mindful of the officer time spent on developing schemes which
then are not progressed through to implementation.

The main aims for this review will be to:
¢ understand the scope of interventions that are eligible through these two budget schemes, the

processes for determining the priorities for use of the funds, and the management of the projects
that are funded through CPB and WTB.
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o establish the effectiveness of these two budgets and whether projects funded through the CPB and
WTB have had genuine and sustained impact.

e ascertain the communication of the CPB and WTB to Ward Councillors and wider public
awareness of these two funding streams.

e consider the value of CPB and WTB in the context of significant ongoing budget pressures for the
Council as a whole.

The Committee will undertake the following key lines of enquiry:

What are the underlying aims of the CPB and WTB, have these changed since they were introduced,
and how are the two budget schemes different / interlinked?

How much does each Ward / Ward Councillor have access to, and has this changed over time (if so,
why)? How much has been spent by Wards / Ward Councillors in recent years, and what available
funds have not been used (and what happens to these)?

What is considered an eligible / ineligible proposal, and how is this determined? Have criteria
changed over the years?

What is the process for submitting, considering and deciding upon proposals? Who is involved and
what is the timeframe for determining the validity and progression of a project?

How effective have completed projects been and how are these assessed? Have they created future
revenue pressures?

How aware are Ward Councillors about these schemes — how are they communicated, and how are
they kept updated on any submitted proposals?

Are residents of the Borough made aware about these potential funding opportunities and how they
can submit ideas / proposals?

Is there an appetite to maintain existing CPB / WTB arrangements?

Can the Council learn anything from similar schemes being used in other Local Authorities?

Provide an initial view as to how this review could lead to efficiencies, improvements and / or
transformation:

o Clarity about the criteria and eligibility of work and the avoidance of unfunded future revenue
pressures arising from the one-off capital works.

¢ Confidence that the level of investment made through the CPB and WTB represents value for
money and is justifiable in the context of overall budget pressures.
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1.0 Executive Summary

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

1.6.
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This report outlines the findings and recommendations following the Community Safety Select
Committee’s scrutiny review of Community Participation Budget and Ward Transport Budget.

Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council (SBC) provides Elected Members (also known as Ward
Councillors) with two budget schemes that, through engagement with the local community, can
be used to fund project ideas within their wards:

e The Community Participation Budget (CPB) offers opportunities to fund a variety of
developments ranging from small engineering schemes that improve the function of the space
on or adjacent to the highway, to small projects that improve the local amenity space. The
CPB is divided between wards on the basis of population-per-ward.

e The Ward Transport Budget (WTB) is a share of the Council’s City Region Sustainable
Transport Settlement budget that is allocated on a ward-by-ward basis to undertake potential
projects identified to address transport-related issues raised by members of the public via
their local Ward Councillors.

The projects that the CPB and WTB are typically used for are those that generate resident
interest and engagement, albeit at a local level. Whilst these are generally small-scale and local
in character, they connect directly with resident concerns and can have a significant impact on
social and environmental wellbeing. Through the direct involvement of Ward Councillors and the
input of the communities they represent, interventions should be well focused and likely to meet a
genuine community concern.

Although there are a number of examples where both the CPB and WTB has been utilised to
make positive differences across the Borough, several issues have arisen over the years in
relation to these budget schemes. Ward Councillors can feel frustrated about what projects are
deemed eligible / not eligible, the costs associated with a proposal, and the time taken from
submission of a proposal to it being realised. In some cases, the completion of a project has
created future revenue implications around maintaining / sustaining work developed via CPB or
WTB funds. From an administrative perspective, there is also a need to be mindful of the officer
time spent on shaping schemes which are then not progressed through to implementation.

The main aims for this review were to understand the scope of interventions that were eligible
through these two budget schemes, the processes for determining the priorities for use of the
funds, and the management of the projects that were funded through CPB and WTB. In addition,
the Committee sought to establish the effectiveness of these two budgets and whether projects
funded through the CPB and WTB had seen genuine and sustained impact. Ascertaining the
communication of the CPB and WTB to Ward Councillors (as well as wider public awareness of
these two funding streams) and exploring the value of CPB and WTB in the context of significant
ongoing budget pressures for the Council were also important considerations.

The Committee found that both CPB (£200,000 per annum) and WTB (£150,000 per annum)
allocations are divided between wards based on population. It is important to note that the CPB
can match-fund WTB schemes where there may be a shortfall in available budget. Conversely,
WTB funding cannot be used for CPB projects as the latter are more environmentally focused
(rather than transport-related).
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1.7. The CPB and WTB can be directed towards local issues where the concerns of constituents do
not meet the evidence thresholds for funding via core budgets. SBC offers further flexibility with
regard carry-forward of unspent funding into the following year (subject to Cabinet Member
approval), the ability to draw down from the following year’s allocation early if a larger project
exceeded a single year’s funding, and the option of pooling budgets with neighbouring wards.
However, a caveat also exists that unspent allocations may be re-absorbed or re-allocated (a
decision that would ultimately be taken by the Cabinet Member, depending on the Council’s
financial position) — something which should prompt all Ward Councillors and their respective
residents to ensure potential projects are identified and submitted.

1.8. As of mid-2026, the Committee was informed that both budget schemes had a significant
underspend for the 2025-2026 and early-2026-2027 period (58% for the CPB and 73% for the
WTB), though it was also acknowledged that much of this could be attributed to limitations on the
capacity to develop and deliver projects, as well as a frequent need to follow statutory
procedures, rather than a lack of demand. Indeed, subsequent evidence showed that numerous
proposals (worth an estimated £340,000) had been submitted and were still being assessed or
were now in programme.

1.9.  Whilst there had been a clear effort to provide guidance on the types of projects that would be
eligible under each scheme, comments from some Ward Councillors appeared to show an
element of confusion and disillusionment around what these budgets should be used for.
Concern was raised over allocations being spent on work that, in the view of Ward Councillors,
should be covered by core funding rather than the CPB or WTB.

1.10. Two key issues were identified following the submission of project ideas; 1) the potential for
proposals to create ongoing revenue or maintenance costs, and 2) required officer time spent on
developing schemes, many of which are then not progressed through to implementation. Whilst
these were important factors, the most pressing concern in relation to receiving and determining
submissions centred on the significant limitations in officer resource (with only one dedicated staff
member processing proposals from 27 wards and 56 Ward Councillors) — a critical pinch point
which, alongside delays sometimes created by the need for statutory duties to be observed,
appears to undermine the ability to make local improvements in a timely fashion.

1.11. SBC Ward Councillors (34) who responded to a Committee survey were almost unanimously
aware of the eligibility criteria for both the CPB and WTB, though some expressed a desire for
this to be simplified / widened so the wishes of residents and their representative/s could be
satisfied. Other themes that emerged from the feedback received included CPB and WTB
allocations having to be used for projects that, in their opinion, should be funded through central
budgets, high / excessive quotes (work could / should be done for less), limited officer capacity to
process submitted proposals (with delays sometimes leading to increased costs), and the time
taken from submission of a proposal to it being realised (if approved). A lack of appropriate
updates on progress of a proposal was a frequently aired concern (though 22 of the 34 survey
respondents stated they did receive updates) — time will tell if the new online case management
platform enables improved communication with Councillors — with only 38% (13) of Elected
Members ‘satisfied’ with the delivery of approved works.

1.12. Although eliciting a limited response (6 of 16), the Committee’s survey of local Town and Parish
Councils revealed both a lack of awareness of these budget schemes from some, and examples
where the CPB and / or the WTB had helped fund projects from others. There was a clear
appetite for greater clarity and communication with Town and Parish Councils in relation to these
funding pots, with numerous suggestions put forward on what they could contribute towards.
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A large majority of the 97 residents who responded to a further Committee survey (issued via the
SBC Community Engagement Team) were unaware of the CPB (67) and WTB (81), with only
eight having engaged with their respective SBC Ward Councillor regarding a CPB or WTB-
related project / proposal. There were repeated calls for more information and transparency
around these budget schemes (including from those who belonged to resident / community
groups), along with a vast range of views on what the allocated funding might be used for. The
Committee recognises the number of responses reflects a very small proportion of the Borough’s
population, but feedback nevertheless provides an indication of a lack of public awareness which
the Council and its Ward Councillors have a responsibility to grow.

Research on similar Member-led budget models used by other Local Authorities demonstrated
differences in available funding, governance / control measures, and project eligibility, though
also highlighted the same experiences in terms of the creation of revenue / maintenance
pressures, expectations versus deliverability, and officer capacity. One key difference between
SBC and other Local Authorities was the transparency of such schemes to the public, with
several examples provided where local residents were able to see individual Ward Councillor
spend (City of Stoke-on-Trent), a breakdown of projects funded along with photographic evidence
(Hillingdon), and interactive maps of projects completed through their current scheme (Royal
Borough of Greenwich).

The CPB and WTB are laudable funding schemes that have delivered tangible benefits across
Stockton-on-Tees, but evidence also suggests they are not working as efficiently as they could /
should. It is clear that Ward Councillors greatly value these budgets (with 31 of the 34 survey
respondents wanting both schemes to continue in their current form or with minor changes), but
there appears to be a fundamental flaw around the level of resource (only one dedicated officer)
to support the determination of, and communication around, project proposals. SBC Elected
Members also raised issues in relation to eligibility criteria and quoted costs. Furthermore, given
the essence of these budgets is to address resident concerns, it is incumbent upon both SBC
and its Ward Councillors to ensure local people are regularly made aware of the opportunities
these schemes offer (though if frustrations already exist around the time taken from submission
of a proposal to it being realised, this will only increase the pressure on assessing, determining
and implementing projects). These budget schemes continue to be a democratic means of
addressing local issues, and greater efficiency in proceeding from proposal to decision (and then,
if approved, to delivery) will strengthen their credibility in the eyes of both Ward Councillors and
the residents they serve.

Recommendations

1)

2)

3)

The Committee recommend that:

Both the Community Participation Budget (CPB) and the Ward Transport Budget (WTB)
should remain as separate Member-led schemes.

With due regard to the Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council (SBC) Ward Councillor survey
feedback, SBC reviews and refreshes the guidance available to SBC Ward Councillors
on CPB and WTB eligibility criteria and scheme delivery processes (which should
include approximate timelines involved in the most common project proposals).

SBC considers how existing resources can best support and improve the timely
processing of CPB / WTB proposals and ensure effective communication with SBC Ward
Councillors throughout the process.

(continued overleaf...)
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Recommendations (continued)

4)

3)

6)

7)

8)

9)

The Committee recommend that:

SBC continues to develop, and then implements, its new CPB / WTB-related digital case
management and submission system (to include a Members Briefing at the appropriate
time).

SBC strengthens processes around communication between relevant SBC Ward
Councillors and officers designing a CPB / WTB scheme if, after feasibility checks are
undertaken, environmental or other factors mean the original scope cannot be achieved.

Annual updates be provided to all SBC Ward Councillors on the state of CPB / WTB
proposals (including the in-year and full four-year Council term budget position).

SBC Ward Councillors be supported to increase engagement with local resident and
community groups to generate and discuss project proposals at ward level via Ward
surgeries and Members newsletters.

To increase wider understanding and promotion of these budget schemes, SBC:

a) publishes a short annual summary on its website of projects funded through CPB
and WTB in each ward.

b) uses its website to confirm budget allocations, processes for applications, any
deadlines for season-specific works, and principal contacts for enquiries.

c) periodically advertises its CPB / WTB website link to the Borough’s Town and Parish
Councils, and local residents, via all available communication mediums.

SBC introduces an annual report to the relevant SBC scrutiny committee on the CPB and
WTB (allocations, proposals, spend, carry-forward, etc.).

Page2
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2.0 Introduction

2.1.  This report outlines the findings and recommendations following the Community Safety Select
Committee’s scrutiny review of Community Participation Budget (CPB) and Ward Transport
Budget (WTB).

2.2.  The main aims for this review were to understand the scope of interventions that were eligible
through these two budget schemes, the processes for determining the priorities for use of the
funds, and the management of the projects that were funded through CPB and WTB. In addition,
the Committee sought to establish the effectiveness of these two budgets and whether projects
funded through the CPB and WTB had seen genuine and sustained impact. Ascertaining the
communication of the CPB and WTB to Ward Councillors (as well as wider public awareness of
these two funding streams) and exploring the value of CPB and WTB in the context of significant
ongoing budget pressures for the Council were also important considerations.

2.3. The Committee identified the following key lines of enquiry:

o What are the underlying aims of the CPB and WTB, have these changed since they were
introduced, and how are the two budget schemes different / interlinked?

e How much does each Ward / Ward Councillor have access to, and has this changed over
time (if so, why)? How much has been spent by Wards / Ward Councillors in recent years,
and what available funds have not been used (and what happens to these)?

o What is considered an eligible / ineligible proposal, and how is this determined? Have criteria
changed over the years?

o What is the process for submitting, considering and deciding upon proposals? Who is
involved and what is the timeframe for determining the validity and progression of a project?

¢ How effective have completed projects been and how are these assessed? Have they
created future revenue pressures?

¢ How aware are Ward Councillors about these schemes — how are they communicated, and
how are they kept updated on any submitted proposals?

e Are residents of the Borough made aware about these potential funding opportunities and
how they can submit ideas / proposals?

¢ |s there an appetite to maintain existing CPB / WTB arrangements?

¢ Can the Council learn anything from similar schemes being used in other Local Authorities?
2.4. The Committee took evidence from the SBC Neighbourhoods (formerly SBC Community

Services, Environment and Culture) and SBC Corporate Services directorates, and surveys were

issued to SBC Ward Councillors, the Borough’s Town and Parish Councils, and local residents

(circulated to existing engagement mechanisms via the SBC Community Engagement Team).
Similar Member-led budget schemes offered by other Local Authorities were also considered.
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3.0 Background

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

Page3

Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council (SBC) provides Elected Members (also known as Ward
Councillors) with two budget schemes that, through engagement with the local community, can
be used to fund project ideas within their wards:

e The Community Participation Budget (CPB) offers opportunities to fund a variety of
developments ranging from small engineering schemes that improve the function of the space
on or adjacent to the highway, to small projects that improve the local amenity space. The
CPB is divided between wards on the basis of population-per-ward.

e The Ward Transport Budget (WTB) is a share of the Council’s City Region Sustainable
Transport Settlement budget that is allocated on a ward-by-ward basis to undertake potential
projects identified to address transport-related issues raised by members of the public via
their local Ward Councillors.

The projects that the CPB and WTB are typically used for are those that generate resident
interest and engagement, albeit at a local level. Whilst these are generally small-scale and local
in character, they connect directly with resident concerns and can have a significant impact on
social and environmental wellbeing. Through the direct involvement of Ward Councillors and the
input of the communities they represent, interventions should be well focused and likely to meet a
genuine community concern.

Although there are a number of examples where both the CPB and WTB has been utilised to
make positive differences across the Borough, several issues have arisen over the years in
relation to these budget schemes. Ward Councillors can feel frustrated about what projects are
deemed eligible / not eligible, the costs associated with a proposal, and the time taken from
submission of a proposal to it being realised. In some cases, the completion of a project has
created future revenue implications around maintaining / sustaining work developed via CPB or
WTB funds. From an administrative perspective, there is also a need to be mindful of the officer
time spent on shaping schemes which are then not progressed through to implementation.

Historically, the Council’s scrutiny function has played a role in the development of these two
budget schemes:

CPB: In December 2017, as part of an officer-led ‘reporting-in’ oy o e
review, the SBC People Select Committee considered an Pl St ot 188 Do 21
update report which outlined the financial situation with regard -

the CPB, detailed uncommitted ward allocations at that time, e it o e

and included the Council’'s CPB guidance document. ‘ a ——

Participation Budget at the discretion of the Cabinet Member for Environment &
Transpor, as autined in the Community Participation Budge! Guidance.

2. Gfficers 1o provide recommendations 1o the Cabinet Member of eligitle projects

The Committee’s request for changes to the list of eligible g

projects (to broaden the scope of the CPB) and its proposal for 1 P Conrney g et eyt v
budget allocations to be set per Member (as opposed per ward) | o —
were noted within a Cabinet report that was subsequently g e s g e
presented in May 2018. Cabinet resolved to endorse continued e e e
use of the CPB guidance, with the expenditure of any T e
uncommitted ward allocations of the CPB to be considered at — _ o
the discretion of the Cabinet Member for Environment & T T e
Transport. The process of officers providing recommendations oot

to the Cabinet Member for Environment & Transport of potential
changes to the list of eligible projects, and how the budget was

allocated across the wards, was also supported.

ipation Budget being in existence some funding for local

o
3
®

B

Vifh any unspent funding from previous years can be carmied forvard and added 1o the
following year's allocation this should be kept to a minimum. Justification for carryin
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WTB: In 2019, the SBC Place Select Committee undertook an Area Transport Strategy (ATS)
review, the final report of which was presented to, and subsequently endorsed by, Cabinet in
January 2020. A key recommendation was for the existing ATS scheme to cease at the end of
the then financial year (31 March 2020), with the yearly ATS funding allocation to be transferred
to the CPB on a ward-by-ward basis determined by population-per-ward (this addition to CPB

Ward Transport Budget
Guidance

funding should be ring-fenced for transport-related spend only).
The Committee also recommended that the new ring-fenced
transport-related element of the CPB should not be tied to the
future of the overall CPB initiative (i.e. it is not dependent upon
the existence of CPB).

As a result of the Committee’s ATS review, from 2020-2021, an
annual budget of £200,000 was allocated from the Local
Transport Plan (LTP) to a new scheme called the Ward
Transport Budget (WTB). Supporting this refreshed approach,
a WTB Guidance document was circulated to SBC Ward
Councillors which set out the flexibility of the budget (with the
provision to combine more than one year’s budget, allow
matching funding from the CPB, and also from neighbouring
ward allocations) and highlighted that any project with a
Borough-wide / strategic impact / benefit would be considered
as part of the wider LTP.
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4.0 Findings

Origins / aims / characteristics of the two budget schemes

4.1. The origins and evolution of the Community Participation Budget (CPB) and Ward Transport
Budget (WTB) were summarised as follows:

e CPB: Introduced in 2007 as the Small Environmental Improvements Budget (providing a
modest, flexible funding mechanism for local environmental works that were not prioritised
through core budgets), the scheme was later re-named to reflect community participation and
Member input (with Ward Councillors promoting projects based on local priorities). This
annual Borough-wide pot was initially £400,000 per year (revenue-funded) and was allocated
by population. Over time, the eligibility expanded to small engineering works, and in 2019,
through the Medium-Term Financial Plan (MTFP), the scheme was reduced to £200,000 per
year, with tighter eligibility introduced to reflect long-term maintenance impacts.

e WTB: This scheme began following a Place Select Committee review of the Area Transport
Strategy in 2019 which saw the budget move from an area-based pot that Members would
bid into to obtain funds to ward-based allocations which made it easier for Members to
access. From April 2020, £200,000 per year was allocated (reduced to £150,000 from 2024-
2025), with funding ring-fenced for transport issues. WTB operated within a structured,
evidence-led framework — Members shaped priorities, while officers assessed, designed and
delivered schemes to ensure they met safety, legal and affordability requirements.

4.2. Despite both budget schemes being Member-led, there were some key differences between
them:

e CPB was revenue funding, which had been identified within the MTFP and supported broader
community-focused capital works.

o WTB, meanwhile, was capital funding from the Council’s annual allocation toward highway
priorities from the City Region Sustainable Transport Settlement, and was strictly transport-
focused (spending was audited to ensure it was directed toward transport priorities).

CPB could match-fund WTB schemes where there may be a shortfall in available budget.
However, WTB funding could not be used for CPB projects as the latter were more
environmentally focused (rather than transport-related). Crucially, it was important to emphasise
that both budgets remained Council funds, where Members influenced priorities and officers
retained overall responsibility for determining validity and for delivery.

4.3. The Council's core highway budgets prioritised statutory duties and road safety interventions at
locations with proven casualty records (based on recorded evidence from the Cleveland Police
road casualty database). The Department for Transport (DfT) assessed how Council’s spent
money, and if this was judged to have been used unwisely, funding could be withheld. CPB and
WTB budgets operated differently because they allowed flexibility and could be directed where
the concerns of constituents did not meet the evidence thresholds for funding via core budgets.
The availability of the CPB / WTB therefore filled the gap between evidence thresholds and lived
experience of the Borough’s residents.
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4.4.

In summary, these budgets allowed Members to make local improvements that complemented
SBCs core budget and made a real difference to residents (providing flexibility for smaller-scale
issues that were not prioritised elsewhere). However, there were challenges to address around
delivery capacity alongside the Council’s statutory duties (leading to pressures on timescales),
the potential for sustainability and revenue implications, and the future communication and
visibility of these schemes (particularly to / for residents).

Budget allocations and spend

4.5.

4.6.

Pag23

Both CPB and WTB allocations were divided between wards based on population. Whilst
unspent funding could be carried forward into the following year, it was encouraged to be kept to
a minimum as there was the possibility it could be re-absorbed or re-allocated (that decision
would ultimately be taken by the Cabinet Member, depending on the Council’s financial position).
For larger projects that exceeded a single year's funding, there was the option to draw down from
the following year so as not to delay delivery of good projects (with the caveat that this could not
be done during election years where future budgets and memberships were undetermined).

Billingham Central £5,706 £7,607 Ingleby Barwick South £8,722 £11,629
Billingham East £5335 £7,113 Mandale & Victoria £5,811 £7,748
Billingham North £5486 £7,314 Newtown £2594 £3459
Billingham South £5969 £7,959 Northern Parishes £5314 £7,085
Billingham West & Wolviston £4 993 £6,658 Norton Central £4 924 £6,566
Bishopsgarth & Elm Tree £5167 £6,890 Norton North £5357 £7142
Eaglescliffe East £4 866 £6,487 Norton South £4 860 £6,480
Eaglescliffe West £5120 £6,827 Ropner £5287 £7,049
Fairfield £7,375 £9,833 Roseworth £5959 £7,945
Grangefield £2605 £3473 Southern Villages £1,910 £2547
Hardwick & Salters Lane £5564 £7,419 Stainshy Hill £5,852 £7,803
Hartburn £7285 £9713 Stockton Town Centre £5,082 £6,777
Ingleby Barwick North £8,853 £11,805 Village £5731 £7.641

Yarm £8,273 £11,031

As per the tables above, the individual allocations for each of the Borough’s 27 wards were
outlined (it was reiterated that there was only one dedicated SBC officer to manage all the
enquiries, investigations and deliveries), with graphics showing that both schemes had an
underspend (58% unspent for the CPB and 73% unspent for the WTB). This situation may reflect
capacity to develop and deliver rather than a lack of demand, and could be alleviated by
addressing resident concerns about the condition of the Borough’s highways (reflected in the
annual National Highways & Transport Survey — see graphic below), something which had been
undertaken in some wards via the WTB.

Highway Maintenance

KBI23 Condition of highways 29% 2 52% 27% 1%
KBI24 Highway maintenance 46% 1 56% 43% v [HENE
KBI25 Street lighting 65% 1 70% 60% 49%
KBI26 Highway enforcement/obstructions 45% 1 545 40% 320%
1MBI01 [ Condition of road surfaces | 26% 3 52% 26% 10% [ % |
HMBI02 Cleanliness of roads 46% 2 57% 45% s [
HMBIO3 Condition of road markings 44% 2 61% 43% 3 THEIE
HMBIOS Provision of street Lighting 58% 2 65% 57% 44% “

National Highways & Transport (NHT) Survey 2025: Public Satisfaction (546 responses (16.6%))
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4.7. As of May 2026, CPB schemes costing just over £165,000 and WTB schemes totalling just over
£175,000 were in development and committed (see below graphics), whilst the cost of those
projects that were not progressed came to nearly £432,000. It was emphasised that any
underspend in relation to either budget reflected schemes that were either in development or
constrained by delivery factors, not by a lack of demand / interest.

WTB SCHEMES BY TYPE (TOTAL = 36)
£175,205

Highway
Engineering
42%

Resurfacing 3% Traffic Calming

11%

Parking

Restrictions 44%

Boulders &
Bollards
8%

CPB SCHEMES BY TYPE (TOTAL = 95)
£165,160

Other CcCTV
9
12% 15%

Benches

4%
Bins

4%

Planting Projects
57%

Project eligibility

4.8.  With regard the types of projects which each budget scheme could fund:

e CPB: Schemes should focus on local community and environmental improvements, must
demonstrate local need and community benefit, and must be feasible and deliverable.

The CPB could be used to capital fund projects, but SBC needed to be mindful of proposals
that created ongoing revenue or maintenance costs. Eligibility was therefore refined to avoid
unfunded liabilities, and some schemes would only become eligible where third-parties (e.g.
Town / Parish Councils or resident groups) took on maintenance.

e WTB: This was far stricter and operated within a tightly defined framework, where funding
could only be used for transport, safety and accessibility interventions. All schemes required
evidence-based assessment (e.g. safety data / speed surveys) to demonstrate eligibility, with
projects triggering ongoing revenue costs or amenity scope being excluded.

4.9. The Committee asked if Members were able to use allocated funds for repairing potholes (an
issue which was frequently raised by residents). It was stated that neither the CPB nor WTB was
generally used for potholes and that approval of such work would have to meet the necessary
intervention levels. In terms of road re-surfacing, officers noted that there was more highway

needing attention than the Council had a budget for.

4.10. Proposed new schemes had the potential to create ongoing revenue costs which may in turn
influence eligibility. Examples of such projects (and associated revenue implications) included
the installation of CCTV (requiring monitoring costs), planting (needing maintenance / watering),
bins (to be emptied / serviced), road markings (necessitating periodic refresh and enforcement),
and speed indicator devices (creating energy costs, with mobile devices needing to be rotated to

different locations).
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Application / determination / implementation

4.11.

4.12.

4.13.

Page3

Processes / Timescales:

e CPB: These schemes started with Members submitting project requests, supported by
evidence of community need — officers then assessed feasibility, eligibility, costs and risks,
and whether consultation was required. Seasonal deadlines applied to some CPB activity
(e.g. planting) to allow delivery to be completed within the financial year — late submissions
may be deferred to the next year (contributing to perceptions of delay).

¢ WTB: This was far more structured, with proposals initially submitted via the online Member
portal which then triggered officer investigation (site visits, surveys, historic data review) —
only once these were done could the detailed design begin. Often these works required a
Traffic Regulation Order (TRO), therefore it was not unreasonable for such schemes to take
up to nine months before they started to hit work programmes. It was also important to
highlight that delivery was reliant on workload and capacity — for both the WTB and CPB, the
Council had only one dedicated officer dealing with 27 wards and 56 Members, and there
was an additional need to factor in required input from other SBC departments (e.g. Design
Services, Legal Services) which may result in extended timescales.

To emphasise the timelines involved in some CPB / WTB-related projects, examples were given
on the steps required (along with the approximate timescales for each) for introducing double
yellow lines and traffic calming measures (both involving a stringent legal process), as well as
litter bins.

Step or milestone Approximate timescale

Request received. Logged for audit and tracking; initial feasibility checks commenced 4 weeks

Initial site assessment, including review of collision history and existing speed survey data

Advise Ward Councillors of survey requirements and costs (7-day speed survey if required) 6 weeks

Arrange and undertake a 7-day speed survey and provide results to Councillors

Feasibility decision and options discussion with Councillors, including site visit if required 4 weeks
Design of preferred option; prepare drawings and outline costs 8 weeks
Internal cost check with Highway Operations and final proposal issued to Councillors 4 weeks
Councillor decision to proceed using the Ward budget allocation 1 week
Consultation with Ward Councillors and quarterly OTG / Police

Any informal consultation with directly affected businessesiresidents 6 weeks
Update Councillors. Finalise report & seek Cabinet Member approval 4 weeks
Instructions to Legal to draft TRO, agree drafts, and arrange advertising 4 weeks
Statutory advertising (notices on-site, press, online) cannot be reduced 21 days
If there are no objections, publish the 2nd advert in the press 1 week
If there are no objections, the scheme will be approved and added to the Works Programme 12 weeks

Flowchart: Traffic Calming

Reflecting on the workforce resources that the Council had to support these schemes, the
Committee commented that whilst funding may be available to support viable projects, there was
clearly a capacity issue in terms of getting proposals implemented / delivered. In response,
officers suggested that, in order to ensure the Council was prioritising the most impactful repairs
to the Borough’s highway, details on what roads were listed on the maintenance programme
could be shared with Members to see if these locations mirrored what residents were raising
concerns about.
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4.14. Current situation:

o (CPB: 95 schemes were currently being worked through (the vast majority of which were now
in the programme for delivery, with a very small number either still being investigated /
consulted upon or requiring further information), totalling just over £165,000. 57% concerned
planting projects, 15% for CCTV, 8% in relation to boulders and bollards, 4% for bins, and 4%
for benches. The remaining 12% was marked ‘other’ for projects involving different themes /
categories.

o \WTB: A total of 36 schemes were in progress (nearly half of which were now in the
programme for delivery, with the remainder being almost evenly split between the ‘investigate
/ consult’, ‘further information required’, or ‘awaiting programming’ stages), totalling just over
£175,000. 44% of these were in relation to parking restrictions, 42% for highway engineering,
11% for traffic calming, and 3% for resurfacing.

4.15. Scheme delivery: Using internal SBC teams to deliver CPB and WTB schemes avoided
contractor overheads and allowed for a consistent approach to standards across the Borough’s
highway network. Benefits were also highlighted in relation to long-term assurance (in-house
teams could be re-directed quickly to undertake priority / emergency works), the ability to
efficiently deliver smaller schemes which were aligned with wider maintenance activity, and
supporting jobs / retaining skilled staff (the latter being particularly important as these same
professionals were relied upon to carry out the Council’s statutory duties in maintaining the
Borough’s highways, deliver winter services by gritting through the cold winter nights, and
responding to emergency incidents like flooding).

4.16. Proposals not taken forward: There had been 48 proposals not taken forward in the last 14
months (covering the full 2024-2025 financial year and the 2025-2026 financial year to date). 21
were not progressed for reasons such as cost eligibility or a lack of evidence (e.g. a
demonstrable safety issue), 17 had technical constraints (e.g. the proposal conflicted with
another planned scheme), and 10 did not proceed due to other priorities (e.g. re-direction of
funds to alternative schemes). It was important to note that significant officer time / resource was
required on an application even if a decision was subsequently made not to proceed.

Examples and effectiveness of approved schemes

4.17. Several projects facilitated through the CPB and WTB schemes over the past year were
highlighted, including physical traffic calming measures, village gateway features to encourage
reduced speeds, and parking restrictions.
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4.18. Examples were also given of carriageway and footway resurfacing where Members chose to use
their budgets to bring forward schemes that were already identified as future contenders within
SBCs five-year programme (this would allow delivery to be accelerated into the current financial
year rather than waiting for their scheduled year). This included a live case in Thornaby (see
graphic below), where resurfacing on Cunningham Drive was already programmed for the 2026-
2027 year — Members had requested that their budget be used to bring forward resurfacing
further along the same route on Tedder Avenue, enabling a larger area of works to be completed
while resources were already on site (making a bigger difference to the condition of the highway
and a noticeable improvement for residents).

KEY <
Carriageway Programme Budget . N
Il Cunningham Drive, Thornaby : i
Ward Transport Budget

Il Tedder Avenue, Thornaby

Ward Transport Budge

| Carriageway Programme Budget |

4.19. Effectiveness: For traffic-calming schemes, speed surveys were conducted before and after
implementation — this provided an objective, evidence-based measure of impact on vehicle
speeds. Results from schemes delivered this year on Wynyard Road and Wolviston Road
showed significant speed reductions — this enabled SBCs enforcement resources to be targeted
elsewhere and also had a positive impact on partners (particularly the police).

4.20. For parking restrictions, SBC could look at the locations Members had requested double yellow
lines for to overcome parking problems. Supporting this scrutiny review, a sample of completed
CPB / WTB schemes were assessed after 12 months which focused on service requests, parking
and anti-social behaviour (ASB), and repeat incidents — this showed that no service requests had
been received into the SBC Civic Enforcement Team at most locations, with only low-level
interventions where they did arise. Such a positive impact allowed Civic Enforcement Officers to
turn their focus to issues like ASB and other frontline priorities.

Communication of schemes

4.21. Elected Members: With regard Members, following an internal ‘lean’ review, an online platform
was being developed to raise requests through the CPB and WTB - this case management
solution would show the progress of current schemes and available budgets, with improved
record-keeping and communication.

4.22. Improved guidance documents in relation to these schemes would be produced and circulated to
Members highlighting issues raised within this review, including the level of detailed investigation,
revised costs to reflect inflation, and available resource. A presentation on the new online case
management platform was provided in July 2026 which covered the following:
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e Online form introduction: A new online form had been designed to provide a consistent way of
submitting new WTB requests. The form gathered the details needed to help assess
proposals more effectively, reducing the need for follow-up emails seeking further
information. Requests were securely recorded and managed by SBC officers through a
single end-to-end process, improving the management and tracking of proposed schemes
from submission through to outcome.

o Where to access the online form: The form would be easily accessible in the Members area
of the SBC intranet.

> Stockton-on-Tees

BOROUGH COUNCIL

e Online form — introduction page: The
introduction page explained the purpose of rErond v e Tammga (08
the form and what information would be croeoement_indueten couret

needed before submission. The page used

the same look and feel as other Council Raise a request through the Ward Transport or
online forms, thereby providing a familiar Community Participation Budget fund

eXperIence Use this service to:

st for a transport related issue through the Ward Transport or Community Participation Budget fund

Request takes around 5 minutes.

e Reporting new issues: The form enabled the

What you'll need

submission of new issues for investigation. . descpon f e, clucin he catn whot s happeringandwho  moives
TO aV0|d dupl|cat|0n, Members Only needed If you have any evidence of the issue, you can upload it with this request
to state each issue once. Startron >

e [ssues within your ward: The online form was intended for reporting issues within a Member’s
ward boundary. Issues outside a ward could easily be raised by the relevant Member.

o Ward Member agreement: Where a ward had multiple Members, requests should be agreed
by all Members before submission to prevent any potential delays.

e Providing issue information: Providing detailed information helped the request to be assessed
more efficiently. Members could include features like ‘what is happening’, ‘how often’, ‘who is
affected’ and ‘where it is located’?

o Resolving the issue: Members should share any ideas or suggestions they might have for
resolving the issue. Suggestions were optional and would be considered as part of the
assessment process.

e Uploading evidence: Members could easily upload files they think were relevant, such as
photos of the affected site or location. Photos, documents or correspondence could help
provide additional context.

e Final check before submitting: An easy-to-follow ‘Check your answers’ page allowed
Members to review their answers before submission. Members could return to any section to
update information if needed.

e Confirmation: Members would receive instant confirmation that their request had been
successfully submitted. A unique reference number was provided to help track the request,
and a confirmation email was automatically sent for a Member’s records.

o What happens next?: Requests were securely transferred into the Council’s case

management system. All details and supporting evidence were stored together in one place
— this helped officers assess, track and manage requests efficiently.

OROUGH COUNCIL



4.23.

4.24.

4.25.

4.26.

4.27.

Regarding the presentation content, the Committee felt that further thought was needed around
the requirement for all Members within a split ward to be in agreement on a submission, noting
that some wards were represented by Councillors from different political parties who may not be
willing / feel able to share proposals. SBC officers responded by stating that each ward had a
single budget and that this requirement was simply asking if all Members within that ward were
aware of the proposals. Assurance was also given that the second phase of this new digital
development would allow Members to view progress of requests and check available budget
balances.

Reflecting on the existing CPB / WTB submission process, the Committee asked whether the
new digital platform would mean Members relying on the online system for updates rather than
the current arrangement which involved communication with the sole SBC officer who was
responsible for processing proposals. It was confirmed that digital developments would not
replace the option for contact with officers, but that the system (which enabled information to be
shared and received at any time of the day) should be the primary means of communicating.

In response to a subsequent query on whether the new platform would increase the workload of
the responsible officer (who, it was felt, already had too much to deal with) and cause an added
layer of bureaucracy, Members were informed that the online submission / tracking of proposals
aimed to strengthen the efficiency and timeliness of decision-making and the implementation of
projects, as well as the communication of these potential / successful schemes. It was also
stated that an additional SBC staff member was now supporting the main officer in relation to
CPB and WTB applications, and that, moving forward, a shared inbox for correspondence was
being introduced to provide resilience in picking-up queries.

Committee comments concluded with Members welcoming sight of their budgets (including what
had been spent / what was left) as part of this new development and acknowledging the benefits
of this new system.

Public: In terms of communicating the schemes to the public, Members played a role in
promoting these via ward surgeries / Councillor newsletters, and SBC had historically included
articles in Stockton News to highlight the availability of the budgets and the projects it had
delivered. It remained important to emphasise that schemes delivered through the CPB and
WTB had often generated visible, localised benefits, and strengthened links between Members
and their communities.

Views of SBC Ward Councillors

4.28.

PageX

On 8 May 2026, the Committee issued a survey to all SBC Ward Councillors (56) on this scrutiny
topic. A total of 34 responses were received before the survey closed on 12 June 2026 —
feedback and selected quotes are outlined as follows:

1) Understanding & Clarity

Are you aware of the eligibility criteria for the Community Participation Budget (CPB)?

Yes: 33 No: 1

Are you aware of the eligibility criteria for the Ward Transport Budget (WTB)?

Yes: 34 No: 0

OROUGH COUNCIL



PageR

Do you have any other comments on the eligibility criteria for either budget?

4 )
‘ltems that are eligible but potentially could and should be funded by other means and not CPB / WTB;
for example, dropped kerbs, road line markings, bigger schemes where WTB will not cover.’
— <

/ ‘l am not aware of any criteria for CPB, even

though this has been requested on numerous
occasions from officers overseeing projects.
Executive officers have been requested to
identify the criteria; they have been unable to.
Officers overseeing the various projects
submitted across the Borough have been
\inconsistent in their advice causing frustration.’/

‘I believe that the
criteria can be
extremely strict and
restrictive. Where
we could get
services cheaper in
our wards, we are
not always able to
use our budgets
which is wrong.
Not only do our
budgets allow us to
invest in areas /
repair areas, we
should also be
given the ability to
get the most out of
our budgets.’

‘No, very self-
explanatory.’

~

‘It’s not my / our
knowledge of the
eligibility; it’s
officers who feel
they have the
right to override
Councillors and
wishes of
residents which is

the issue for me.’/

-

‘The eligibility
criteria needs to
be widened. A
single pooled
budget would be
better with more
discretion given to
Councillors as to
how it is spent.’

A J

/’I've used the budgets since their inception im

2008; they fund practical and visible
improvements that matter to residents that
would never get prioritised through normal
channels. They strengthen communities and

make residents feel that they matter. It's
often useful to be able to pool budgets with
neighbouring wards working together to fund
a larger project. Internal Council charges are
high. As an example, annual maintenance of
planters or bulbs can reduce budgets by a
significant amount.’

‘No - the criteria is clear and helpful.’
——— g
f ‘Residents elect Ward Councillors to represent
local priorities. Removing control of the above
budgets weakens the democratic mandate and
disengages local residents from their elected
Councillors. Councillors are the ones that speak
with their residents daily and know where

residents want this money spending.’

)

\

A

‘Although | have said ‘yes’ to both ‘Scope and
questions, | think sometimes it eligibility
can be a little unclear as to what of projects

is expected from Ward could be
Councillors and what should be even
part of the Council budget.’ extended.’

‘The eligibility criteria are generally appropriate, but could
benefit from clearer guidance and practical examples to
reduce ambiguity, particularly where projects overlap. A

degree of flexibility would also help support innovative or

cross-cutting initiatives. Simplifying the criteria could improve
consistency and speed of delivery.’

‘Budgets need to be kept to help
Councillors make changes in their
ward on things that Council won’t
carry out. Better internal charges
need to be looked out as they are

excessive (e.g. £1k for bin).’ j

IR

/’...CPB and WTB ensure decisions are made by Councillors who actually live in, represent and understand

(&

their communities, rather than being dictated centrally by officers or Cabinet Members removed from
day-to-day ward issues. These budgets are one of the last remaining examples of genuine localism within

Stockton-on-Tees and should be strengthened, not undermined... The real issue is not the existence of
CPB and WTB, but the excessive internal charging structures imposed by the Council itself. Councillors are
routinely quoted over £2,000 for wildflower planting, nearly £4,000 for CCTV provision and around £1,000
for a single bin, drastically reducing what can actually be delivered for residents...”

)

tockton-on-Tees
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2) Submitting Proposals

Do you find it easy to submit a CPB / WTB proposal?

Yes: 28 No: 6

Do you have any other comments on submitting of proposals?

~

‘The staff handling the
proposals put forward do not
have the capacity to handle
the volume of cases which
causes inevitable delays.’

‘l appreciate [the supporting officer] has a huge workload and
pressure instilled upon him to serve all Councillors. It may be easy
to submit but difficult to keep on top of, with delays then increasing
costs which is unfair. There is also too often that solutions that
should be resolved by the Council are instead pushed to ‘CPB / WTB’

to resolve (e.g. dropped kerbs)...” /
‘Although | have no \ ( )
g. . ‘Quicker acknowledgment ‘No - they are well handled by
problem in the initial . . ) )

. . on submission. [the supporting officer].
submission process, | find 4 y,
progress is then very slow

and difficult due to the ‘It’s not the submitting of proposals that is the issue, it’s the
workload of the officer inordinate amount of time it takes to get things done. This | assume is
dealing and progressing the due to lack of staffing. However, whatever the reason, | believe the
K submission.’ / lack of resources brings the Council into disrepute.’
o
(" N

‘The amount of time taken to check and confirm if proposals can go ahead is too long. Only one dedicated
officer to cover all wards is insufficient, especially during periods of absence or holidays. It can often take
over 12 months from submitting a proposal to it getting the go ahead.’

J
( )
‘The actual process of submitting them is fine, but getting ‘The process is generally straightforward,
updates isn't. We often have to go seek them out. but clearer guidance and improved
~ transparency on timescales would help
/ reduce delays and uncertainty.’
‘Honestly, it can be ‘| think Councillors of any <
GRIEEn Elelies particular ward should ‘Unfortunately, the officer dealing with
PIREIESES, Uiy [ el decide wholly what to use budgets is ove'rwhelmed by demands
O vER) il @ these for and have hence progress is very slow and can tal'<e
get things signed off.’ autonomy for this.’ V90 8 Y O [T
)

g

The submission of proposals depends on which officer is assisting as to whether it is an easy or difficult /
frustrating process; this inconsistency is sourced in the absence of any CPB criteria. This is, and has
always been, unacceptable and raised on numerous occasions with officers, with no action taken to

resolve the matter. Further, it is often the case when departments have regularly overspent their
allocated budgets they seek to leverage unspent but identified projects from members budgets to ease
their financial problems. This is viewed as the reason for the scrutiny topic submission and it is seen as to

k what it is, a money grab.’ /
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3) Communication

Do you receive updates on proposal progress?

Yes: 22 No: 12

Do you have any other comments on CPB / WTB communication?

‘Some of our proposals have got “forgotten about’ ‘[The supporting officer] keeps me updated.’

and | have to send a reminder. Always have to ask

L -~

for updates on the availability of funds and are only
given current year not the 4-year spreadsheet.’

become impatient for updates because | am

e A under pressure myself to deliver. That isn't
‘As before, staff handling proposals do not have the always necessarily the officer’s fault.
capacity to communicate in a timely manner.’ However, there have been times when
\ J .
p S updates are not forthcoming, even after

plenty of time has passed and little to no
pressure applied for updates.’

‘Projected timescales and any amendments would
be helpful to be able to advise residents.’

g A

) ‘I suppose | go through periods when | \

)

us as Elected Members and |

Q residents.’ /
‘Very slow.’ r[ ’Pooﬁ

Councillor chasing it. Things
just seem to get bogged
down in the system, with

‘As always, communication could
be better but it is satisfactory.’

N
/ ‘Certain officers are very \\{ ’SorTmetimes — usually whlen it's eithe.r done, orit's the miIIionth.tim'e
good when it comes to L we've been told we can't do that without much of an explanation. )
communication and some ( \
are not. Continually having ‘Communication can sometimes be ‘Communication does
to chase for updates is not lacking due to the workload of the happen to an extent but
right and is frustrating to officer dealing with the process.’ largely depends on the

very patchy communication.'/

(J

N
‘As a new Ward Councillor, it would have been useful if someone had explained that these budgets were
available and scope of usage. Also, how much is made available, how it’s calculated, and when allocated.’

& J

-
. . . ‘Communication could be improved, particularly in
‘Whilst | receive updates, its usually only . p 2 . y
\ , raising awareness among residents and providing
when I've requested an update. - . .,
clearer, more consistent information. )
(&

4) Delivery

How satisfied are you with the delivery of approved works?

Satisfied: 13 Neutral: 13 Dissatisfied: 8

If dissatisfied, has this affected your willingness to propose further schemes?

Yes, somewhat: 8 No: 14

Yes, significantly: 0

tockton-on-Tees
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Do you have any other comments on the delivery process?

( N
‘Generally have to keep asking officers for updates / dates for schemes to ‘Needs to be as simple A
be implemented. Would be great if we could have regular updates of approach and execution
where we are at in the scheme and approximate implementation dates.’ as possible and not to
~ 4 over administrate this.’

/ ‘The delivery
process works well
overall, but clearer
timelines and more
regular updates
would improve

‘Excessive costs are prohibitive and
extortionate. Bulb planting costs are totally
unrealistic so buy ourselves. Need to select

carefully to get value for money for our
residents. Save budgets for larger schemes.’

/’Generally, | believe it\

takes longer now to
see schemes
materialise than when |
was a 'newer' member.

transparency and
K reduce delays.’

‘Occasionally,
projects take
some time but
understand there
is not just my
ward needing

[ ‘Needs to be quicker.’

projects and delivery. Helps with projects that

would never be put into practice.’
o

-
‘Greater input from Councillors and residents on Y

work done.’ /

/ ‘Process is completely \

‘Waiting times

This can become quite
frustrating, however,
there have also been

instances when a
scheme has been
delivered incredibly

\ quickly.” /

under-resourced and
takes far too long.

for delivery are
unacceptable

Reluctant to propose new and have
schemes until we know worsened in my
outcome of previous timeas a
ones. Once approved, it Councillor.

then joins a long queue
to get included on the
‘Often takes a long

work programme.’
time to process.’

present, |

(U

schemes awaiting completion.’

/ ‘Due to the workload of the officer dealing

with the Ward and Transport participation
budget, | often find it difficult to progress
schemes. This is further complicated due to
the lack of scope available within Council
departments to actually complete the
scheme. This can be frustrating and, at

have several outstanding

/k

)

[
‘While delivery is fine, it is the cost of delivery that | have a problem with. Our budgets
are modest in size and allow us autonomy in our wards. However, the pricing used by ‘More staff
the Council is restrictive and in cases absurd which eats into our budgets.’ need to be
> directed in
rocessin
‘There are times when what we have been delivered is not exactly what we asked for. F;equests'g
This may be due to Chinese whispers as we do not have direct contact with the person ‘
who is designing the job. Also, our inability to interpret the drawings correctly.’
\

-

KWe just wanted some simple parking bays in the side of a
field that wasn't really used for a street with poor parking.
With regular bays, we could have had space for four cars.

frustrating; Members view the
allocation of the WTB / CPB as

N

‘The delivery process is

Instead, they gave us bays for parallel parking, with a
completely unnecessary path around it, and left it in a mess
for months. They send us small technical drawings that are
quite difficult to decipher as someone who isn't a specialist
in that, and I've made the error of wrongly assuming that it

would be what we've asked for and they would tell us if
there were changes to it. Instead, we're sent that and have

kto try and spot the many changes that have been made.'/

tockton-on-Tees
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being vitally important to deliver
projects outside of the Council-led
programme. On each occasion, it
is evidenced that a great deal is
sliced off to recover costs into the
department’s budget for
resources, particularly salaries

and administrative costs.’ /




5) Budget Management

Are you informed of how much your annual Ward allocation is for CPB and WTB within one
financial year?

Yes: 22 No: 12

Should Members be allowed to carry forward unspent budget?

Yes, but only in
exceptional 0
circumstances:

Yes, always: 29

Yes, but only with an

identified scheme: 5 No: 0

Do you feel the current level of flexibility in how CPB / WTB can be used is appropriate?

Yes: 18 No: 16

Do you think the ongoing cost of maintaining assets or services introduced through CPB or
WTB funding should be met through individual members’ budgets rather than central
funding?

Yes: 10 No: 24

Should Ward Councillors continue to be able to pool CPB and / or WTB funding with
neighbouring wards to deliver shared schemes?

Yes: 33 No: 1

Do you have any other comments on the CPB / WTB budget management process?

p
‘Potentially to allow Members greater control of CPB to shop .
. o, (Regarding carry forward of
around themselves rather than overinflated Council prices.

S unspent budgets) ‘Those schemes

/ 4 /N identified sometimes require

multi-year commitment to setting
“WTB has limited flexibility aside the budget; however, upon

delivery, the budget has not
taken account of inflation and
other costs. The budgets have

in what it can be used for.
Often solutions are

‘If ward budgets cannot be
enhanced across the board,
| believe that more money
should be put into the most

financially out of reach ]
for this fund.” deprived wards where the remained static for a number of
: needs are the greatest.’

\ / years, but with costs rising. This
\ / is unacceptable for SBC to

f support and manage budgets.’
‘More flexibility on what we use it for.’
Vs

‘Budgets are vastly underspent because of difficulty and delays in getting schemes to fruition. Whole
process is understaffed, with one staff member covering all wards along with other duties; he does his best
but needs support. This is a valuable resource for dedicated Councillors and process should be easier and
less time-consuming; we promise residents resolution which can take years to deliver!’

(&
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/ : : : - \4 ‘Allowing budgets to be carried forward helps
‘Quarterly review with officers championing with projects that would never be completed.

this with relevant Councillors of use, non-use The flexibility is good for helping to achieve
and potential use will be of assistance and help goals that, without the budgets, would never
to raise awareness of these budgets, and also be delivered. Working together could be good
the maximum potential that can be used as on certain projects where costs would be
some residents have a larger expectation of the inflated and never be completed for residents.’
pot size in cases and are quite surprised when /
we have to say ‘no’, or that we feel whilst a ™\
genuine ask, the budget will not stretch to ‘The process is generally sound, but improved
cover the ask so we cannot really pursue.’ transparency and clearer oversight would
k / strengthen budget management.’
J
( N\
‘Regular updates would be helpful rather ‘We only get budget info if requested. We should receive
than having to request information.’ or view up-to-date info including committed spends.’
& J

‘l am aware that colleagues need to save money through multiple years to pay for a large project.
Therefore, | don't see the issue for a ward to carry money forward. However, | think that if there appears
to be a situation where Members are struggling to find 'things' to spend their funds on, officers should be
more proactive to reach out to state what the funding could go towards. Under such circumstances,
perhaps the funds could go to something unrelated to the CPB / WTB policy, such as supporting a SBC
maintained school with a certain budget pressure, etc.’ /

(&

KThe management process for CPB and WTB has become increasingly difficult and less transparent irx
recent years. Previously, Councillors received regular and accessible updates on remaining balances

and committed spend, allowing wards to plan effectively for both short-term and long-term projects.
That process has deteriorated significantly, with Councillors now frequently having to chase officers for
basic budget information, often waiting considerable periods for responses.

This lack of readily available financial information makes it unnecessarily difficult for Councillors to
understand exactly what funding remains available and what has already been committed. For budgets

intended to support responsive local decision-making, this creates avoidable delays and uncertainty.

A further major issue is the excessive internal charging structure applied to CPB and WTB projects.
The costs quoted for relatively straightforward interventions are often extraordinarily high and

K severely restrict what Councillors can realistically deliver within their wards...” /

6) Impact & Effectiveness

How much impact do you believe CPB-funded projects have in your ward?

High impact: 25 Low impact: 0

No impact: 0

Moderate impact: 9 Very low impact: 0

How much impact do you believe WTB-funded projects have in your ward?

High impact: 23 Low impact: 1

No impact: 0

Moderate impact: 10 Very low impact: 0
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Do you have any other comments on the impact & effectiveness of the CPB / WTB process?

, ‘Could be a more streamlined process, with adequate resources.’
The CPB and WTB are more

~

valuable now than ever. These
initiatives allow us to respond ‘Residents do not always see e : \
to highlighted issues in our where their Council tax is s | think the projects
pent
ward while also allowing us to and value initiatives in their t.hat have been done
pool money from different communities. This is a In the wards should
financial years to facilitate a neighbourhood / ward budget b? SUBE Dz (perhaE)s
larger vision / project. Without that does have an impact.’ in Stockton News},
these budgets, we would lose \ /
so much and it would s A
negatively impact on our ability ‘The CPB and WTB have a clear and positive impact, delivering
to deliver within our ward.’ / visible improvements and real benefits to local communities.’
o A ,
e = D

‘l don't think the spending outcomes should be considered on how big their impact is. Sometimes funding
may go towards a project that doesn't have a big impact, but it does make a difference. Furthermore, had
the funding not come from CPB or WTB, it probably wouldn't come from anywhere else.’

(S J
‘If we could spend ‘The relatively small budget ﬂ:pB and WTB budgets are onh
these budgets on a limits the impact. However, of the last remaining examples
wider range of projects agility of use on small jobs can of genuine localism within
then they would have a have a high impact in a very Stockton and should be

bigger impact.’ localised area of the ward.’ increased, not reduced or

(&

removed. Any move to remove
or dilute these budgets would

‘CPB-funded projects have a high impact on my ward as it is represent a clear centralisation
what residents are asking for and it matters to them of power away from local
enormously. WTB projects are difficult to fulfil as the cost of communities and Ward
many projects that the residents would like far exceed the WTB, Councillors into the hands of
such as traffic calming. So | agree that the unused budgets be the current administration and
rolled over to the next year to fund larger schemes.’ senior officers.’ /

‘We've been able to do so little because we keep being told ‘no’. We have a lot of budget left because we
keep being told ‘no’, often without much explanation. Even if we get something approved now, it's
unlikely to be in place for the election, so residents don't think we've done much, when actually we've
tried so, so hard to spend it. It also often feels like officers have particular things they would like us to
spend it on, because they don't want it coming out of other budgets. The longer | spend as a Councillor,
the more it feels like the system isn't designed to benefit us or our residents.’

A )

/'| believe they would have more ‘The flexibility of these budgets is one of their greatest \
impact if they were completed strengths. Ward Councillors understand the specific needs
within a more appropriate of their communities far better than centralised Council
timescale. Targets should be set processes and are therefore best placed to determine local
for engineering projects and if not priorities. The budgets themselves are highly effective.
an investigation should happen to The frustrations and inefficiencies that exist largely stem
find out why and improved from internal Council processes, excessive charging
processes put in place to correct it structures and poor budget transparency, rather than any
\50 the issue does not arise again.’ failing on the part of Councillors or residents.’ /
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7) Future Direction

Should the CPB and WTB schemes continue in their current form?

Yes: 19 Yes, with major changes: 3

Yes, with minor changes: 12 No: 0

Are you aware that your CPB allocation can be used to part fund or top up your WTB budget

to deliver highways and transport schemes?

Yes: 30 No: 3

Do you have any other comments on the CPB/WTB process?

4 2\
‘“The budget should be allocated on areas of need and deprivation. Some affluent ‘Combine both
wards struggle to find schemes to use up their budgets and end up with things like /\ budgets.’
pretty hanging baskets, whilst other deprived wards, which are desperate for g
resources, cannot fund anywhere near the demands of their communities.’ b
‘We must leave
p itasitis.’
‘I feel that dropped kerbs should be ‘Many Councillors deliberately save and\ =
\ funded from the central budget.’ pool their allocations over several years . :
in order to deliver larger scale projects '!'he blggest
4 and long term improvements that issue with
‘Retaining CPB and WTB is a vital would otherwise never happen in their .bOth budgets
link between elected Clirs and their wards. Removing or reducing these is down to the
local communities, delivering local budgets would directly undermine that EIELAS e
projects which enhance the area.’ ability to plan and invest locally.’ and
\_ / progression of
p identified
‘Greater Councillor input is key. Without these budgets, nothing would get done.’ L schemes.’

( N\
‘It is getting more and more difficult to progress schemes. This is not a reflection on any particular staff
member as he does his best to cope under enormous pressure. | would like to be kept better informed as
to what is happening but am reluctant to bother him and pile on more pressure.’

o J

J

‘We should allow flexibility in how
Councillors spend these budgets, “The budgets should
allowing them to get value for continue to be separate as ‘I think CPB and WTB
Council taxpayers money. there may be confusion should be combined to
Reducing internal costs to realistic between capital and make one budget, that has
levels would help deliver for our revenue spending.’ the scope of both budgets.
residents. We must protect these | think administratively this
decisions made locally for the would make the process
‘Officer support appears to easier.’

Z

ﬁ \ i ‘Must be kept. Increase amount. Review internal charges.’

benefit of our communities.’
K / be under-resourced.’ \ <

‘The CPB / WTB process is effective overall, but could benefit from greater consistency, clearer
guidance, and continued focus on timely delivery to maximise impact.’
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Views of local Town & Parish Councils

4.29. On 29 May 2026, the Committee issued a survey to the Borough’s Town Councils (4) and Parish
Councils (12) on this scrutiny topic. Six responses were received before the survey closed on 17
July 2026, with anonymised feedback outlined below:

1) Is your Town / Parish Council aware of the Community Participation Budget (CPB) that
provides SBC Ward Councillors a small budget which, through engagement with the local
community, can be used to fund eligible projects within their wards?

‘Until our new clerk arrived who has experience of Councillor
Neighbourhood Budgets, our Parish Council was not aware.’

use their allocation on

"

their "pet projects".

[ ‘Yes, but unsure of the total amount.’ ] [ ‘Yes’ r
= ”

‘Currently as a councillor since 2023 then moved onto the Clerk to [Jjjjjij Parish council this
community budget has never been mentioned within the meetings that | am aware of.’

2) Is your Town / Parish Council aware of the Ward Transport Budget (WTB) that provides
SBC Ward Councillors a small budget which, through engagement with the local community,
can be used to fund eligible projects within their wards?

7/’Yes’ ] [ INO'“] l ‘Yes' k ‘The ward councillor has never to my knowledge mentioned\

that a budget was available from Stockton Borough Council.
It may benefit the Parish councils to be given an indication
of funding available at the beginning of each new financial
year, that does not necessarily mean it is an open pot
~—— however | would expect each proposal to stand on its own

‘Yes, but unsure of the total amount.’ ] merits if approved.’ /

Ve

I s their

"o

allocation on their "pet projects".
&

-

\

3) Has your Town / Parish Council ever been approached by either SBC or your respective SBC
Ward Councillor regarding a CPB or WTB-related project?

s N

‘No we have had to ask and || Vsc their allocation on their "pet projects".’

/

‘“The SBC ward Councillors are invited to send a 'Ward Report' to our ‘Yes - both CTB and
monthly Town Council Meetings. We receive regular reports for WTB related projects.’
who detail if schemes using their CPB are used.
Unfortunately_ Ward Councillors rarely submit
such a report and we rely on Social Media to find out about schemes.’

‘Only recently because we
have asked for money.’

(&

Ve

‘Whilst | have been on the [Jili] Parish Council since 2023 the budget schemes have never
‘Yes’ been mentioned, whilst the_ is a small monetary budget, had | been aware |

think a request may have been put forward!!’
. J
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4) Can you give any examples of joint-working with SBC / SBC Ward Councillors on CPB or
WTB-related schemes?

/ : _ _ ‘Playground equipment in 2026.’
‘In recent years the Parish Council has requested the following )

items that were subsequently funded by the CPB or WTB:-
‘Installation of CCTV;
e Adropped kerb to improve access to the village hall potential collaboration with
e Chevron signs on | - \'hich do seem to have Town Council, SBC and the
helped to reduce the number of cars running off the road Police re: antisocial behaviour
e Various bins and benches in I
e Speed limit reductions between I 2 N J
o Tree Planting.’ )
A ‘None known.’

iA ‘We have asked for money for Christmas lights, benches, playground equipment.’

5) Can you give any examples of your Town / Parish Council undertaking or completing
environmental or transport-related schemes that are / were not linked to either the CPB or
WwTB?

s N N\

‘None, ‘The Parish Council carries out environmental work not linked to the CPB on its own
because land around the Parish such as provision of a community orchard, ongoing provision of

we did a playground and football pitch, landscaping and access improvements to the war
not know memorial site. The only transport related scheme that the Parish Council has funded
we could was the provision of mobile 'no parking' signs for use outside of the village primary

get this school. This project relies on staff having the time to place the signs at the start and the
money.’ end of the school day. The cost of other transport schemes are too high for the Parish

Council to be able to consider funding from its limited resources.’ /

/ ‘The only work undertaken ‘We are trying to get SBC to add 2 x toucan\
‘Installed within | crossings, but they ran out of money in
Benches, memory was the traffic calmln 2024 and never bothered to tell the Parish
Wildflower scheme in October 2004, Councils similarly they didn’t tell us about
displays, unfortunately as a resident of I Cc'e Path being cut short, it

ki

Litter Picking I that is the only was disgusting to read this in the
grants.’ \ scheme that comes to mind.’ ] Newsletter.’ /

6) Would your Town / Parish Council welcome more involvement / engagement with the CPB
and WTB? If so, how would you like this to happen?

Vs

‘To share the funding out rather t.han ‘Yes. This could be done by publishing transparent criteria
_ Uz the'"rl and a published timeline, receiving regular updates on
allocation on their "pet projects". available funds, approved projects and upcoming

V opportunities. Each |l Town Council ward receives
Ve an annual, small, community ward budget. This funding
could be used to support projects that are funded through

the CPB/WTB, enabling effective partnership working
between the Town Council and Stockton Borough Council.'/

‘Yes, we would like updates via
emails and meetings and for
Councillors to be transparent.’

(&
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4 )
‘My original thoughts still apply that the Parish council are to be

made aware of SBC funding at the beginning of the financial

year, then potential projects forwarded to be considered on
their merits & benefits to the community.’

N J

( N\

‘Yes. Info on the amount of
budget for the area, what has
been spent and on what project.’

‘The current system of discussing possible projects for the WTB and CPB with SBC Ward Councillors at
Parish Council meetings is working well. The Ward Councillors regularly attend the PC meetings and are

open to considering requests from the Parish Council that reflect the needs of the local residents.’
(& J

7) Given the existence of the CPB and WTB, what would be the priority for your Town / Parish
Council in terms of potential project proposals?

/’Discussions with the\

Parish councillors at
meetings to
understand their
thoughts on potential
schemes, again as
stated earlier it has

‘Repairing potholes and re-surfacing the roads when the number om\
potholes becomes un-manageable; effective traffic calming; a CCTV

system. An increased CPB and WTB budget that reflects the land area of
the Ward. With the rural wards the budgets have to be divided across
many villages, all of which have different needs and priorities. In the
urban wards one project funded by the CPB or WTB could be of benefit
to the majority of the residents in that ward as they all live in a more )
concentrated area. In the rural wards this is less likely to be the case as o bengflt'the
one project is often only of benefit to one village. el U7 L7

local Parishes.’
The Parish Councillors think it is important that the SBC Ward Councillors %
continue to have a dedicated budget that they can allocate for use in the ; N\
‘Deliver 20mph zone

Wards they represent. It is felt that if the funding was allocated from a
more central fund, as it has been in the past, the rural areas with the around I
K lower populations will lose out to the urban areas.’ / Primary School and
Playground, install
/ f\ pedestrian crossings
e aa— on I
Chrlst.mas nghts, i e ‘Projects that address anti-social contribution towards
Memorial Repairs, Speed .
. behaviour / youth engagement new playground
Signs, Playground L .
) . e Health and wellbeing initiatives equipment.’
Equipment, Pedestrian L s k j
. . . e Initiatives that support families
Crossings, new litter bins, . .
e Projects that improve local p
new benches, grants for . e ‘ ;
I amenities, safety and accessibility. Road adoptions,
allotment toilets. . .,
/ \ / potholes, traffic calming.
J

Views of local residents

4.30. On 5 June 2026, the Committee issued a survey to local residents (circulated to existing
engagement mechanisms via the SBC Community Engagement Team) on this scrutiny topic. A
total of 97 responses were received before the survey closed on 3 July 2026 — feedback and
selected quotes are outlined as follows:

= OROUGH COUNCIL



1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Page®

Are you aware of the Community Participation Budget (CPB) that provides SBC Ward
Councillors a small budget which, through engagement with the local community, can be
used to fund eligible projects within their wards?

Yes: 30 No: 67

Are you aware of the Ward Transport Budget (WTB) that provides SBC Ward Councillors a
small budget which, through engagement with the local community, can be used to fund
eligible projects within their wards?

No:

81

16

Yes:

Have you ever engaged with your SBC Ward Councillor regarding a CPB or WTB-related
project / proposal?

Yes: 8 No: 89

If you answered ‘yes’ to question 3, was the project / proposal implemented? If not, do you
know why?

~

~
‘Yes the proposal was implemented. It was
in relation to some tree planting to replace
trees which had been planted by
developers and had then died.’

‘No. It concerned a proposed cycle path which
although local seemed was outside the scope of a CPB
or WTB and was passed on to SBC. Subsequent to this

it seems to have gone into a black hole.’

J

4 N
‘Requested that a street sign be put

up at end of road. No one had
noticed that there was not one.’

J
— <

\

/ ‘Many years ago, myself and a neighbour approached our \
ward councillor with regards to the antisocial behaviour of
youths gathering on the external staircase leading to our flats
and wondered if is was possible to have the access gate
removed to the foot of the stairs rather than half way up and
for the walls to be built up. I am unsure if the councillor did
this out of her budget for the area or if it was Stockton

‘We have had support with
planters, dog bins, dropped kerbs

and having a chicane relocated.’

A '\ y

Do you belong to any resident / community group within the Borough of Stockton-on-Tees?

Council themselves, but it was implemented.’

Yes: 15 No: 81 Not Answered: 1

If you answered ‘yes’ to question 5, would your resident / community group welcome more
involvement / engagement with these two budget schemes? If so, how would you like this to
happen?

s N

‘Yes, emails sent to residents.’ ] [ ‘Thornaby warm welcome group may benefit from a scheme.’

" J

S
4 )
‘Can you let me have more information regarding the qualifying criteria to receive ‘Yes, by

a grant? I'm a member of two Stockton based choirs... I'm sure both would promoting the

tockton-on-Tees
OROUGH COUNCIL

welcome contributions towards their running costs.’ contact details.’
o J
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_ )
Yes have the details of 'fhe t,wo ‘Yes | think the councillors should reach out to community
N budget schemes emailed. groups, rather than community groups having to contact them.
p Perhaps they could raise more awareness of these pots of
money and how they can be used by community groups.’
‘Neighbourhood watch.’ v U H i
|
e D
‘Yes it would like to be involved. If the ward councillors attended residents association meetings and
explained about their budgets and listened to suggestions that would be helpful.’
. Y,

Given the existence of these two budget schemes, what would be the priority for you in terms
of potential project proposals within your locality?

e ‘Better transport, fix potholes, better thought

on implications of house building especially
on A689.

e ‘The Elmtree beck is very badly overgrown -
please tidy it up.’

e ‘A ward scheme to monitor scooter riders /
motorbike riders that annoy everyone.’

e ‘As | was unaware of them and do not know
what they are for, it is impossible to answer
this question.’

e ‘Monthly waste skips for residents large
unwanted items.’

e ‘Knowing more about the schemes, knowing
what has been asked for and what’s been
considered, what the outcomes of
suggestions have been, what was successful,
how many people benefited.’

e ‘Sort the public footpath out between
Duneside and Dillside for school children and
parents walking across. Not wide enough and
murder in winter due to spring / water
seepage flooding ground.’

e ‘Explaining to the public what these schemes
encompass and budgets that are available.’

e ‘Security cameras and anti-social behaviour

problems.’

e ‘Potholes, anti-social behaviour, dog fouling.’

Comments / suggestions included:

e ‘Make their existence or possibility of being
proposed and brought into existence known
to the resident taxpayers.’

e ‘Tidy up the open spaces on Bassleton Lane.
Improve cycleways.’

e ‘Try to combat pavement parking to support
the elderly and disabled.’

e ‘Use the budget to set up a community
space. Currently, Wynyard has zero
community facilities. Failing that, use budget
to improve pedestrian / cycle routes from
Wynyard to Wynyard Road / Billingham.’

‘I think someone needs to start looking at the
way vehicles park and taking them to
prosecution.’

‘If my Ward Councillors had a newsletter
(even an online one), they could keep us in
touch with proposals. Although | knew the
CPB existed, | have no idea if it has been used
in my ward. Never heard of the other fund.’

‘Provide more fruit trees to create ‘free to
eat’ orchards.’

‘More dog waste bins, a campaign to get
people to pick up their dog waste and
request some officers to distribute fines.’

‘Speed control measures. Village
improvements e.g. planters, flower beds and
tidied local amenities such as the play park

and overall ground maintenance.’




4.31. Reflecting on the data provided, the Committee felt there was a clear need for SBC to strengthen
communication of these budget schemes to the public, with Members providing examples of how
they as Ward Councillors engaged local residents in proposed projects (e.g. letters seeking
views, newsletter updates). Officers emphasised the need for residents to understand that these
were Member-led schemes rather than Council-led interventions, and that the public recognise
that these projects arise from Members listening to the community.

Other Local Authority approaches to Member-led schemes

4.32. Comparisons with other North East Local Authority Member-related budget schemes
demonstrated variance in the level of funding available, along with differences in governance and
control, and project eligibility / purpose. The below graphic highlighted the budget models, key
features and key constraints of similar schemes operated by Hartlepool, South Tyneside,
Durham, Northumberland, Doncaster and Stockton-on-Tees Councils.

Authority Budget Model Key Features Key Constraints

Hartlepool ¢ No member budget Previously £3-5k Strict evidence-led prioritisation
South Tyneside [} Pooled CAF budgets Schemes voted across wards Less individual control

Durham . £19K per councillor Broad community schemes Not highways-focused
Northumberland 2] Capital MLIS programme Asset-based schemes No revenue allowed

Doncaster [ £3k per Member Community & voluntary funding Limited scope for highways
Stockton L] CPB & WTB split Member input + officer control Capacity and eligibility constraints

4.33. Although funding models differed quite considerably between these six Local Authorities, there
were common challenges around revenue and maintenance pressures, expectations versus
deliverability, and officer capacity and competing priorities. Highways-related projects were
becoming increasingly evidence-led (a national trend), but Member budgets did allow for some
flexibility (albeit within limits). It was felt that the current model in Stockton-on-Tees provided a
balance between project flexibility and control, but that SBC was experiencing similar challenges
to other Local Authorities in terms of operating such budget schemes.

4.34. A paper highlighting further Member-related budget schemes offered by Local Authorities across
the country (including links for further detail) was also provided to the Committee in May 2026:

e Cheshire West and Chester Council
Member Budget Scheme Guidance Note 2026-2027
https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/asset-library/member-budget-scheme-guidance-
2026-27.pdf

£5,000 per Member (2026-2027)

Published timetable for applications to be received / processed / paid

Published process for applications and basic criteria which needs to be met (including
links to guidance, Cheshire’s crowdfunding scheme, and potential external funding
support)

Y VYV
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https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/asset-library/member-budget-scheme-guidance-2026-27.pdf
https://www.cheshirewestandchester.gov.uk/asset-library/member-budget-scheme-guidance-2026-27.pdf

¢ City of Doncaster Council
Councillors’ Ward Budgets
https://www.doncaster.gov.uk/services/the-council-democracy/councillors-ward-budgets

> £3,000 per Member
» Can be allocated to voluntary and not-for-profit groups
» Published terms and conditions, and examples of previous allocations

o City of Stoke-on-Trent
Ward and Environment Budget Launched for 2024/25
Building Better Neighbourhoods: Ward and Environment Budget Launched for 2024/25 |
Stoke-on-Trent

» ‘Ward Budget Spend’ included on each Councillor’s personal webpage (e.g.
https://www.stoke.gov.uk/homepage/84/councillor spend breakdown?uid=45712)

Councillor Lynn Watkins
Councillor Details

Previous Year

1 April 2026 to 31 March 2027

Budget: £5000
Spend : £3648

All Councillors have a dedicated budget of £5.000 per year to address local priorities and issues within their wards. as identified through their local communities.

This is a Councillor-led process, and it is the responsibility of Ward C illors to p! its availability and encourage individuals and groups to submit suggestions for
proposed projects and needed work within their Ward.
IMPORTANT - evidence of your account details must be provided when pleting the application as this will delay payment.
. Approved .
(o] isati Al t P t
rganisation ot rojec!
Food Bank ( Stephens Church) 100 2210912026 Contr The k has started back up in St Stephens church and is being run alongside

Jericho by the Jericho volunteers

Burslem Remembers Steering 2100 2210912026 Contributions towards a memorial of those from across the city who lost their lives in WW1, 2 and later of

Group those who worked. lived in Burslem- based on extensive local research

Potteries helping hands dementia

- £150 25/08/2026 Contributions towards a visit to the National Memorial Arboretum
group

o City of Westminster
Apply for Ward Budget funding
https://www.westminster.gov.uk/about-council/democracy/apply-ward-budget-funding

» £46,000 per ward (annually)
» Money not used carries-forward to next year (within four-year Council cycle)
» Published case studies and endorsements

¢ Hillingdon Council
Ward budget scheme
https://pre.hillingdon.gov.uk/strateqgies-policies-projects/ward-budget-scheme

» Published breakdown of projects funded from May 2022 — November 2023 (including
graphics — see overleaf)
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https://www.doncaster.gov.uk/services/the-council-democracy/councillors-ward-budgets
https://www.stoke.gov.uk/news/article/1530/building_better_neighbourhoods_ward_and_environment_budget_launched_for_202425
https://www.stoke.gov.uk/news/article/1530/building_better_neighbourhoods_ward_and_environment_budget_launched_for_202425
https://www.stoke.gov.uk/homepage/84/councillor_spend_breakdown?uid=45712
https://www.westminster.gov.uk/about-council/democracy/apply-ward-budget-funding
https://pre.hillingdon.gov.uk/strategies-policies-projects/ward-budget-scheme

Eastcote

® Refurbishment of the kitchen in St Lawrence Church - £3,000
* Adefibrillator for Deane Park and Bessingby Park Bowls Club - £1,175

* The removal of old trees and planting of new trees within the Wild Orchard at
Eastcote House Gardens - £700

® Installation of a toddler swing at Pembroke Park Estate, Coleridge Drive - £750

®  Paris 2023 trip and additional stationary for 5th Eastcote Methodist Church Guides
- £800

e North Yorkshire Council
Councillor locality budgets
https://www.northyorks.gov.uk/community-and-volunteering/councillor-locality-budgets

» £5,000 per Member (annually)
» Published funding allocations that have been approved

e Oxford City Council
Funding from your local ward councillor
https://www.oxford.gov.uk/grants/funding-local-ward-councillor

» £1,500 per Member (annually)
» Published spend data

e Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council
Ward Budget Summaries
https://www.rotherham.gov.uk/homepage/233/ward-budget-summaries

» Two funds: Community Leadership Fund (CLF) and a ward capital budget

» CLF budgets are managed by individual councillors — the ward capital budget is managed
by all ward councillors collectively

» Published ward budget summaries (annually)

¢ Royal Borough of Greenwich
Ward budget funding for local projects
https://www.royalgreenwich.gov.uk/info/200245/grants/1954/ward budget funding for local

projects

» £16,500 for wards with three Councillors (over four-year Council term); £11,000 for wards
with two Councillors
» Published list of funded projects / previous schemes (including interactive maps)
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Please see our interactive map below for examples of projects funded through the
current scheme
2022-2026 Ward Budget projects
Royal Greenwich Corporate Services
% This map was made with Gooale My Maps. Create your own.
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¢ Wealden District Council
Councillor Ward Budgets Scheme
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/councillors-and-committees/councillor-ward-budgets-scheme/

» £10,000 per Member (annually)
» Published application deadline
» Published list of decisions (including reason and amount applied for / approved)

4.35. Again, whilst it was recognised that funding allocations and processes / governance differed from
the SBC model, it was also apparent that these schemes were very transparent to the public.
Councils elsewhere provided individual Ward Councillor spend (City of Stoke-on-Trent), a
breakdown of projects funded along with photographic evidence (Hillingdon), and interactive
maps of projects completed through their current scheme (Royal Borough of Greenwich).
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5.0 Conclusion & Recommendations

5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

5.4.

5.5.

5.6.

5.7.
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Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council (SBC) provides Elected Members (also known as Ward
Councillors) with two budget schemes that, through engagement with the local community, can
be used to fund project ideas within their wards. Whilst these are generally small-scale and local
in character, they connect directly with resident concerns and can have a significant impact on
social and environmental wellbeing. Both budgets are Council funds, where Members influence
priorities and officers retain overall responsibility for determining validity and for delivery.

Introduced in 2007 as the ‘Small Environmental Improvements Budget’' (providing a modest,
flexible funding mechanism for local environmental works that were not prioritised through core
budgets), this scheme was later re-named the Community Participation Budget (CPB) to
reflect community participation and Member input, with SBC Ward Councillors promoting projects
based on local priorities. The CPB is revenue funding which has been identified within the
Medium-Term Financial Plan (MTFP) and supports broader community-focused capital works.

The Ward Transport Budget (WTB) began following a SBC Place Select Committee review of
the Area Transport Strategy in 2019 which saw the budget move from an area-based pot that
Members would bid into to obtain funds to ward-based allocations (making it easier for Members
to access). WTB is capital funding from the Council’'s annual allocation towards highway
priorities from the City Region Sustainable Transport Settlement, operates within a structured,
evidence-led framework, and is strictly transport-focused (spending is audited to ensure it is
directed toward transport priorities).

Both CPB (£200,000 per annum) and WTB (£150,000 per annum) allocations are divided
between wards based on population. It is important to note that the CPB can match-fund WTB
schemes where there may be a shortfall in available budget. Conversely, WTB funding cannot
be used for CPB projects as the latter are more environmentally focused (rather than transport-
related).

The CPB and WTB can be directed towards local issues where the concerns of constituents do
not meet the evidence thresholds for funding via core budgets. SBC offers further flexibility with
regard carry-forward of unspent funding into the following year (subject to Cabinet Member
approval), the ability to draw down from the following year’s allocation early if a larger project
exceeded a single year’s funding, and the option of pooling budgets with neighbouring wards.
However, a caveat also exists that unspent allocations may be re-absorbed or re-allocated (a
decision that would ultimately be taken by the Cabinet Member, depending on the Council’s
financial position) — something which should prompt all Ward Councillors and their respective
residents to ensure potential projects are identified and submitted.

As of mid-2026, the Committee was informed that both budget schemes had a significant
underspend for the 2025-2026 and early-2026-2027 period (58% for the CPB and 73% for the
WTB), though it was also acknowledged that much of this could be attributed to limitations on the
capacity to develop and deliver projects, as well as a frequent need to follow statutory
procedures, rather than a lack of demand. Indeed, subsequent evidence showed that numerous
proposals (worth an estimated £340,000) had been submitted and were still being assessed or
were now in programme.

Whilst there had been a clear effort to provide guidance on the types of projects that would be
eligible under each scheme, comments from some Ward Councillors appeared to show an
element of confusion and disillusionment around what these budgets should be used for.
Concern was raised over allocations being spent on work that, in the view of Ward Councillors,
should be covered by core funding rather than the CPB or WTB.
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5.8. Two key issues were identified following the submission of project ideas; 1) the potential for
proposals to create ongoing revenue or maintenance costs, and 2) required officer time spent on
developing schemes, many of which are then not progressed through to implementation. Whilst
these were important factors, the most pressing concern in relation to receiving and determining
submissions centred on the significant limitations in officer resource (with only one dedicated staff
member processing proposals from 27 wards and 56 Ward Councillors) — a critical pinch point
which, alongside delays sometimes created by the need for statutory duties to be observed,
appears to undermine the ability to make local improvements in a timely fashion.

5.9. SBC Ward Councillors (34) who responded to a Committee survey were almost unanimously
aware of the eligibility criteria for both the CPB and WTB, though some expressed a desire for
this to be simplified / widened so the wishes of residents and their representative/s could be
satisfied. Other themes that emerged from the feedback received included CPB and WTB
allocations having to be used for projects that, in their opinion, should be funded through central
budgets, high / excessive quotes (work could / should be done for less), limited officer capacity to
process submitted proposals (with delays sometimes leading to increased costs), and the time
taken from submission of a proposal to it being realised (if approved). A lack of appropriate
updates on progress of a proposal was a frequently aired concern (though 22 of the 34 survey
respondents stated they did receive updates) — time will tell if the new online case management
platform enables improved communication with Councillors — with only 38% (13) of Elected
Members ‘satisfied’ with the delivery of approved works.

5.10. Although eliciting a limited response (6 of 16), the Committee’s survey of local Town and Parish
Councils revealed both a lack of awareness of these budget schemes from some, and examples
where the CPB and / or the WTB had helped fund projects from others. There was a clear
appetite for greater clarity and communication with Town and Parish Councils in relation to these
funding pots, with numerous suggestions put forward on what they could contribute towards.

5.11. A large maijority of the 97 residents who responded to a further Committee survey (issued via the
SBC Community Engagement Team) were unaware of the CPB (67) and WTB (81), with only
eight having engaged with their respective SBC Ward Councillor regarding a CPB or WTB-
related project / proposal. There were repeated calls for more information and transparency
around these budget schemes (including from those who belonged to resident / community
groups), along with a vast range of views on what the allocated funding might be used for. The
Committee recognises the number of responses reflects a very small proportion of the Borough'’s
population, but feedback nevertheless provides an indication of a lack of public awareness which
the Council and its Ward Councillors have a responsibility to grow.

5.12. Research on similar Member-led budget models used by other Local Authorities demonstrated
differences in available funding, governance / control measures, and project eligibility, though
also highlighted the same experiences in terms of the creation of revenue / maintenance
pressures, expectations versus deliverability, and officer capacity. One key difference between
SBC and other Local Authorities was the transparency of such schemes to the public, with
several examples provided where local residents were able to see individual Ward Councillor
spend (City of Stoke-on-Trent), a breakdown of projects funded along with photographic evidence
(Hillingdon), and interactive maps of projects completed through their current scheme (Royal
Borough of Greenwich).

5.13. The CPB and WTB are laudable funding schemes that have delivered tangible benefits across
Stockton-on-Tees, but evidence also suggests they are not working as efficiently as they could /
should. Itis clear that Ward Councillors greatly value these budgets (with 31 of the 34 survey
respondents wanting both schemes to continue in their current form or with minor changes), but
there appears to be a fundamental flaw around the level of resource (only one dedicated officer)
to support the determination of, and communication around, project proposals. SBC Elected
Members also raised issues in relation to eligibility criteria and quoted costs. Furthermore, given
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the essence of these budgets is to address resident concerns, it is incumbent upon both SBC
and its Ward Councillors to ensure local people are regularly made aware of the opportunities
these schemes offer (though if frustrations already exist around the time taken from submission
of a proposal to it being realised, this will only increase the pressure on assessing, determining
and implementing projects). These budget schemes continue to be a democratic means of
addressing local issues, and greater efficiency in proceeding from proposal to decision (and then,
if approved, to delivery) will strengthen their credibility in the eyes of both Ward Councillors and
the residents they serve.

Recommendations

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

The Committee recommend that:

Both the Community Participation Budget (CPB) and the Ward Transport Budget (WTB)
should remain as separate Member-led schemes.

With due regard to the Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council (SBC) Ward Councillor survey
feedback, SBC reviews and refreshes the guidance available to SBC Ward Councillors
on CPB and WTB eligibility criteria and scheme delivery processes (which should
include approximate timelines involved in the most common project proposals).

SBC considers how existing resources can best support and improve the timely
processing of CPB / WTB proposals and ensure effective communication with SBC Ward
Councillors throughout the process.

SBC continues to develop, and then implements, its new CPB / WTB-related digital case
management and submission system (to include a Members Briefing at the appropriate
time).

SBC strengthens processes around communication between relevant SBC Ward
Councillors and officers designing a CPB / WTB scheme if, after feasibility checks are
undertaken, environmental or other factors mean the original scope cannot be achieved.

Annual updates be provided to all SBC Ward Councillors on the state of CPB / WTB
proposals (including the in-year and full four-year Council term budget position).

SBC Ward Councillors be supported to increase engagement with local resident and
community groups to generate and discuss project proposals at ward level via Ward
surgeries and Members newsletters.

To increase wider understanding and promotion of these budget schemes, SBC:

a) publishes a short annual summary on its website of projects funded through CPB
and WTB in each ward.

b) uses its website to confirm budget allocations, processes for applications, any
deadlines for season-specific works, and principal contacts for enquiries.

c) periodically advertises its CPB / WTB website link to the Borough’s Town and Parish
Councils, and local residents, via all available communication mediums.

SBC introduces an annual report to the relevant SBC scrutiny committee on the CPB and
WTB (allocations, proposals, spend, carry-forward, etc.).

Page®
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Glossary of Terms

ASB Anti-Social Behaviour

CCTV Closed-Circuit Television

CPB Community Participation Budget (SBC)
DFT Department for Transport

MTFP Medium-Term Financial Plan (SBC)
NHT National Highways & Transport

SBC Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council
TRO Traffic Regulation Order

WTB Ward Transport Budget (SBC)
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REPORT TO CABINET
DATE: 15"" OCTOBER 2026

REPORT OF CORPORATE
MANAGEMENT TEAM

KEY DECISION

Cabinet Member for Health Adult Social Care — Lead Cabinet Member — Councillor
Pauline Beall

Integration of Community Day Options
and Allensway Centre for Adults with
Learning Disabilities and Complex
Needs

Summary

Community Day Options (CDO) currently delivers community-based day opportunities for
adults with learning disabilities and complex needs from Stockton Business Centre, Ragworth
Community Centre and Billingham Forum. Allensway Day Centre is a Council-owned,
purpose-designed and fully accessible building with capacity to accommodate additional
service provision.

A report was presented to the Corporate Management Team (CMT), and it was agreed that a
consultation should be undertaken with people accessing the service and their families and
carers regarding the potential relocation of CDO to Allensway Day Centre and the integration
of the two services. The proposed integration aimed to improve accessibility, increase
opportunities for people accessing the service, strengthen community inclusion and maximise
the use of council assets. Consultation findings indicated strong support for the proposal, with
respondents highlighting the importance of maintaining relationships with familiar staff, access
to a wider range of activities, improved facilities and opportunities for greater social interaction.

The proposed integration would bring the two services together within a single, integrated day
opportunities service based at Allensway Day Centre, while maintaining existing staffing levels
and implementing measures to support people throughout the transition. This report presents
the findings of the consultation and seeks a decision on whether to proceed with the proposal.
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Reasons for Recommendation(s)/Decision(s)

The recommendation is based on the positive consultation findings, the anticipated benefits
for people accessing the service, and the opportunity to deliver a more integrated and
sustainable day opportunities service.

Recommendations

1. The purpose of this report is to seek approval from the Cabinet to relocate CDO to
Allensway Day Centre and integrate the two services.

2. Delegate authority to the Director of Adults, Health & Wellbeing, in consultation with the
Director of Corporate Services and the Chief Financial Officer, to take all necessary
steps to implement the approved service model, including consultation, engagement with
trade unions and staff, and any consequential organisational change processes.

3. Note that through the outcome based review approach, a new model design, and
implementation of a more integrated approach, people will get a wider range of
opportunities and there will be more options to grow and develop the experiences for
people. Financial savings were not the driver for this review, but it has provided the
opportunity to delete vacant posts, without reducing staff numbers and as such there will
be £150k in savings.

Detail

1. The Council has a statutory duty under the Care Act 2014 to meet eligible care and
support needs for adults and carers. Day opportunities are a key component of this
responsibility, supporting wellbeing, independence, social inclusion and meaningful daily
activity for adults with learning disabilities and complex needs.

2. The report is related to two Council-run day opportunity services for adults with learning
disabilities and complex needs:

a. Allensway Day Centre, a Council-owned building with capacity to support increased
service delivery.

b. Community Day Options (CDO), which currently delivers community-based
activities from Stockton Business Centre (provided by the Council), Ragworth
Community Centre (provided by Onsite Building Trust) and Billingham Forum
(provided by Tees Active Ltd). Currently, people attending the Forum have been
relocated Allensway Day Centre as a result of building work and are unlikely to
return before a decision is made by Cabinet.

3. The integration would combine the two services into a single, integrated day

opportunities service, with all staff working collaboratively from one location. Several
anticipated benefits of an integration of the services include:

5 Stockton-on-Tees
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a. Improved access to a fully accessible and purpose-designed building.
b. Increased opportunities for community participation.

c. Access for activities currently limited to individual sites, including Enterprise Crafts
and Rebound Therapy.

d. Development of future initiatives such as horticultural activities, social enterprise
and a community café.

e. Greater workforce resilience through co-location of staff.

f.  Improved opportunities for progression, volunteering and independence for people
accessing the service.

4. The proposal has been informed by previous engagement with people who access the
services and their families and carers, alongside an accessibility survey which was
carried out in 2025. The feedback highlighted challenges at some locations and
limitations in available activities, including cooking and enterprise crafts. This proposal
also reflects the positive experiences of individuals temporarily relocated from Billingham
Forum, including the development of new friendships, increased community participation,
effective joint working between staff teams, and consistently positive feedback from both
staff and people accessing the service.

5. Nonetheless, it was recognised that some people may find change challenging,
particularly where routines, buildings or transport arrangements are altered. Therefore, a
consultation with people accessing the services and their families was undertaken before
a final decision is made by Cabinet.

6. Consultation methodology
a. The consultation was undertaken between 7 July and 5 August 2026.

b.  The consultation sought to understand the factors that were most important to
people when considering the proposed integration including:

i.  The importance of maintaining friendships and social connections.
ii. The importance of continuity of support from familiar staff.
iii. The significance of attending services in familiar environments.
iv.  Willingness to participate in activities delivered from different locations.
v. The type of support required to help people manage change and transition
successfully.

c. An accessible consultation survey was developed using easy read language and
visual response options to maximise participation by people with learning disabilities
and complex needs. The survey was uploaded to the Council’s on-line platform
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Citizen Space. An easy read letter was sent out to people accessing the service to
inform them and their families and carers of the consultation. Support was available
from staff and independent advocacy where needed to ensure people could
understand the questions and express their views.

d. Additional engagement activities were undertaken with people accessing the service
and their families and carers, with support from staff at Allensway Day Centre.

e. A total of 66 responses were received through the consultation process, including
responses submitted through the online survey and feedback obtained through
additional engagement activities.

f.  The findings were analysed both quantitatively and qualitatively to assess the extent
to which the proposed integration aligns with the priorities and preferences of people
accessing the service.

7. Consultation Findings

a. Importance of Friendships

i.  Allrespondents (100%) indicated that being with their friends at the day service
was very important to them. No respondents selected any negative response.
This demonstrates that maintaining existing friendships and social networks is
a significant consideration for people accessing the service.

ii. This finding supports the rationale for integrating the services, as operating
from a single location can create greater opportunities for people to expand
their social networks and engage with a wider range of peers. The proposal
also builds on the positive experiences and friendships that have developed
during the temporary co-location of the Billingham Forum group at Allensway
Day Centre.

b. Importance of Familiar Staff

i. Eighty-nine per cent of respondents stated they were very happy to spend time
with staff they know well and a further 11% were happy. No respondents
expressed a negative view.

ii. The results identified trusted relationships with staff as an important aspect of
people's experience of the service. In response, the proposed model maintains
existing staffing levels and includes measures to support continuity of support
during the transition period.

c. Importance of Familiar Buildings

i.  Whilst respondents valued familiar environments, responses were more varied.
Sixty-seven per cent selected "very happy", 22% selected "happy" and 11%
were indifferent. No respondents selected sad or very sad.

ii. This suggests that familiarity with buildings is important but may be less
significant than maintaining relationships with friends and staff. The findings
indicate that changes to the location of services may be acceptable when
appropriate support is provided and important relationships are maintained.

P% 680R0UGH COUNCIL



Thisd

P

ocument was classified as: OFFICIAL

d. Visiting Different Locations

I.  Respondents were positive about attending activities in different places. Eighty-
nine per cent selected "very happy", 6% selected "happy" and 6% were
indifferent. No respondents expressed negative views.

ii. This finding is particularly significant because the proposed integrated service
is based on an outward-facing model that promotes participation in community
activities, partnerships with local organisations, volunteering and skills
development. The consultation results indicate strong support for this
approach.

e. Support Required During Transition
i. When asked what would help make changes easier:

ii. 67% identified support from their keyworker or a member of staff

iii.  22% requested visits.

iv. 6% requested advocacy support.

V. 6% did not answer the question.

vi. The responses demonstrate that people place greatest importance on
reassurance and support from familiar staff. This reinforces the transition
approach identified within the previous report, including phased
implementation, individual transition plans and support from trusted staff
members.

f. Feedback from families and carers
i. Feedback obtained through additional engagement activities was
predominantly positive. Families and carers welcomed the opportunity to view
Allensway, discuss the proposals and understand how support arrangements
would be maintained. Many commented positively on the building, facilities,
accessibility and future opportunities available through the integrated service.
ii. Key benefits identified by families and carers included:
o Improved accessibility and facilities.
o Opportunities  for increased social interaction and friendship
development.
o Greater choice of activities and learning opportunities.
o Access to future initiatives such as gardening, arts, café-based activities
and volunteering.
o Continued support from skilled and familiar staff.

g. Some concerns were raised regarding transport arrangements, changes to
established routines, noise levels, group sizes and maintaining continuity of support.
In most cases, these concerns reduced following discussions with staff, attendance
at open days and visits to Allensway.
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8. Analysis

a. The consultation findings show a consistently positive response across all areas
explored. Importantly, no respondents selected "Sad" or "Very Sad" in response to
any survey question, and feedback from families and carers was similarly positive.

b. The strongest messages arising from the consultation were:
i.  Opportunities should be provided for people to maintain existing friendships

and develop wider social connections.

ii. Continuity of support from familiar staff is a priority.

iii. People are willing to participate in activities delivered from a range of
community locations.

iv. Improved accessibility and facilities are viewed positively.

v. Changes should be carefully planned and supported through a structured
transition process.

vi. Families and carers value opportunities to remain involved and informed
throughout implementation.

c. Feedback from additional engagement activities suggests that concerns about
change often reduced once people had visited Allensway and understood the
proposals in more detail. Many participants expressed confidence in the future
direction of the service and recognised the potential benefits of bringing the services
together.

Community Impact and Equality and Poverty Impact Assessment

9. An Equality and Poverty Impact Assessment (EPIA) was completed with the findings
from the consultation. The assessment found that the proposed integration is expected
to have an overall positive impact. The EPIA identified several anticipated benefits,
including:

a. Improved access to a fully accessible and purpose-designed environment

b. Increased opportunities to participate in vocational, enterprise and therapeutic
activities

c. Increased opportunities to develop independent skills and community participation

d. Improved social inclusion through expanded friendship networks and community
connections.

10. The EPIA also considered potential adverse impacts associated with the proposal. Areas
identified included anxiety related to change, travel arrangements, increased noise level
and disruption to established routines. Planned actions include individual transition plans,
visits and taster sessions, support from familiar staff, quiet and low-stimulation spaces
within Allensway, and ongoing engagement with people accessing the service, families
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and staff throughout implementation.

11. The assessment further identified a positive impact on people who may experience socio-
economic disadvantage through increased access to vocational learning, enterprise
activities, volunteering opportunities, community participation and the development of
employability skills. Future service developments, including horticultural, hospitality and
enterprise opportunities, are expected to further support confidence, skills development
and economic participation.

12. Overall, the EPIA concluded that the proposed integration is expected to improve
accessibility, strengthen social inclusion, enhance opportunities for independence and
community participation, and deliver positive outcomes for people accessing the service.
No major equality concerns were identified that would prevent progression of the
proposal, provided that the identified mitigation measures are implemented and monitored
throughout the transition process.

Corporate Parenting Implications

13. Whilst the proposal relates to Adult Social Care services, there are implications for young
people with learning disabilities and complex needs who are in transition from Children's
Services and may access Allensway Day Centre in the future. In line with the Council's
Corporate Parenting responsibilities, and the ongoing work to strengthen transition
arrangements across Children's and Adult Services, the Council will continue to work
closely with the Transitions Team, schools, young people and their families to support
effective planning for adulthood. This will include early engagement, person-centred
transition planning, opportunities to visit Allensway, taster sessions, involvement in
transition reviews and access to information about future day opportunities. The
integrated service model is expected to provide greater access to a wider range of
activities, social opportunities, independence skills and community-based experiences,
supporting positive outcomes for young people as they move into adult services.

Financial Implications

14. As an outcome based review savings of at least £150,000 are expected to be made by
deleting vacant posts from the staffing structure, in line with the savings included as part
of the Powering Our Futures Transformation Programme. Actual staffing numbers are not
expected to be reduced, and no redundancies are expected to be made.

15. Allensway Day Centre is in serviceable condition with minor maintenance requirements.
Transport modelling indicates no increase in costs. Additional support and reassurance
from staff can be offered for service users in the new transport arrangements.

16. There has been no negative feedback on the interim arrangements from the families or

carers of the Bilingham Forum Group following the temporary move to Allensway Day
Centre.
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17. All staff working in CDO and Allensway Day Centre have standardised job descriptions
which enable them to work across all sites as required by the service.

Legal Implications

18. Itis not proposed to reduce the level of service provided to people accessing the service
and the proposal to integrate the services will not therefore impact upon the Local
Authority’s legal duties under the Care Act 2014. Changing the location of the provision
of the services can lead to potential challenge, but adequate engagement and
assessment of ongoing needs will mitigate any impact on people accessing the service
and families and prevent potential challenge.

19. The Council has developed a mobilisation plan to ensure appropriate engagement with
people accessing the service, staff and key stakeholders subject to the decision from
Cabinet.

Risk Assessment

20. Some concerns were raised regarding travel arrangements, anxiety associated with
change, sensory considerations and disruption to established routines. A structured
transition programme will be implemented to support people accessing the service, their
families, carers and staff throughout the integration process.

21. Individual transition plans will be developed ensuring that support reflects personal needs,
preferences and outcomes. Site visits, taster sessions and support from familiar staff will
be arranged to reduce anxiety and build confidence.

22. Transport arrangements will be reviewed and redesigned in consultation with service
users and their families to minimise any potential disruption arising from the changes.

23. Environmental improvements within Allensway will create a welcoming and inclusive
setting, including the provision of quiet and low-stimulation spaces for individuals who
may require additional support.

24. Workforce capacity will be maintained throughout the implementation period to ensure
continuity of care, effective transition support and ongoing service delivery. Staff will
continue to receive supervision, appraisal, mandatory training and access to professional
development opportunities.

25. Ongoing engagement with people accessing the service and their families, staff, trade
unions and partner organisations will continue throughout implementation to identify and
address emerging issues and ensure that the benefits of the integrated service model are
realised.

26. Regarding Ragworth Community Centre and Billingham Forum, officers from Asset Team

meet with Onsite and Tees Active regularly to discuss their operational and financial
position.
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Wards Affected and Consultation with Ward/Councillors (refer to Concordat for
Communication and Consultation with Members)

27. This service is not ward specific however, CDO hires rooms in Stockton Business Centre
which is situated in Stockton Town Centre Ward (Councillor Pauline Beall and Councillor
Paul Rowling); Ragworth Community Centre (Councillor Jim Beall and Councillor Barbara
Inman) and Billingham Forum (Councillor Ann McCoy and Councillor Barry Woodhouse).
CDO will be relocated to Allensway Day Centre, Ward Councillors include Councillor Ray
Godwin and Councillor Sylvia Walmsley. Ward members in relation to this proposal were
informed. Consultation with Cabinet Member for Health and Adult Social Care (Councillor
Pauline Beall) was conducted. All members’ briefing was also conducted.

Background Papers

28. Implementation Plan

(Wi

CDO%20Allensway%
20implementation%2

Name of Contact Officer: Carolyn Nice

Post Title: Director of Adults, Health and Wellbeing
Telephone number: 01642 528100

Email address: carolyn.nice@stockton.gov.uk
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REPORT TO CABINET
15 OCTOBER 2026

REPORT OF CORPORATE
MANAGEMENT TEAM

CABINET DECISION

Deputy Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Resources and Regeneration —
(Councillor Paul Rowling)

PROCUREMENT PLAN/ HIGHER
VALUE CONTRACTS

Summary

This report seeks approval from Cabinet for the award of planned higher value
contracts where the value exceeds the limit on officer delegated authority and which are
either funded within the approved MTFP/ Capital Programme or are subject to a bid for
external funding.

Reasons for Recommendation(s)/Decision(s)

To enable Cabinet to exercise its strategic oversight of higher value planned procurement
projects, in accordance with the constitution.

Recommendations

That Cabinet

1. approves the contract listed in Annex 1;

2. gives authority to the relevant Director or Assistant Director to make the specific contract
award decision and any subsequent contract variation, annual inflationary uplifts (where
allowed in the contract terms and conditions) and extension decision in accordance
with the delegations listed in Annex 1;

Detail

1. The constitution defines a range of decisions that require a specific Cabinet approval, the
financial threshold for which is set at a level of £500k or more. Annex 1
lists contracts that exceeds the financial threshold and have not otherwise been
delegated to officers.

2. Further Procurement Plan/ Higher Value Contracts Reports will be presented to Cabinet
for approval during the year as details of new contracts needed to deliver capital
schemes are developed or new revenue funded contracts are identified.

Community Impact and Equality and Poverty Impact Assessment

3. N/A

il |
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Corporate Parenting Implications

4. N/A
Financial Implications

5. The report includes a higher value contracts to be awarded in the 2026/27 financial year.
The expenditure committed as a result of these tenders/ quotes is planned
and remains within the Council’s approved budget/ MTFP/ Capital Programme or is
subject to a bid for external funding which will ensure that at the point of contract award,
funds are available within the MTFP/ Capital Programme.

Legal Implications

6. Notwithstanding Cabinet approval it remains the responsibility of officers to ensure that
the correct processes within Contract Procedure Rules have been followed and that
where applicable the Procurement Act 2023 or the Provider Selection Regime introduced
by the Health and Care Bill (2022) is complied with.

7. Where the value of goods, services or works exceeds the threshold at which the
procurement process must comply with the Procurement Act 2023, either a tender
exercise or the use of a suitable framework agreement will comply with the Regulations.

Risk Assessment

8. There are several risks relating to procurement. Firstly, the Council spends a
considerable amount of public money on goods, services and works. Having effective
Contract Procedure Rules and ensuring compliance with the Procurement Act 2023 can
help mitigate the risk of accusations of corruption and help demonstrate value for money
and transparency. Secondly, effective tender/ quote processes and contract
management also reduce the risk of poor
supplier selection and subsequent performance which can impact service delivery.

Wards Affected and Consultation with Ward/Councillors (refer to Concordat for
Communication and Consultation with Members)

9. N/A
Background Papers

10. N/A

Name of Contact Officer: Martin Skipsey

Post Title: Assistant Director Procurement & Governance
Telephone number: 01642 526364

Email address: martin.skipsey@stockton.gov.uk

porsianesoncr -~ | —
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Annex 1

Contract Title: Lease of 8 Gritter Vehicles

Contract Purpose

The contract is required to replace the existing fleet of leased gritters that will be end of
lease after this winter’s gritting season.

The gritters are now approaching the end of their efficient and reliable service life, leading to
reduced efficiency. Orders need to be placed soon for the 2027/28 season due to extended
lead times.

Contract Term

3 years plus optional 2 x 12 month extensions.
Contract Value

The anticipated annual spend is circa £300k.
Procurement Process

The Council will undertake a further competition via an appropriate Framework Agreement.

Key Decision: Yes Funding within MTFP/ Capital
Programme: Yes

Delegated Officer: Kellie Hopkins, Director of Neighbourhood Services

Checks and Balances: Decision in consultation with other appropriate officers for

professional advice to include Finance and Procurement. Legal for certain specified
decisions.

sosencrre
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REPORT TO CABINET
15 OCTOBER 2026

REPORT OF CORPORATE
MANAGEMENT TEAM

CABINET DECISION

Deputy Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Resources and Regeneration
Councillor Paul Rowling

Flag Flying Policy — Historic Counties
Flags
Summary

This report presents options to amend the Council’s flag flying policy to celebrate the Historic
Counties which fall within the Borough boundaries.

Reasons for Recommendation(s)/Decision(s)

To respond to a request from a member of the public to mark the Historic Counties through
the Council’s flag flying policy.

Recommendations

That the Council’s flag flying policy be updated to recognise Durham Day on 20 March and
Yorkshire Day on 1 August.

Detail

1. Arequest has been received from a member of the public to recognise the historic
county of Durham through the Council’s flag flying policy. With regard to options for
flying historic county flags, the following dates are relevant for Stockton-on-Tees:

e County Durham Day — 20 March - the feast day for St Cuthbert. The Durham Flag
could be flown at the Town Hall (north of River Tees in the historic county of
Durham)

e Yorkshire Day — 1 August - marking the anniversary of the Battle of Minden. The
Yorkshire Flag could be flown at Dunedin House (south of River Tees in the historic
North Riding of Yorkshire)

2. A copy of the Council’s current flag flying policy is attached at Appendix A. The current
policy provides for the Union Flag to be flown from the headquarters building at all times
and for the Union Flag to be flown on the Town Hall with the exception of designated

2 essneo - e =
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days for other flags. If the Historic County Flag Days were to be recognised, the flag
flying policy would be amended as follows (additions in bold italics):

March Commonwealth Day | Commonwealth Flag| Town Hall

(second Monday in

March)

20 March County Durham Durham Flag Town Hall
Day

23 April St George’s Day St George’s Flag Town Hall

End of June Armed Forces Week | Armed Forces Week | Town Hall

(fly for one week) flag

(these dates change

each year)

June Pride Rainbow Flag Town Hall

(Flown the first weekend

of June to mark the start

of Pride month)

June/July Mayor’s Sunday Borough Flag Town Hall

(these dates change

each year)

1 August Yorkshire Day Yorkshire Flag Dunedin

House
3 September Merchant Navy Day | Red Ensign Town Hall
15 September Battle of Britain Day | Royal Air Force Flag| Town Hall

Community Impact and Equality and Poverty Impact Assessment

3. Many residents on both sides of the Tees continue to identify strongly with their historic

county. The Historic County Flags Day movement exists largely to recognise these
historic identities.

Corporate Parenting Implications
4. None
Financial Implications

5. Purchase and periodic replacement of flags. Dunedin House flags cost approximately
£600. Town Hall flags cost approximately £400.

Legal Implications
6. None
Risk Assessment

7. There are no specific risks arising from the recommendations contained within this
report.

Wards Affected and Consultation with Ward/ Councillors (refer to Concordat for
Communication and Consultation with Members)

8. Allwards

>>> Stockton-on‘Tees
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Background Papers

9. None

Name of Contact Officer: Ged Morton

Post Title: Director of Corporate Services
Telephone number: 01642 527701

Email Address: ged.morton@stockton.gov.uk

>>> stocktor orce NN
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Flag Flying

There are two flagpoles on Council owned buildings in Borough, located at Dunedin
House and Town Hall, Stockton-on-Tees.

This policy on flying flags follows the Department of Digital, Culture, Media and Sport’s
(DCMS) guidelines for flag flying on UK government buildings, which can be found on
the following website https://www.gov.uk/quidance/designated-days-for-union-flag-

flying

Department of Digital, Culture, Media and Sport’s Guidelines

The guidelines state designated days for when the Union Flag be flown. These dates are:

9 April His Majesty The King’s Wedding Anniversary

6 May Coronation Day

14 June Official Birthday of His Majesty The King

21 June Birthday of HRH The Prince of Wales

17 July Birthday of Her Majesty The Queen

8 September His Majesty The Kings Accession

9 November Remembrance Day (second Sunday in November)
14 November Birthday of His Majesty The King

However, UK government buildings are encouraged to fly the Union Flag all year round.
Where buildings only have one flagpole other flags may be flown, including but not limited to:

the national flags of the constituent nations of the United Kingdom
the Armed Forces flag

the Commonwealth flag

county and other local flags

other flags which may promote civic pride

DCMS may issue ad-hoc guidance encouraging UK government buildings to fly such flags
throughout the year, alongside the Union Flag.

UK government building flagpoles should not remain empty — the default should be flying the
Union Flag if no other flag is being flown.

There are three categories of flags that can be flown in the UK, subject to compliance with
the standard conditions. These are:

(a) flags which can be flown 1) Any country’s national flag, civil ensign or civil air
without consent of the local ensign

planning authority.
2) The flag of the Commonwealth, the United Nations
or any other international organisation of which the
United Kingdom is a member

3) A flag of any island, county, district, borough,
burgh, parish, city, town or village within the United
Kingdom

4) The flag of the Black Country, East Anglia,
Wessex, any Part of Lincolnshire, any Riding of
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Yorkshire or any historic county within the United
Kingdom

5) The flag of Saint David
6) The flag of Saint Patrick

7) The flag of any administrative area within any
country outside the United Kingdom

8) Any flag of His Majesty’s forces
9) The Armed Forces Day flag

The above flags or their flagpoles must not display
any advertisement or subject matter additional to the
design of the flag, but the Regulations now highlight
that you can attach a black mourning ribbon to either
the flag or flagpole where the flag cannot be flown at
half mast, for example, when flying a flag on a
flagpole projecting at an angle from the side of a
building.

The use of the word “country” in (1) and (7) of the list
above, includes any of the Channel Islands, the Isle
of Man and any British Overseas Territory. The flags
of St George and St Andrew are recognised as the
national flags of England and Scotland, but the flags
of St David and St Patrick are listed separately as
they do not necessarily fall into the category of a
country’s national flag.

Two flags can also be flown from the same flagpole
without the need for consent if:

() both flags are within the list above; or (ii) one flag
is within the list above and the other is within the
categories of flag set out under (b) below.

In either case, if one of the flags is the Union Flag, it
must be flown in the superior position.

Following the UK’s departure from the European
Union, the flag of the European Union is no longer
included in the list of flags that do not require
consent.

(b) flags which do not need
consent provided they comply
with further restrictions regarding
the size of the flag, the size of
characters on the flag, and the
number and location of the
flags(referred to as “deemed
consent” in the Regulations).

¢ house flag — flag is allowed to display the
name, emblem, device or trademark of the
company (or person) occupying the
building, or can refer to a specific event of
limited duration that is taking place in the
building from which the flag is flown

e any sports club (but cannot include
sponsorship logos)
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e the Rainbow flag (six horizontal equal
stripes of red, orange, yellow, green, blue
and violet).

¢ specified award schemes — Eco-Schools,
King’'s Awards for Enterprise and Investors
in People

o the NHS flag.

certain environmental awards.

The restrictions on flying this second category of flag
relate to where the flagpole is located on a building or
within the grounds of a building.

When flying a flag on vertical flagpole from the roof of
a building there are no restrictions on the size of flag.

There are also no restrictions on the size of any
character or symbol displayed on the flag, except
where a flag is flown within an area of outstanding
natural beauty, area of special control, the Broads,
conservation area or a National Park (referred to
elsewhere as “controlled areas”) where the
characters may be no more than 0.75 metre in height
(0.3 metre in height in an area of special control).

(c) flags which require consent
(“express consent”)

All other flags

Stockton-on-Tees Borough Council Policy

To adhere to the above guidance, the Union flag will be flown every day on the Dunedin
House flagpole.

The Union Flag will also be flown on the Town Hall, with the exception of designated days
for other flags noted in the DCMS guidelines as outlined below:

March Commonwealth Day Commonwealth Flag
(second Monday in March)

23 April St George’s Day St George’s Flag
End of June Armed Forces Week Armed Forces Week

(fly for one week)
(these dates change each year)

flag

June

(Flown the first weekend of
June to mark the start of Pride
month)

Pride Rainbow Flag

June/July
(these dates change each year)

Mayor’s Sunday Borough Flag

3 September

Merchant Navy Day Red Ensign

15 September

Battle of Britain Day Royal Air Force Flag
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The Borough Flag will be flown at half-mast from the Town Hall on the death of the Mayor or
Freeman from the day of the death until sunset on the day of the funeral. If a councillor dies
in service, or on the death on an ex-Mayor, the Borough Flag will be flown at half-mast from
Town Hall on the day of the funeral.

The flag flying schedule is complemented on the days listed below by our memorial lighting
scheme which is agreed annually and runs January to December. It includes lighting of
Newport Bridge and Town Centre lighting columns and fountain lights:

2026 Schedule

Date Event Lighting Colour
Tuesday 27 January Holocaust Memorial Day Purple

Sunday 1 February LGBT+ History Month Multi
Wednesday 4 February World Cancer Day Orange

Sunday 8 March International Women’s Day Purple

Sunday 8 March National Day of Reflection Yellow

Saturday 28 March Earth Hour (8.30pm to 9.30pm) Switched off
Thursday 2 April Autism Acceptance Day Gold

Thursday 23 April St George’s Day Red and white

Monday 18 May National Dementia Action Week Purple

Monday 1 June
Monday 8 June
TBC

Saturday 27 June

National Volunteers Week
National Carers Week
Shared Lives Week
Armed Forces Day

Red and purple
Blue

Purple

Red, white and blue

Friday 4 September
Monday 21 September
Saturday 26 September
Thursday 1 October

World Sexual Health Awareness Day Orange and blue
Fairtrade Fortnight Blue and green
Organ Donation Week Purple
Stoptober (Stop Smoking Campaign) Red

Friday 9 October Baby Loss Awareness Week Pink and blue
Saturday 10 October World Mental Health Day Purple

Friday 16 October Show Racism the Red Card Red

Sunday 1 November National Care Leavers Month Blue
Wednesday 11 November  Remembrance Day Red
Saturday 14 November World Diabetes Day Blue

Wednesday 25 November  International Day for the Elimination Orange

of Violence Against Women

In addition, Pride month is marked by changing the logo on corporate social media to multi
coloured.

All flags currently flown from Stockton Town Hall and Dunedin House are in categories (a)
flags that do not need consent and (b) those that can be flown without consent so long as
they comply with restrictions (Rainbow Flag). Restrictions relate to where a flagpole is
located, and due to the Rainbow Flag being flown from a vertical pole on the Town Hall there
are no restrictions.

The list of dates for flags to be flown with instructions for when to raise the flag and when to
take it down will be shared with Facilities Management at the beginning of each year.
Reminders will be sent nearer the date of each designated flag flying day. Flags will be
raised as early as possible on the day until as early as possible the following day. Flags on
a weekend will be raised all weekend.

Civic office will check the DCMS website on a regular basis for other days and instructions
for flying the flag (i.e. funerals/memorial services for ex-prime ministers).
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In addition to the flags flown on external flag poles at Stockton Town Hall and Dunedin
House, the Union Flag will also be flown in reception areas and in reception areas at libraries
and Customer Service Centres.
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