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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE CABINET 
HELD ON 28 APRIL 2015 AT 2.00 PM 

AT ASHCOMBE SUITE, COUNTY HALL, KINGSTON UPON THAMES, 
SURREY KT1 2DN. 

 
These minutes are subject to confirmation by the Cabinet at its next meeting. 

 
Members: 
  
*Mr David Hodge (Chairman)  *Mr John Furey 
*Mr Peter Martin (Vice-Chairman) * Mr Mike Goodman 
*Mrs Mary Angell  *Mr Michael Gosling 
*Mrs Helyn Clack  *Mrs Linda Kemeny 
*Mr Mel Few  *Ms Denise Le Gal 

 
Cabinet Associates: 
  
  *Mrs Kay Hammond 
Mrs Clare Curran  *Mr Tony Samuels 

   
* = Present 
 

PART ONE 
IN PUBLIC 

 
74/15 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  [Item 1] 

 
Apologies were received from Mrs Curran. 
 

75/15 MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING: 24 MARCH 2015  [Item 2] 
 
The minutes of the meeting held on 24 March 2015 was confirmed and signed 
by the Chairman. 
 
 

76/15 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  [Item 3] 
 
There were none. 
 

77/15 PROCEDURAL MATTERS  [Item 4] 
 

a MEMBERS' QUESTIONS  [Item 4a] 
 
A question was received from Mr Essex. The question and response is 
attached as Appendix 1. 
 
Mr Essex said that he hoped that when the information was available, as 
much as possible should be released into the public domain and that he 
should be advised when this happened. This was agreed. 
 
[Note: Since the meeting this information has now been made available and 
can be found as appendices to these minutes] 
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78/15 PUBLIC QUESTIONS  [Item 4b] 

 
Questions from Mr Crews and Mr Catt were received. The questions and the 
responses are attached as Appendix 2. 
 
Mr Crews asked why Surrey County Council was spending large sums of 
money to build the Eco park when, in his view, the current waste disposal 
programme was adequate. 
 
Mr Catt asked if the Cabinet would demand independent evidence which 
supported the assertions of the report regarding the comparative technical 
risks to actual service delivery of the two options considered, and the actual 
risk to the balance of the DEFRA waste improvement grant, as he had 
already provided. 
 
The Leader of the Council said that both questions would be addressed as 
part of the discussion on the Amendment to the Waste Contract to deliver the 
Waste Strategy (item 6) 
 

79/15 PETITIONS  [Item 4c] 
 
No petitions were received. 
 

80/15 REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED ON REPORTS TO BE CONSIDERED IN 
PRIVATE  [Item 4d] 
 
No representations were received. 
 

81/15 REPORTS FROM SELECT COMMITTEES, TASK GROUPS, LOCAL 
COMMITTEES AND OTHER COMMITTEES OF THE COUNCIL  [Item 5] 
 
There were none. 
 

82/15 AMENDMENT TO WASTE CONTRACT TO DELIVER THE WASTE 
STRATEGY  [Item 6] 
 
Before handing over to the Cabinet Member for Environment and Planning to 
introduce the report, the Leader of the Council reminded Members that in 
October 2013, Cabinet had agreed to the terms of the Contract variation, 
subject to seven conditions being met. 
 
The Cabinet Member for Environment and Planning then introduced the 
report on the amendment to the waste contract to deliver the Waste Strategy. 
He said that this was an important report and that he would give a detailed 
introduction to it. 
 
He said that, in July 2013 the Cabinet took the decision to deliver the Surrey 
Waste Strategy, including the development of the Eco park by varying the 
council's long term contract with SITA. In agreeing to vary the Surrey Waste 
contract to deliver the Eco park, the Cabinet set out seven conditions that 
would need to be in place before they would consider building it and the 
Cabinet would need to be assured that all seven conditions had been met. 
Today’s report confirmed that all seven conditions have now been met. These 
conditions and are outlined in paragraphs 3 to 39 of the submitted report. 
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Taking each condition in turn:  
 

 Condition 1 - the Director of Legal and Democratic Services must 
confirm that the contract documents for signature were consistent with 
terms which related to the recommendations in the report of July 2013 
and with the requirements of the EU Public Procurement regulations. 

This condition was met in October 2013. 
 

 Condition 2 - to divert the footpath to the North of the Eco park. 

 

This condition was met on the 19 March 2014. 

 

 Condition 3 - variation of planning permission to reflect the 
replacement of the gasification technology. 
 

This condition was met on the 24 September 2014. 

 

 Condition 4 - amendment required to the environment permit to reflect 
the replacement of the gasification technology. 
 

This condition was met on 29 October 2014 when the 
Environment Agency issued the variation.  
 

 Condition 5 - the fulfilment of outstanding planning conditions. 

 
This condition was met when Surrey County Council’s Planning 
and Regulatory Committee approved these on the 13 March 2015 
and this was subsequently implemented by SITA Surrey. 
 

 Condition 6 - outlined in paragraphs 8 to 30 of the submitted report 
was that Surrey County Council’s Director of Finance would examine 
the final cost, decide if this represented Value for Money, was the 
lowest cost option and importantly, was it the most affordable within 
the council’s Medium Term Financial Plan.  
 

The Director of Finance has confirmed that this condition has 
now been met.  

The assessment of the Director of Finance was based on advice from 
the Council’s external financial advisor, Deloitte and Technical 
Advisor, Mott Macdonald. It has demonstrated that the variation to the 
waste contract to deliver the waste strategy, including the Eco park, 
represented the best value for money for the residents of Surrey. It 
also represented overall Value for Money for the public sector and it 
represented the most affordable solution to the Council. The financial 
report from Deloitte was a detailed and comprehensive analysis which 
follows HM Treasury Green Book guidance.  

  
The Cabinet Member also drew Cabinet’s attention to Annex 1 which 
described the assessment carried out by the Director of Finance and 
which also contained a summary of the key points from the Deloitte 
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report, which informed that assessment.  He said that there remained 
no material financial difference between the options, when excluding 
the benefit of Waste Infrastructure Grant. However, there were 
qualitative differences, which he would address later. 

 
He drew Cabinet’s attention to paragraph 10, Annex 1 which stated 
that the delays to the regulatory process since October 2013 had 
meant that the capital costs of the project had increased by £16.7m 
and this will be a direct cost to Surrey’s residents, but even taken this 
into consideration the project still remained Value for Money. 

 

 Condition 7 - that the contract must meet DEFRA’s requirements.  

 

He confirmed that officers have been working closely with DEFRA and 
had kept them informed of progress. DEFRA required evidence of 
SCC’s Value for Money assessment and this was supplied to them 
together with information on SCC Waste Strategy.  

DEFRA continued to support the County Council’s waste 
contract, and therefore this condition has now been met and he 
drew Cabinet’s attention to paragraph 32 of the submitted report.  

 
In relation to the number of emails received, particularly about public health 
and the negative effect that the project will have on health, due to air quality, 
he said that this Council took the health of the Surrey public very seriously 
and considerable work had been done during the planning and regulatory 
stages to provide assurances on this matter. He drew attention to the public 
health implications which are outlined in paragraphs 57 to 60 of the submitted 
report. 
 
He said that extensive modelling work had been conducted on air quality and 
submitted as part of the planning and permit process and these results 
demonstrated that the impact of emissions would be negligible. The 
Environment Agency said ‘The permit will ensure a high level of protection is 
provided for the environment and human health.’ 
 
He confirmed, that to provide further assurances to residents he had asked 
officers to investigate installing additional air quality monitoring equipment in 
the immediate area of the site and if a decision is taken to proceed with the 
Eco park then he would expect the equipment to be installed prior to 
commencement of the plant commissioning. Data from this equipment would 
be monitored by the Council and made available to the public. 
 
Summing up, he said that this project had taken a number of years to get to 
this stage and officers and partners have worked hard to get to this point. 
  
He considered that Surrey County Council and its partners had taken great 
strides in reducing recycling and re-using waste, and this development would 
help take the Surrey Waste Strategy forward for the benefit of the Surrey 
public and would also have wider benefits.   
 
He was delighted to remind Members that the project would deliver 300 
construction jobs and it was predicted to create 42 permanent jobs. It would 
also reduce over 40% of the HGV lorry movements compared with the current 
operation and produce enough green electricity to power more than 8,000 
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homes. The Eco park would provide an education centre for children and 
adults to help them understand waste and its operation. The area would also 
be landscaped and include the provision of a new footpath. 
 
Finally, he said that Surrey would be more self sufficient in respect of its 
waste management and would delivers benefits for the Surrey public. 
 
Questions and responses from other Cabinet Members are detailed below: 
 
‘We have all received emails from local residents and councillors 
expressing a range of concerns about the Eco Park. What assurances 
can you give about these areas of concern?’ 
 
Recognition that residents had concerns about any potential impacts on 
health and the environment was a key point.  However the Cabinet Member 
wished to reassure residents that the waste management industry was 
subject to very strict regulation to ensure that it did not cause pollution or 
harm. 
 
The Eco Park would have to comply with an environmental permit issued by 
the environment agency which will 'ensure a high level of protection is 
provided for the environment and human health'. 

 
The potential impact of the Eco Park on human health was considered 
extensively in the various officer reports to the council's Planning and 
Regulatory Committee 
This conclusion was consistent with the advice from Public Health England. 
 
On technical issues, he said that the process of gasification was well 
understood and the technology that would be used to clean up the emissions 
to ensure they met the standards in the environmental permit have been 
robustly tried and tested and was in operation at many other plants within the 
UK and worldwide. 
 
‘Can you explain how the proposed development of the Eco Park will 
achieve wider benefits for the Surrey Economy?’ 
 
Firstly, he said that it would create 300 new jobs during the construction 
period which would represent a significant boost for the local economy. It was 
expected that there will be over 40 new long-term jobs created which are 
expected to include skills development and apprenticeship opportunities. 
 
There would also be a significant reduction in congestion and impact on local 
roads and HGV movements would be reduced by over 40%. 
 
The site will be self sufficient in energy and will export sufficient green 
electricity to power over 8000 homes.  
   
It will also help the Council to be more self-sufficient in waste. 
 
These wider benefits, when added to the contribution to Surrey’s waste 
strategy, are the reasons why the Government continues to support Surrey’s 
overall waste strategy including the Eco Park.   
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‘Taking Mr Catt’s comments into account, can you reassure Members 
that the project does represent overall value for money’ 
 
The Cabinet Member said that this is a complex assessment, which is why the 
Council had taken advice from specialist consultants, who have worked with 
council officers to conduct a most thorough value for money analysis. This 
work has enabled the Director of Finance to advise Cabinet that the option to 
proceed with the waste strategy including the Eco Park represents the best 
overall value for money to the public sector.  
 
She had also advised that this also represented the most affordable solution 
for Surrey residents and provided a sound basis from which further service 
improvements and potential cost savings would be delivered. 
 
‘Residents have expressed concern that if we build the Eco Park it will 
discourage recycling as we will need to keep feeding the plant with 
waste and not develop other solutions. What assurance can you give me 
that this is not the case?’ 
 
He said that, in 2014/15 Surrey’s districts and boroughs collected around 
575,000 tonnes of waste from residents and local businesses. The proposed 
gasification plant at the Eco park would deal with around 55,000 tonnes of 
waste per year. Assuming that levels of waste remain static, the County would 
need to be recycling over 90% of the waste that was collected before there 
was insufficient waste to feed the gasifier and therefore, he didn’t see any 
concerns over recycling as an issue. 
 
He said that the County Council had been working with borough and district 
colleagues, in partnership to increase the level of recycling and whilst 
performance had improved, there were significant plans through the Surrey 
Waste Partnership to improve this further. 

 
Finally, he was asked for confirmation that the Equality and Diversity 
implications, as set out in the Cabinet report on 23 July 2013, were still valid 
and that the Equality Impact Assessment would remain under review during 
the delivery phase of the Eco park. Also that this be included within the Terms 
of Reference, as set out in Annex 2 of the submitted report. This was agreed. 
 
RESOLVED: 
 
1. That all the necessary preconditions identified in the Cabinet report of 

23 July 2013, as outlined in paragraphs 3 - 34 of the submitted report, 
have now been met. 

 
2. That the assessment of the Director of Finance is that the cost of 

proceeding with the Waste Strategy, including the Eco Park, meets the 
value for money criterion and is the most affordable option available to 
the council. 

 
3. That the council proceeds to issue the second Notice To Proceed 

(NTP2) in accordance with the contractual processes approved by 
Cabinet on 30 October 2013. 
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4. That the corporate revenue budget refresh in July 2015 will take into 
account the budgetary effect of delivering the Waste Strategy, including 
the Eco Park. 

 
5. That the Strategic Director of Environment and Infrastructure puts in 

place the governance arrangements described in Annex 2 of the 
submitted report, and provides quarterly reports to the Cabinet Member 
for Environment and Planning and reports to Cabinet at key milestones 
by agreement between the Cabinet Member for Environment and 
Planning and the Leader of the Council. 

Reasons for Decisions: 
 
To authorise development of the Eco Park, an essential part of the Waste 
Strategy and a priority for the Council. 
 

83/15 YEAR END FINANCIAL BUDGET OUTTURN 2014/15  [Item 7] 
 

The Leader of the Council presented the Year End Financial Budget Outturn 
2014/15 report, and said it was a month earlier than for 2013/14 and two 
months earlier than in 2010. He congratulated the finance service on this 
achievement. 

He made the following points in relation to the Outturn Summary (revenue, 
efficiencies and capital): 

 Revenue underspend:  £13.0m, mainly due to services keeping 
expenditure to budget, achieving some 2015/16 savings early and 
generating new income. 

 Efficiencies achieved:  £74.1m against a target of £72.3m. This was the 
fifth consecutive year the Council had delivered over £60m of savings for 
Surrey’s residents.    

 Revenue carry forward requests totalling £8.0m, for spending on 
planned service commitments that continue beyond 2014/15.  

 Excluding carry forwards, the underspend is £5.0m, which was less than 
0.5% of the council’s total expenditure. 

 Capital investment:  £199.3m invested, including £7.8m in long term 
investment assets. 

 Capital adjustment requests totalling £17.5m, including: (i) prioritising 
nearly £9m schools schemes by bringing them forward; and (ii) ensuring 
nearly £6m is available to complete ongoing highways schemes and 
programmes. 

He said the County Council had Earmarked Reserves totalling £107.1m at 31 
March 2015 (down from £128.6m at 1 April 2014) mainly from drawing on the 
Budget Equalisation Reserve, to smooth funding fluctuations between years 
and also General Balances totalling £21.3m at 31 March 2015 (the same as 
at 1 April 2014).  

As said at previous Cabinet meetings, he said that the Council continued to 
face demand growth and funding reductions and had four key drivers in place 
to ensure sound governance to manage the finances and provide Value for 
Money. 
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These were: 

Keep any additional call on the council taxpayer to a minimum  
The 2014/15 revenue outturn was an underspend of £13.0m, (£5.0m after 
carry forwards) and he believed that this Cabinet’s commitment to tight 
financial management and the actions of managers had made 2014/15 the 
fifth consecutive year that the Council had a small underspend or a balanced 
budget. 

Continuously drive the efficiency agenda  
That, in 2014/15 services had achieved efficiencies of £74.1m against a target 
of £72.3m.  

Develop a funding strategy to reduce the council’s reliance on council 
tax and government grant income. 
That reducing longer term reliance on government grants and council tax was 
key to balancing the Council’s budget - the Revolving Infrastructure and 
Investment Fund had invested £7.8m and delivered £0.4m of net income.  

Continue to maximise our investment in Surrey 
Finally, he said that the County Council’s capital investment not only improved 
and maintained services in Surrey, it generated income and in 2014/15, 
£199.3m had been invested. 
 
Other Cabinet Members were invited to highlight the key points and issues 
from their portfolios, and referred to the detail, as set out in the Annex to the 
submitted report. 
 
RESOLVED: 
 
The report be noted, including the following: 
 
1. That the council achieved £13.0m underspend for 2014/15, as detailed in 

Annex 1, paragraph 3 of the submitted report. This includes £8.0m of 
carry forward requests for spending on planned service commitments that 
continue beyond 2014/15. Excluding the carry forward requests, the 
underspend was £5.0m (less than 1% of the council’s total expenditure 
budget of £1,675m). 

2. That services achieved £74.1m efficiencies and savings, as detailed in 
Annex 1, paragraph 85 of the submitted report, up from £73.9m forecast 
at 28 February 2015 and the planned target of £72.3m. 

3. That the council invested £199.3m through its capital programme in 
2014/15, as set out in Annex 1, paragraphs 88 and 89 of the submitted 
report.  

4. The council’s year end: balance sheet, reserves and balances and debt 
analysis, as detailed in Annex 1, Appendix 1, paragraphs App17 to App 
21 of the submitted report. 

5. That £1.8m school virement requests, reflecting grant adjustments, as set 
out in Annex 1, paragraph 12 of the submitted report, be approved. 

6. That £8.0m revenue carry forward requests and transfer funding to the 
Budget Equalisation Reserve, as detailed in Annex 1, paragraph 4 and 
Annex 2 of the submitted report, be approved. 



Page 9 of 19 

7. That £5.0m transfer of the remaining revenue underspend to the Budget 
Equalisation Reserve, as set out in Annex 1, paragraph 4 of the 
submitted report, be approved. 

8. That a £30,000 allocation from the Central Income & Expenditure budget 
to Surrey Arts, as detailed in Annex 1, paragraph 60 of the submitted 
report, be approved. 

9. That a £0.4m transfer of Revolving Infrastructure and Investment Fund 
net income back into the fund, as detailed in Annex 1, paragraph 76 of 
the submitted report, be approved. 

10. That £17.8m of capital programme adjustments, comprising £17.5m net 
effect of schemes brought forward and carried forward and £0.3m of 
extended schemes, as detailed in Annex 1, paragraph 88 and Annex 2 of 
the submitted report, be approved. 

Reasons for Decisions: 

This report is presented: 

 to review and manage the budget outturn for the 2014/15 financial year 
in the context of a multi-year approach to financial management; and 

 to approve final carry forwards to enable on-going projects to continue. 

 
84/15 LEADERSHIP RISK REGISTER  [Item 8] 

 
The Cabinet Member for Business Services said that the Surrey County 
Council Leadership Risk Register was presented to Cabinet each quarter and 
this report presented the Leadership Risk Register as at 31 March 2015. It 
captured the Council’s key strategic risks. To confirm that all strategic risks 
that faced the Council had been identified, the Cabinet had attended an 
informal risk workshop on 24 March, facilitated by the Director of Finance and 
attended by Strategic Directors and representatives of the Strategic Risk 
Forum. 
 
Since it was last presented to Cabinet, it had been reviewed by the Audit and 
Governance Committee and other relevant bodies. Currently, there were 14 
risks on the register, of which 13 had a high inherent risk level. 
 
RESOLVED: 
 
That the content of the Surrey County Council Leadership Risk Register, as 
set out in Annex 1 of the submitted report, be noted and the control actions 
put in place by the Statutory Responsibilities Network be endorsed. 
 
Reasons for Decisions: 
 
To enable the Cabinet to keep Surrey County Council’s strategic risks under 
review and to ensure that appropriate action is being taken to mitigate risks to 
a tolerable level in the most effective way. 
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85/15 YOUTH JUSTICE STRATEGIC PLAN 2015 - 20  [Item 9] 
 
The Cabinet Member for Children and Families highlighted the key points of 

this Plan for Cabinet and said that the refreshed Youth Justice Strategic Plan 

2015 – 2020 covered a 5-year period and had been co-produced with Youth 

Justice Partnership Board (YJPB) members. It would be refreshed annually, 

reflecting any changes to the national and local youth justice landscape which 

impacted on the strategic priorities. 

These strategic priorities were: 
 

 Prevent Youth Crime 

 Reduce Re-offending 

 Safeguard young people from harm 

 Protect the public from harm  
 

In meeting the priorities, activity would include restorative justice approaches 
and the application of a clear safeguarding focus to prevent and reduce 
offending, improve victim satisfaction and raise public confidence. 
 
She was pleased to report that Surrey had some of the most successful youth 
justice outcomes in England and Wales. For example, between April 2013 
and 2014, Surrey had the lowest number of young people entering the 
criminal justice system for the first time per 100,000 of the population in 
England. This was a trend that had been established since 2011 through a 
strategic emphasis towards preventative and restorative interventions and 
meant that a Surrey young person was less likely to enter adulthood with a 
criminal record than anywhere else in the country.  

 
Other Cabinet Members praised the achievements of Surrey’s Youth Support 
Service (YSS) and mentioned: 
 

 The visit of HRH Earl of Wessex to High Ashurst. 

 The shared responsibility of YSS and Community Safety Partnerships 
and the need to ensure that local delivery plans were integrated and 
reflected the needs assessment of each Borough / District. 

 The use of restorative justice as a cornerstone of the approach to 
youth crime in Surrey. 
 

RESOLVED: 
 
1. That the Youth Justice Strategic Plan for 2015 – 2020 be endorsed and 

recommended to full County Council for approval. 
 
2.      That Surrey Youth Support Service and the wider partnership be 

congratulated on the outstanding performance and outcomes achieved 
in the youth justice arena. 

 
3.      That the exceptional political support and leadership provided be 

acknowledged, in particular by the Cabinet Member for Children and 
Families and the Leader of the Council, and which has contributed to 
the above performance and outcomes.    
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Reasons for Decisions: 
 
The council has a duty under the Crime & Disorder Act 1998 to formulate a 
Youth Justice Plan setting out: 
 

 how youth justice services in their area are to be provided and funded; 
and 

 how the youth offending team or teams established are to be 
composed and funded,  

 how they are to operate and what functions they are to carry out. 

 
The Youth Justice Strategic Plan 2015-2020 is designed to deliver a 
sustainable and effective youth justice system that enables improved 
outcomes and value for money for Surrey residents. 
 

86/15 REVISION OF STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT (SCI)  [Item 
10] 
 
The Cabinet Member for Environment and Planning said that the Statement of 
Community Involvement (SCI) was the County Council’s public statement of 
how it engaged with the public and consultees on planning applications and 
planning policy documents, and that it was a statutory requirement to produce 
the SCI and to keep it up to date. He also drew attention to the Equalities 
Impact Assessment, Annex 2 to the submitted report. 
 
RESOLVED: 
 
That Cabinet recommends to full County Council the adoption of the revised 
Statement of Community Involvement (SCI). 
 
Reasons for Decisions: 
 
It is a statutory requirement to produce the SCI and to keep it up to date. The 
current SCI was adopted in 2006 and this revision takes account of changes 
in legislation and policy and the county planning authority’s commitment to 
making best use of electronic communication. 
 

87/15 CUSTOMER PROMISE - THE COUNCIL'S COMMITMENT TO DELIVERING 
EXCELLENT SERVICE  [Item 11] 
 
On 10 February 2015 County Council approved the Corporate Strategy and 
agreed that focusing on ‘Resident Experience’ was one of the organisation’s 
three strategic goals.  

 
The Cabinet Member for Community Services said that to better define 
Resident Experience, the Council had conducted comprehensive research 
including speaking to staff, Members and customers about what they thought 
were the most important principles behind excellent customer service and this 
had been used to create the Council’s new Customer Promise. 
 
Four principles had emerged as being most important to people: 

 Treating people in the right way 

 Making it easy 
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 Keeping people informed 

 Getting it right 
 
These principles had been used to create the new Customer Promise. 
 
The Leader of the Council said that this was an important document and that 
the Council had listened to staff and customers in relation to customer 
service. 
 
RESOLVED: 
 
That the new Customer Promise and the proposed steps to embed it into the 
organisation to improve ‘Resident Experience’ be endorsed. 
 
Reasons for Decisions: 
 
To maintain and improve customer service across the Council for the benefit 
of Surrey residents. 
 
 

88/15 PROCUREMENT OF ELECTRICITY AND GAS SUPPLIES FOR 2016 - 2020  
[Item 12] 
 
Approval from Cabinet was sought to commit to flexible energy purchasing 
contracts through the LASER (Local Authorities in South East Region) 
framework for the provision of electricity and gas supplies on a rolling two 
year basis, to commence on 1 October 2016. The report provided details of 
the procurement process, including the results of the options appraisal, and 
demonstrated why the recommended contract award would deliver best value 
for money. 
 
The Cabinet Member for Business Services said that the suppliers on the 
LASER framework were Npower for electricity and Total Gas & Power Ltd for 
gas. Several options had been considered in the process and option 6 – to 
procure via Central Purchasing Bodies had been selected. 
 
She also drew Cabinet’s attention to the fact that the Council had procured 
electricity and gas through LASER since 2009 and that over the last four 
years, £2.7m savings had been achieved. 
 
Finally, she said that this was a flexible framework for the provision of 
electricity and gas supplies and that efficiency savings of £0.8m had been 
built into the Medium Term Financial Plan for 2015/16. 
 
The Leader of the Council requested that this contract was scrutinised, on an 
annual basis, by the Council Overview and Scrutiny Committee.  
 
RESOLVED: 
 
1.     That Surrey County Council commits to the energy purchasing contracts 

through the LASER Flexible Framework for the provision of electricity 
and gas supplies to commence on 1 October 2016 and to run until 
September 2020 on a rolling 2 year basis for the energy requirements of 
the council and in respect of participating schools following the receipt 
of appropriate warranties. 
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2.     That SCC adopts, as part of the LASER framework, a mixed basket of 

Purchase in Advance (PIA), Purchase within Period (PWP), Fully 
Managed Service, Procurement Only Service and other purchase 
options as may be deemed suitable to manage energy price risk as 
appropriate to the needs of the end users and the nature of the energy 
supply.  

 
3.     That authority be delegated to the Head of Procurement and 

Commissioning and Chief Property Officer, in consultation with the 
Cabinet Member for Business Services to take necessary procurement 
decisions and award new contracts from 1 October 2016 to September 
2020 on a rolling two year basis through the framework agreement for 
the supply of electricity and gas under a flexible procurement. 

 
4.     That SCC makes use of the added value services available from 

framework suppliers to LASER customers, such as data collection from 
automated meters, where it is cost effective to do so. 

 
Reasons for Decisions: 
 
A compliant Official Journal of the European Union (OJEU) tender process 
has recently been completed by LASER, resulting in 2 new contracts being 
awarded for Electricity and Gas supplies, permitting access by other public 
sector organisations from 1 October 2016 to 30 September 2020. The 
suppliers on the framework are Npower for electricity and Total Gas & Power 
Ltd for gas. Using the LASER framework for 2016-2020 will provide continuity 
for sites and best value for money for the council following a thorough options 
appraisal. A rolling two year commitment is preferred to a four year 
commitment as it affords the council more flexibility. 
 
 

89/15 ESTABLISHING A DYNAMIC PURCHASING SYSTEM AND ACCEPTANCE 
OF INDICATIVE TENDERS FOR THE PROVISION OF SOCIAL CARE AND 
ACCREDITED LEARNING TRAINING  [Item 13] 
 
 
Introducing the report, the Cabinet Member for Business Services said that a 
Dynamic Purchasing System (DPS) was similar to a framework agreement, in 
which providers confirmed at the time of application that they would comply 
with the terms of the DPS and any call-off contract terms published at that 
time, in order to be accepted onto the supplier list.  The DPS also provided 
additional benefit over a Framework arrangement by allowing Suppliers to join 
at any point during the duration of the DPS.  
 
This report sought approval to establish a DPS, and accept indicative tenders 
for the provision of Social Care and Accredited Learning Training Services 
that were specifically targeted for staff in Adult Social Care and Children, 
Schools and Families. This training was currently delivered through contracts 
which will expire on 7 June 2015. 
 
The Cabinet Member also said that the DPS would be available for use by 
Surrey’s Boroughs and Districts, the Clinical Commissioning Groups, East 
Sussex County Council (and all its Districts, Boroughs and Health Authorities) 
and colleagues from the Police, Ambulance and Fire Services and that 
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performance would be monitored through a series of key performance 
indicators.   
 
Finally, she said that financial and value for money information was set out in 
a separate report for discussion in the Part 2 section of the meeting. 
 
RESOLVED: 
 

1. Following receipt of indicative tenders, the suppliers named in the 
report be accepted onto the Dynamic Purchasing System (DPS) for 
Social Care and Accredited Learning Training Services.   

 

2. That authority be given to establish the DPS for an initial period of two 
years, with a possible extension of up to a further two years if the 
procurement approach continues to demonstrate value for money. 

 

3. That authority be delegated to the Head of Procurement, together with 
the Cabinet Member for Business Services to further admit new 
suppliers, in accordance with the criteria laid out in the terms of the 
DPS, during the life of the agreement, which will not exceed four years 
in total. 

 

4. Individual contracts be awarded through the DPS following a further 
competition, at which stage suppliers will have the opportunity to refine 
their offer and costs within the terms and conditions already agreed. 

 
Reasons for Decisions: 
 
The implementation of the Care Act is having a significant impact in the way 
Social Care staff work, and on their training needs to ensure compliance with 
the Act.  In order to support its staff, the Council must provide innovative and 
flexible training ensuring they have the skills and knowledge to meet these 
challenges. 
 
The existing contracts under which Social Care and Accredited Learning 
Training are delivered will expire on 7 June 2015.  A full tender process, in 
compliance with the requirements of Public Contracts Regulations 2006 and 
the Council’s Procurement Standing Orders has been completed, and the 
recommendations provide best value for money and will ensure that contracts 
are awarded that meet the need.  
 
 

90/15 PROVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS HOME TO SCHOOL 
TRANSPORT - AWARD OF CONTRACT  [Item 14] 
 
The Cabinet Member for Schools and Learning informed Cabinet that, within 
Surrey, approximately 2700 children were transported daily to 23 special 
schools in the county and that a proportion of this requirement was currently 
covered by Sole Provider contracts, some of which expire on 31 July 2015. 
 
Approval was being sought to award two contracts for the provision of home-
to-school transport services to AMK Chauffeurs Ltd and Waverley Hoppa 
Community Transport starting on 1 August 2015, for a five year period with 
the option to extend up to a further two years, to two schools; Portesbery 
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School and Gosden House School. The savings of these new contracts were 
expected to be £184,000 in a full financial year. 
 
The importance of consistency from the operators was stressed because 
parents and pupils with special educational needs wanted the same driver, 
escort and vehicle at the same time, each day. 
 
The Cabinet Member said that, due to the commercial sensitivity involved in 
the award of the contract, the details of the evaluation process and scores, as 
well as full financial details were included as confidential information for 
discussion later in the meeting. 
 
Finally, the Cabinet Member for Highways, Transport and Flooding drew 
attention to paragraph 18 of the report, relating to TUPE and requested that it 
should be noted that any decision would be subject to TUPE costs once they 
were understood. 
 
RESOLVED: 

 
1.      ‘Sole Provider’ contracts for home-to-school transport, commencing on 1 

August 2015, be awarded for provision of transport to the following 
school by the named supplier: 

 

 Portesbery School – AMK Chauffeur Drive Ltd (11 routes) 

2.      ‘Individual’ contracts for home-to-school transport, commencing on 1 
August 2015, be awarded for provision of transport to the following 
school by the named suppliers: 

 

 Gosden House School – AMK Chauffeur Drive Ltd (15 routes) 

 Gosden House School – Waverley Hoppa Community Transport (4 
routes) 

3. The proposed contracts will be for a five year period, with the option to   
extend for further for two years if deemed necessary. 

 
 
Reasons for Decisions: 
 
Pupils with special educational needs often want consistency from their 
operator – the same driver, same escort and same vehicle, on time, each day. 
Parents want to know the driver will show compassion, patience and care 
towards their child, and know how to deal with their child’s specific needs 
(anything from autism and severe learning or behavioural difficulties, to 
physical disabilities). Both schools have reported these benefits from the 
current Sole Provider contracts, of which AMK Ltd. is one of the incumbent 
providers. 
 
The forecast savings for Financial Year 2015/16 were £127,000. The full year 
forecast savings were £184,000. 
 
To summarise the objectives: 
 

 Consistency of service delivery and operator accountability 
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 Strong relationship between the school and its transport provider 

 Quality of service provision, as performance monitoring will be made 
easier with two operators 

 Ensuring value for money for Surrey County Council.  
 
 

91/15 LEADER / DEPUTY LEADER / CABINET MEMBER DECISIONS TAKEN 
SINCE THE LAST CABINET MEETING  [Item 15] 
 
The Cabinet Member for Community Services drew attention to the decision 
that she had taken on 27 March 2015, in relation to the Community Buildings 
Grant Scheme and said that she was delighted that the County Council could 
award these grants to those Surrey Boroughs and Districts who were in the 
tripartite grant scheme. 
 
RESOLVED: 
 
That the decisions taken by Cabinet Members since the last meeting, as set 
out in Annex 1of the submitted report, be noted. 
 
Reasons for Decisions: 
 
To inform the Cabinet of decisions taken by Cabinet Members under 
delegated authority. 
 
 

92/15 EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC  [Item 16] 
 
RESOLVED that under Section 100(A) of the Local Government Act 1972, 
the public be excluded from the meeting during consideration of the following 
items of business on the grounds that they involve the likely disclosure of 
exempt information under paragraph 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Act. 
 
PART TWO – IN PRIVATE 
 
THE FOLLOWING ITEMS OF BUSINESS WERE CONSIDERED IN 
PRIVATE BY THE CABINET. SET OUT BELOW IS A PUBLIC SUMMARY 
OF THE DECISIONS TAKEN. 
 
 

93/15 ESTABLISHING A DYNAMIC PURCHASING SYSTEM AND ACCEPTANCE 
OF INDICATIVE TENDERS FOR THE PROVISION OF SOCIAL CARE AND 
ACCREDITED LEARNING TRAINING  [Item 17] 
 
The Cabinet Member for Business Services introduced the report, which 
contained the financial and Value for Money information relating to item 13. 
She said that the full details of the individual contract values during the life of 
the Dynamic Purchasing System were not known at this stage because these 
would be subject to a further mini-competition. 
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RESOLVED: 
 

1. Following receipt of indicative tenders, the suppliers named in the report 
be accepted onto the Dynamic Purchasing System (DPS) for Social 
Care and Accredited Learning Training Services. 

 
2. That authority be given to establish the DPS for an initial period of two 

years, with a possible extension of up to a further two years if the 
procurement approach continues to demonstrate value for money. 

 
3. That authority be delegated to the Head of Procurement, together with 

the Cabinet Member for Business Services to further admit new 
suppliers, in accordance with the criteria laid out in the terms of the 
DPS, during the life of the agreement, which will not exceed four years 
in total. 

 
4. That individual contracts be awarded through the DPS following a 

further competition, at which stage suppliers will have the opportunity to 
refine their offer and costs within the terms and conditions already 
agreed. 

 
Reasons for Decisions: 
 
The implementation of the Care Act is having a significant impact in the way 
Social Care staff work, and on their training needs to ensure compliance with 
the Act.  In order to support its staff, the Council must provide innovative and 
flexible training ensuring they have the skills and knowledge to meet these 
challenges. 
 
The existing contracts under which Social Care and Accredited Learning 
Training are delivered will expire on 7 June 2015.  A full tender process, in 
compliance with the requirements of Public Contracts Regulations 2006 and 
the Council’s Procurement Standing Orders has been completed, and the 
recommendations provide best value for money and will ensure that contracts 
are awarded that meet the need. 
 
 

94/15 PROVISION OF SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS HOME TO SCHOOL 
TRANSPORT - AWARD OF CONTRACT  [Item 18] 
 
The Cabinet Member for Schools and Learning commended this Part 2 report, 
which contained the financial and Value for Money information relating to item 
14. 
 
RESOLVED: 
 
1. That a 5 year fixed term and annual fixed price contract be awarded to 

AMK Chauffeur Drive Ltd at an estimated annual value, as set out in the 
submitted report, for the provision of home-to-school transport, to 
commence on 1 September 2015, for 26 routes to the following schools: 

 PORTESBERY SCHOOL 

 GOSDEN HOUSE SCHOOL 
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         For years six and seven, the contract may be extended annually at the 

discretion of the Council, at pricing to be agreed between the parties. 

 

2. That a 5 year fixed term and annual fixed price contract be awarded to 
Waverley Hoppa Community Transport Ltd at an estimated annual 
value, as set out in the submitted report, for the provision of home-to-
school transport, to commence on 1 September 2015, for 4 routes to the 
following school: 

 GOSDEN HOUSE SCHOOL 

For years six to seven, the contracts may be extended annually at the 
discretion of the Council, at pricing to be agreed between the parties. 

 
Reasons for Decisions: 
 
A full tender process, in compliance with the requirement of EU Procurement 
Legislation and Procurement Standing Orders, through Lot 2 of the Client 
Service Dynamic Purchasing System has been completed, and the 
recommendations ensure the continuation of valued services for the children, 
their families and the schools as well as delivering increased value for money 
to the council. 
 
 

95/15 PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS  [Item 19] 
 
The Associate Cabinet Member for Assets and Regeneration asked for 
Cabinet approval to authorise the sale of the property and adjoining land in 
the Leatherhead area to support the County Council’s Investment Strategy. 
He confirmed that it was no longer required for service delivery nor capable of 
generating significant income. 
 
RESOLVED: 
 
1. That the sale of the property and land, as outlined on the attached plan 

in Annex 1, and as detailed the submitted report be approved. 
 
2. That a 5% variation in the agreed sale price to reflect possible changes 

and circumstances as a result of the ongoing due diligence process be 
delegated to the Strategic Director for Business Services, in 
consultation with the Cabinet Member for Business Services and the 
Leader of the Council.  

 
Reasons for Decisions: 
 
The sale of the land and property is required to contribute towards the County 
Council’s Investment Strategy and to dispose of land no longer required for 
service delivery nor capable of generating significant income. 
 
 

96/15 PUBLICITY FOR PART 2 ITEMS  [Item 20] 
 
That non-exempt information relating to items considered in Part 2 of the 
meeting may be made available to the press and public, if appropriate.  
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[Meeting closed at 3.35pm] 
 
 
 _________________________ 
 Chairman 
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CABINET – 28 APRIL 2015 

 
 PROCEDURAL MATTERS 

 
 
Member’s Question 
 

Question from Mr Jonathan Essex (Redhill East) to ask: 

 
Could you please provide a breakdown of the Value for Money assessment summary 
included in Annex 1 of Agenda Item 6, as follows: 
 
1. Details of the breakdown that leads to the summary presented in the report, to the 

level of detail able to be released into the public domain. 
 
2. A breakdown of the Value for Money assessment based on the allocation of costs that 

relate to the three main elements of the Eco park: (i) the bulking waste facility,  
(ii) anaerobic digestion plant, and (iii) the gasification plant. 

 
3. Details of the methodology employed for the Value for Money assessment. Please 

confirm what the difference in Value for Money for the ‘terminate the waste contract 
and re-procure a contract to develop infrastructure’ refers to and whether this was for 
waste disposal infrastructure or whether it could be for material recycling facilities in 
Surrey. 

 
4. An explanation of each item in the ‘total movement in Value for Money margin’ that is 

included in the table under paragraph 9 of Annex 1. 
 
5. A breakdown of the summary of the ‘quantified risk adjustment’ in the table in 

paragraph 19, including to the key areas of uncertainty identified in the report. 
 
6. Confirm the extent to which the items listed in the sensitivity analysis have been 

included in either the quantified risk assessment or overall Value for Money 
assessment. 

 
Reply: 
 
The responses are in the same orders of the questions: 
 
1. Officers are currently working with Deliotte to produce the information in a form that 

can be released into the public domain. I expect that to be available within days. 
 
2. The structure of the contract payment mechanism means that the council pays one 

unitary charge for all the capital infrastructure. The contract with SITA is a fully 
integrated contract and Value for Money assessment is based on the total cost of 
managing waste over the 25 year evaluation period. However, Annex 1 identifies the 
overall capital cost of the Eco park. 

 
3. The Value for Money analysis has been performed using an accounting model 

developed by our financial advisors Deloitte. This involves taking base assumptions on 
waste flows over a 25 year period and applying costs directly from SITA's contract 
financial model or as agreed with the council's technical advisors in order to generate a 
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25 year cost. Discounting has been applied to generate a Net Present Value cost. Risk 
adjustments have been made in accordance with Treasury Green Book Guidance. 

 
The option to 'terminate the waste contract and re-procure a contract to develop 
infrastructure' which was considered in 2013, involved terminating the existing contract 
with SITA and re-procuring a new contract for delivery of an Eco Park at Charlton 
Lane. Given the historical difficulties of obtaining planning consent for Energy from 
Waste plants and the fact that planning consent had already been granted for an Eco 
Park in 2012, we considered this to be the most likely and viable option for the 
infrastructure element of any new contract.  

 
4.   See explanations below 
 

'Waste treatment site operating and capital costs' 
 
This item is the cost of capital repayment and the cost of operating all of the contract 
facilities including the Eco Park, waste transfer stations and community recycling 
centres. 
 
 'SITA contract termination costs (allowing for capital development to  
date and other costs)' 
 
This item relates to contractor liabilities for capital expenditure for redevelopment of 
CRC's and waste transfer stations as well as capital expended to date under the first 
phase of the Eco Park development, agreed by Cabinet in October 2013. It also 
includes costs incurred by the delay in developing the Eco Park and the claw back of 
SITA discount which was predicated on the development of the Eco Park. 
 
'Other changes including updated assumptions' 
 
This item is the net effect of changes in assumptions since October 2013, for example 
as a result of updated tonnage projections, changes to landfill cost projections as a 
result of Government announcements on landfill tax since October 2013 and updated 
information on the costs of dealing with process residues. 
 
'Merchant EfW and AD site costs. 
 
This item is the net effect of changes to gate fee assumptions for merchant AD and 
energy from waste facilities. The gate fee information is based on updated market 
intelligence and advice from the council's technical advisors. 

 
5. The main areas to which a risk adjustment was applied related to operating costs, 

landfill costs, including gate fee and tax, merchant energy from waste gate fee, 
merchant AD gate fees, termination costs and APCR disposal costs.  

 
6. The quantitative Value for Money analysis includes the base case assumptions as 

stated in this section of the report. The sensitivity analysis has been included to 
provide the Cabinet with transparency in respect of areas of further specific areas of 
risk so that they can be taken into account in the decision making process. 

 
Mr Mike Goodman 
Cabinet Member for Environment and Planning 
28 April 2015 

Page 2



Page 3



Page 4



Page 5



Page 6



Page 7



Page 8



Page 9



Page 10



Page 11



Page 12



Page 13



Page 14



Page 15



Page 16



Page 17



Page 18



Page 19



Page 20



Page 21



Page 22



Page 23



Page 24



Page 25



Page 26



Page 27



P
age 28



P
age 29



P
age 30



P
age 31



P
age 32



P
age 33



P
age 34



Page 35



P
age 36



P
age 37



P
age 38



P
age 39



P
age 40



P
age 41



P
age 42



P
age 43



P
age 44



P
age 45



P
age 46



P
age 47



P
age 48



P
age 49



P
age 50



P
age 51



P
age 52



P
age 53



Page 54



P
age 55



P
age 56



P
age 57



P
age 58



Page 59



Page 60



Page 61



Page 62



Page 63



Page 64



Page 65



Page 66



Page 67



Page 68



Page 69



Page 70



Page 71



Page 72



Page 73



Page 74



Page 75



Page 76



Page 77



Page 78



Page 79



Page 80



Page 81



Page 82



Page 83



Page 84



Page 85



Page 86



Page 87



Page 88



Item 4b 

1 
 

CABINET – 28 APRIL 2015 
 

 PROCEDURAL MATTERS 
 
Public Questions 
 

Question (1) from Peter Crews: 

 
The Value for Money assessment for the Charlton Lane project considers only two options: 
 

1. To build the Eco Park.  
2. To terminate the contract with SITA and procure a new contract using merchant 

energy from waste capacity outside of Surrey.  
 
As I understand it, the cost of each option is being estimated as the total cost of operating 
Surrey’s waste disposal programme over the next 25 years, expressed at a net present 
value. 
 
My questions are:  
 
1. How can an assessment based on these two options alone demonstrate that the Eco 

Park represents Value for Money? Option 2 is not a proper yardstick against which to 
assess Value for Money because it includes the punitive costs associated with 
termination of a 25-year PFI contract. An assessment based on Options 1 and 2 can 
only come to one conclusion: it is better to build almost anything rather than terminate 
SITA’s contract. That is not a meaningful Value for Money assessment for the 
proposed works.  

 
2. Will Option 1 increase the current overall cost of Surrey’s annual waste disposal 

programme (which has considerably reduced the amount of landfill)? Surely the only 
way the Charlton Lane project can provide Value for Money is if the cost of waste 
disposal using the plant is less than disposing of the same waste by any other means. 
In other words, the Value for Money assessment should demonstrate that the 
construction of the Eco Park will reduce the overall cost of Surrey’s annual waste 
disposal programme. If this is not the case, Option 1 delivers negative value for money 
and the project should not be built.  

 
Reply: 
 
1. The assessment has focussed on the two lowest costs viable options identified in 

earlier assessments and has followed methodology approved by our external financial 
advisor. 

 
2. The options available to the council are to build the Eco Park as part of the SITA 

contract or to terminate the SITA contract and re-procure a new contract including 
merchant waste treatment capacity. The annual cost of dealing with waste in both of 
these options is expected to increase compared with the current position as a result of 
market forces, inflation and waste volume pressures. However as set out in the 
Cabinet report, in quantitative terms, there is not considered to be any material 
difference in the value for money of the two options. 

 
Mr Mike Goodman 
Cabinet Member for Environment and Planning 
28 April 2015 
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Question (2) from Brian Catt: 

 
My question requires context, so this comes first:  
 
The financial assessment, presented to you today, includes three assertions regarding the 
Eco Park that I question the fact of the DEFRA grant, the risk assessment and the 
conclusions from them. 
 
The report states that we have real alternatives elsewhere, at a similar cost, with better 
energy recovery.  I suggest this makes the safe and proven alternative clearly the best value 
at the lowest risk.   
 
We simply do not need a risky gasinerator to get the job done best. 
 
Yet the risky option is recommended, with another £8.5m in ROC downsides undetermined, 
and without delivery risk as a serious consideration, rather the relative suitability of the 
provider.  
 
It seems irrational to prefer untried experiments in municipal waste disposal to proven 
alternative solutions at a similar cost, solutions that can already deliver DEFRA approved 
energy recovery levels in safe and proven facilities, with no actual delivery risk, with 
qualifying energy recovery levels - at a similar NPV.  This is your responsibility in this 
decision. 
 
Why take such a large and avoidable financial risk that has no upside for Surrey County 
Council and a £8.5m possible downside TBD? 
 
N.B. There is NO evidence that the Outotec design will be any safer or more functional than 
the former Dargavel design, also recommended to you by officers as "safe and proven". 
 
Waste legislation, and SCC's own Waste Plan, justified this plan.  This expects R1 qualifying 
energy recovery from the waste fuel to justify such an investment, not available from 
the inefficient disposal design proposed at Charlton Lane. 
 
Secondly, it is stated that the rough NPV parity between options makes the retention of 
DEFRA's waste support grant a relevant "qualitative" matter in this decision.   
 
In fact, appropriate waste treatment alternatives to the gasifier at the Eco Park ARE 
acceptable to DEFRA as a basis for paying the balance of their grant to Surrey, per 
DEFRA's own clear public and FOI statements on the matter, details recently supplied to you 
individually. 
 
There is no hard connection between delivering the gasifier, or the Eco Park, and the 
DEFRA grant, only qualifying infrastructure. So: 
 
QUESTION:  As in paragraph 54, Councillors have a fiduciary responsibility to take a 
prudent and reasonable decision on this matter.  
 
Will the Cabinet consider the best value for Surrey based on the report's relative cost and 
risks of delivering a safe, proven, risk free and technically superior service elsewhere to an 
equally expensive, risky and ultimately unnecessary experiment at the Eco Park, excluding 
the DEFRA waste grant from the judgement, and in the knowledge that the Eco Park carries 
an extra £8.5m in downside risk if ROCs are not awarded? This award yet to even be pre- 
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accredited, 2 years after the initial application.  I suggest this loss is probable, in my 
professional opinion, based on OFGEM's specification. 
 
Reply: 
 
The Cabinet will consider best value for Surrey as set out in the report. As the report details 
the Eco Park is not significantly different in financial value for money terms to the other 
option considered when excluding the Waste Infrastructure Grant but is clearly the best 
option when taking into account other relevant qualitative factors and the risks associated 
with them. The report makes clear that there is a reasonable expectation of receipt of ROCS 
and that even if this were not the case this is unlikely to make a material difference to the 
Value for Money position . 
 
Mr Mike Goodman 
Cabinet Member for Environment and Planning 
28 April 2015 
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