
 

 

When telephoning, please ask for: Democratic Services 
Direct dial  0115 914 8320 
Email  democraticservices@rushcliffe.gov.uk 
 
Our reference:  
Your reference: 
Date: Monday, 6 July 2026 

 
 
To all Members of the Cabinet 
 
 
Dear Councillor 
 
A Meeting of the Cabinet will be held on Tuesday, 14 July 2026 at 7.00 pm in 
the Council Chamber Area B, Rushcliffe Arena, Rugby Road, West Bridgford to 
consider the following items of business. 
 
This meeting will be accessible and open to the public via the live stream on  
YouTube and viewed via the link: https://www.youtube.com/user/RushcliffeBC 
Please be aware that until the meeting starts the live stream video will not be  
showing on the home page. For this reason, please keep refreshing the home  
page until you see the video appear. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Ifty Ali 
Monitoring Officer (Interim)   
 

AGENDA 

 
 

1.   Apologies for Absence  
 

2.   Declarations of Interest  
 

 Link to further information in the Council’s Constitution 
 

3.   Minutes of the Meeting held on 23 June 2026 (Pages 1 - 10) 
 

4.   Citizens' Questions  
 

 To answer questions submitted by citizens on the Council or its 
services. 
 

5.   Opposition Group Leaders' Questions  
 

 To answer questions submitted by Opposition Group Leaders on 
items on the agenda. 

https://www.youtube.com/user/RushcliffeBC
https://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/about-us/about-the-council/policies-strategies-and-other-documents/accessible-documents/council-constitution/#Councillor%20Code%20of%20Conduct


 

 

 
 NON-KEY DECISION 

 
6.   Financial Outturn 2025-26 (Pages 11 - 32) 

 
 The report of the Director – Finance and Corporate Services is 

attached. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Membership  
 
Chair: Councillor N Clarke  
Vice-Chair: Councillor A Brennan   
Councillors: R Inglis, R Upton, D Virdi and J Wheeler 
 

Meeting Room Guidance 

 
Fire Alarm Evacuation:  In the event of an alarm sounding please evacuate the 
building using the nearest fire exit, normally through the Council Chamber.  You 
should assemble at the far side of the plaza outside the main entrance to the 
building. 
 
Toilets: Are located to the rear of the building near the lift and stairs to the first 
floor. 
 
Mobile Phones: For the benefit of others please ensure that your mobile phone is 
switched off whilst you are in the meeting.   
 
Microphones:  When you are invited to speak, please press the button on your 
microphone, a red light will appear on the stem.  Please ensure that you switch 
this off after you have spoken.   
 

Recording at Meetings 

 
National legislation permits filming and recording by anyone attending a meeting. 
This is not within the Council’s control.  
 
Rushcliffe Borough Council is committed to being open and transparent in its 
decision making.  As such, the Council will undertake audio recording of meetings 
which are open to the public, except where it is resolved that the public be 
excluded, as the information being discussed is confidential or otherwise exempt 
 
 



 

 

 
 

MINUTES 
OF THE MEETING OF THE 

CABINET 
TUESDAY, 23 JUNE 2026 

Held at 7.00 pm in the Council Chamber Area B, Rushcliffe Arena,  
Rugby Road, West Bridgford 

and live streamed on Rushcliffe Borough Council’s YouTube channel 
 

PRESENT: 
 Councillors A Brennan (Vice-Chair), R Inglis, R Upton and J Wheeler 
 
 ALSO IN ATTENDANCE: 

Councillor J Walker   
 
 OFFICERS IN ATTENDANCE: 
 D Banks Director of Neighbourhoods 
 S Brannon Assistant Director of Planning 
 C Caven-Atack Monitoring Officer (Interim) 
 A Hill Chief Executive 
 P Linfield Director of Finance and Corporate 

Services 
 H Tambini Democratic Services Manager 
 
 APOLOGIES: 

Councillors N Clarke and D Virdi 
  
  

1 Declarations of Interest 
 

 There were no declarations of interest made. 
 

2 Minutes of the Meeting held on 12 May 2026 
 

 The minutes of the meeting held on 12 May 2026 were agreed as a true record 
and signed by the Vice-Chair. 
 

3 Citizens' Questions 
 

 There were no Citizens’ questions. 
 

4 Opposition Group Leaders' Questions 
 

 Question from Councillor J Walker to Councillor Upton. 
 
“Could the Portfolio Holder explain in more detail the implications from the 
softening of the language within the proposed Supplementary Planning 
Document (SPD) for Tollerton and Gamston, shifting the key requirements into 
what now reads more as aspirations rather than firm expectations?” 
 
Councillor Upton advised that the SPD was to guide development and support 
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the Local Plan, rather than introduce new policy. He accepted the point made 
about the change of tone in some of the language used and advised that the 
approach had been to review the language and strike the right balance 
between directive and aspirational terms. Councillor Upton stated that he would 
be giving a statement from the Council’s legal advisers about this SPD later on 
in the meeting when he presented Item 7 on the agenda.  
 
Councillor Walker asked a supplementary question if the SPD would be put 
through further scrutiny, at Council, a scrutiny group or out to public 
consultation?   
 
Councillor Upton stated that this had already been a very lengthy process, the 
SPD had already been out to public consultation and no further consultation 
was planned. 
 

5 New Rushcliffe Local Plan 
 

 The Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Planning and Housing, Councillor Upton, 
presented the report of the Director – Development and Economic Growth, 
seeking Cabinet approval to prepare a new Rushcliffe Local Plan and to 
publish a ‘Notice of Intention to Commence’ a new Local Plan.  
 
Councillor Upton stated that despite the draft Greater Nottingham Strategic 
Plan (GNSP) progressing through its final stages, being examined in July and 
hopefully adopted in early 2027, it was a statutory requirement for the Council 
to start preparing a new Local Plan, with the publication of a ‘Notice of 
Intention’ required by 30 June 2026. A failure to issue this Notice would prevent 
the Council from entering a 30-month preparation process, which he advised 
would be a challenging timescale, especially given that officers would be 
simultaneously working on two Local Plans. Councillor Upton stated that the 
Government had introduced a more streamlined preparation process, 
structured around three defined “gateways”, as detailed in Table 1 of the 
report. Cabinet was advised that Rushcliffe would continue to work with the 
Greater Nottingham Planning Partnership and that Nottingham City Council 
and Broxtowe Borough Council would be following the same timetable. 
 
Councillor Upton advised that the adoption of the new Local Plan in April 2029, 
would be after Local Government Reorganisation (LGR) was due to come into 
effect in April 2028; however, what form the new authorities would take was 
unknown, with any implications considered when further details of LGR were 
announced. National planning policy made it clear that LGR was not a valid 
reason to delay Local Plan preparation, and the new one would replace the 
GNSP and the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2. The new Local Plan would include 
new site allocations and a range of planning policies and would focus on 
delivering 100% of the Government’s mandatory housing target, which could 
result in an estimated additional 1,900 houses for Rushcliffe. Councillor Upton 
concluded by reiterating the legal implications if the ‘Notice of Intention’ was 
not published by the deadline of 30 June. 
 
In seconding the recommendation, Councillor J Wheeler advised that he was 
not happy about the prospect of having more housing; however, the Council 
needed a Local Plan to protect itself against unsuitable development, as 
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detailed in paragraphs 3.1 and 3.2 of the report. He expressed concern 
regarding timings and workloads for officers, with the GNSP going forward for 
examination, as work would be starting on this Plan, coupled with the 
uncertainty regarding LGR, and he felt that the Government had handled this 
process badly and wasted a lot of money. He referred to the Government’s 
housing targets and advised residents who were unhappy with them to lobby 
their MPs. 
 
Councillor Brennan reiterated that the Council was required to produce a Local 
Plan in order to deliver the Government’s new mandatory targets, LGR was not 
a reason to delay the process and it was likely to result in Rushcliffe having 
additional housing.      
 
It was RESOLVED that: 
 
a) the preparation of a new Rushcliffe Local Plan, and the publication of the 

Council’s Notice of Intention to Commence the Rushcliffe Local Plan (at 
Appendix 1), in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Local 
Planning) (England) Regulations 2026 be approved; 

 
b) the Rushcliffe Local Plan timetable (at Appendix 2 to the report) be 

approved and published, and delegated authority be granted to the 
Director for Development and Economic Growth, in consultation with the 
Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Planning and Housing, to agree any 
subsequent updates to the Local Plan timetable when necessary; and 

 
c) delegated authority be granted to the Director for Development and 

Economic Growth, in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Planning 
and Housing, to undertake necessary scoping work and evidence 
gathering to support the new Rushcliffe Local Plan, prior to the Gateway 
1 Assessment Stage. 

 
6 East of Gamston/North of Tollerton Development Framework 

Supplementary Planning Document 
 

 The Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Planning and Housing, Councillor Upton, 
presented the report of the Director – Development and Economic Growth, 
which provided an update on the East of Gamston/North of Tollerton 
Development Framework Supplementary Planning Document (SPD).  
 
Councillor Upton read out the statement below that had been prepared by the 
Council’s solicitors, to make it clear that certain correspondence had been 
shared with all members of Cabinet ahead of this meeting.    
 
“The solicitors of Save Nottingham Airfield Group (SNAG) have written to the 
Council’s external solicitors on 17 June 2026 asserting that the re-adoption of 
the SPD would be unlawful because of a regulatory breach on the basis that 
the updates to the SPD are extensive, having a material effect; and that a 
public consultation was required. The letter also asserts that the proposed 
updates effectively amount to a new SPD and it is not lawfully possible to 
prepare a new SPD at this point in time. 
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A response was sent from the Council’s external solicitors on 19 June 2026, 
strongly rebutting the claims. A further response was received from SNAG’s 
solicitors on 22 June. It is noted that SNAG intend to reply to the proposed 
amendments to the SPD but have not been able to do so before this Cabinet 
meeting. In this respect, it should be noted that the amendments to the SPD 
were made as a direct result of SNAG's representations through the Judicial 
Review (JR) process (notwithstanding the Council’s position that the challenge 
does not have any merit). In any event, SNAG has been provided with an 
opportunity to provide further comment on the minor tweaks to the SPD if they 
choose to do so. 
 
All correspondence has been shared with Cabinet prior to tonight’s meeting. 
 
The advice received from the Council’s external solicitors, as detailed within the 
letter to the claimant’s solicitor, is that the SPD proposed for readoption is the 
same fundamental document as the adopted SPD, with some minor 
amendments. A five-week public consultation was undertaken on the SPD prior 
to adoption. A Consultation Statement was subsequently published setting out 
the comments received and how they were taken into account. Due to the 
proposed amendments being minor with no material change to the SPD, the 
Council’s solicitors have advised that further public consultation on the SPD 
was not required.  
 
As to the amendments themselves, it is a matter of judgment as to whether 
amendments are minor and the Council is entitled to lawfully exercise that 
judgment in a reasonable manner and has done so in this case. These matters 
have all been properly considered and are consistent with well understood 
legal principles (including those in the legal cases: Elphinstone v Westminster 
City Council [2008] and Nettleship v NHS South Tyne Clinical Commissioning 
Group [2020]. 
 
The SPD is guidance only and does not form part of the development plan. 
Nevertheless, it can still properly and lawfully seek to “require” things, provided 
that compliance or non-compliance with the guidance by the applicant is only 
taken into account as a material planning consideration, alongside other 
material planning considerations, in assessing the planning balance and 
determining the application, in accordance with section 38(6) of the Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 
In response to the points raised by SNAG in the JR, the Council has reviewed 
some of the “directional language” in the SPD and made some minor 
refinements. These are intended to finesse the language used to set out where 
the guidance “requires”, or “expects” etc. things to be done. The changes are 
minor as their effect is to clarify and refine what the approach of the Council 
may be in considering how closely the application accords with the guidance, 
albeit always in the context of these considerations being only a material 
planning consideration to be taken into account in the planning balance when 
determining the application.  
 
The refinements are, by themselves, minor, and also minor in the context of the 
planning balance in the determination of planning applications. However, they 
are considered to provide helpful clarity as to the Council’s views and 
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expectations and to respond to some of the points raised in the JR. 
 
The Council does not consider that these minor amendments are necessary 
from a legal perspective, however, they are recommended on a precautionary 
basis because the ‘cut-off’ date for the completion of SPDs by the end of June 
2026 means that there would not be any opportunity for subsequent minor 
changes after that date.  
 
The minor amendments sought to the SPD do not materially change the 
substance of the SPD. Instead, they simply make it clear that (as the amended 
text of the proposed SPD says explicitly in paragraph 1.7) where reference is 
made to something being ‘required’ or a ‘requirement’ or that something ‘will’, 
‘must’, ‘shall’ or is ‘expected’ to be provided or is ‘mandatory’, or to 
‘development not being likely to be supported if it is inconsistent with this SPD’, 
then that must be understood in the context of this SPD being a material 
planning consideration and not a development plan document. 
 
The statutory consultees, including Natural England, Historic England and the 
Environment Agency have been consulted on the proposed supplemental 
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA). At the time of publication of the 
Cabinet report, the Council had received consultation comments from only two 
of the Statutory Bodies: Historic England and Natural England. However, the 
Environment Agency has now also responded to the consultation. Positive 
responses have been received from all three bodies, agreeing with the Council 
that a full SEA is not required.   
 
The Council received a letter from the consortium of developers on 18 June 
2026, which has been shared with Cabinet ahead of tonight’s meeting. The 
letter sets out representations to the effect that “material considerations for the 
planning applications do not need to include an adopted SPD” and that the 
Council can be content that the consortium are working cooperatively to deliver 
the Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE).  
 
The Council’s external solicitors and officers disagree that an SPD is not 
required as a material consideration. The SPD provides key guidance for 
applicants across a range of topics to help guide development proposals in this 
important SUE, including in relation to important transport, social, community 
infrastructure provision commensurate with housing delivery. The SPD will help 
to hold developers to account in the determination of the applications and 
provides a range of guidance to inform the applicants’ proposals”. 
 
In presenting the report, Councillor Upton gave an overview of the history of 
the site, from its adoption as a SUE in 2014 and confirmed that it was included 
in the draft Greater Nottingham Strategic Plan (GNSP). Continuing delays on 
this SPD would risk the Council meeting mandatory housing targets and could 
put pressure on to release new sites to maintain the Council’s five-year 
housing supply, with 30 June being the cut-off to adopt this SPD. Councillor 
Upton reiterated that this SPD would not give planning approval, it would 
provide guidance to developers and would be a material planning 
consideration. On 10 March 2026, Cabinet adopted this SPD; however, on 6 
May a claim was made by SNAG seeking permission to apply for a JR, with the 
hope of bringing the airfield back into use. In the Council’s opinion, a 
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successful JR would not achieve that as the land was allocated within the 
Rushcliffe Local Plan for a SUE, and a JR could not remove that allocation. 
The Council had sought legal advice and would defend any JR claim, as it did 
not consider the claim to have merit or be arguable. The SPD was before 
Cabinet again because minor changes had been made and a reconsidered 
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (HRA) Screening Opinion had been undertaken, which continued 
to conclude that the SPD did not in itself create any likely significant 
environmental effects compared to those assessed in relation to the adopted 
Local Plan. Councillor Upton confirmed that public consultation had previously 
been undertaken, and legal advice had confirmed that given the amendments 
were minor, with no material change to the SPD, then no further consultation 
was required. It was noted that concerns had been raised regarding possible 
ground contamination; however, that would be dealt with at the planning 
application stage. The main landowners and developers were working 
collaboratively, with a single, aligned highway access strategy for the entire 
site. The SPD proposed two mechanisms to ensure that the correct 
infrastructure was delivered at the right time and was funded and built 
appropriately through an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and a Framework 
Section 106 Agreement. Councillor Upton stated that in June, Place Point, a 
£150m joint venture announced the acquisition of part of the site. This joint 
venture was focused on delivering housing at pace and to contribute to the 
Government’s ambition to deliver 1.5 million new homes by the end of this 
Parliament.     
 
Councillor Upton concluded by advising that without this SPD in place, there 
was a real risk that the Council could lose a significant degree of control over 
what development was delivered on this strategic site. The report was seeking 
the re-adoption of the SPD, as detailed in Appendix 1 to the report and the 
endorsement of the reconsidered and updated SEA and HRA Screening 
Opinion as set out in Appendix 2.  
 
In seconding the recommendation, Councillor Inglis stated that the Council 
must not lose sight of what it was striving to achieve with the production of this 
SPD. He referred to the significant officer time used to produce the SPD, which 
had been amended, and was subject to ongoing conflicting legal opinions. He 
was alarmed that Rushcliffe’s Council taxpayers could face an estimated £100k 
bill or more for the SNAG JR, which would fail to serve their objectives in 
bringing the airfield back into use. He reiterated that the SDP would provide 
guidance for developers, to provide the best possible collaboration for 
infrastructure, design and facilities for the site, it was not a planning consent. 
Planning consent would only be considered separately once all the material 
planning considerations had been met. Councillor Inglis confirmed that the 
Council had to provide land to meet the Government’s national housing targets 
and the owners of the land had closed the airfield to allow development to take 
place to meet those housing provision objectives. He stated that the 
consequences of not meeting the 30 June deadline were clearly set out in the 
report and everyone should recognise and plan for what was in the best 
interests for existing and future communities. 
 
Councillor J Wheeler reiterated that the SPD would provide guidance for any 
future planning applications, which was important given that landowners 
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changed and future development was uncertain. For a development of this 
size, it was important to have appropriate infrastructure in place to support 
existing and future residents. Councillor Wheeler emphasised again that the 
Council had to follow planning policy set by the Government, and if residents 
were unhappy with housing targets they should lobby their local MPs. He also 
reiterated that any possible land contamination would be dealt with at the 
planning application stage, to provide reassurance to the public. Councillor 
Wheeler referred to the 30 June deadline and to the importance of adopting 
this SPD to provide protection for current and future residents. 
 
Councillor Brennan reiterated that the SPD would provide key guidance for this 
extensive site and it was vital to ensure the best possible quality development 
to create a cohesive and attractive community. As previously stated, this SPD 
would not approve planning applications, it would be considered as part of any 
application process and it was the Council’s most important tool to ensure 
development that the Council could be proud of.  
 
It was RESOLVED that: 
 
a) the proposed updates and revisions to the East of Gamston/North of 

Tollerton Development Framework Supplementary Planning Document 
(SPD) and accompanying Strategic Environmental Assessment/Habitats 
Regulation Assessment Screening Opinion be supported; 

 
b) the re-adoption of the East of Gamston/North of Tollerton Development 

Framework Supplementary Planning Document on the basis of the 
updated/revised version be approved; and 

 
c) delegated authority be granted to the Director for Development and 

Economic Growth, in consultation with the Cabinet Portfolio Holder for 
Planning and Housing, to make any necessary final graphical, 
presentational and minor textual changes required to the SPD prior to 
publication. 

 
7 Designation of New Local Nature Reserves 

 
 The Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Environment and Safety, Councillor Inglis, 

presented the report of the Director – Neighbourhoods, seeking Cabinet 
approval for the designation of three new Local Nature Reserves (LNRs) in 
Rushcliffe under the relevant powers provided.  
 
Councillor Inglis advised that eight LNRs had previously been declared as 
protected areas due to their special natural interest and educational value. The 
designation would regulate them as nature reserves, act on the Council’s 
pledges in conserving and enhancing biodiversity and meet the objectives 
within the Rushcliffe Nature Conservation Strategy 2026-30. Councillor Inglis 
referred to the three sites, which had been proposed following requests from 
their individual supporting management groups, as detailed in paragraph 4.4 in 
the report, with relevant maps attached at Appendix 1 to the report. He advised 
that Natural England had been consulted on the proposals and its comments in 
support of the designation were detailed in paragraph 4.5. Councillor Inglis 
confirmed that management plans for the site would be overseen by officers, 
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with no direct financial implications to the Council and all prior and post legal 
requirements would be met, as detailed in paragraph 7.2. He concluded by 
thanking the Environmental Sustainability Officer and the Ecology and Diversity 
Assistant for their hard work and dedication.  
 
Councillor J Wheeler was pleased to second the recommendation and hoped 
going forward that more LNRs would be designated. 
 
Councillor Brennan stated that it was pleasing to support a proposal that would 
be protecting Rushcliffe’s green spaces. 
 
It was RESOLVED that Cabinet approve for a Declaration to be made 
designating the land at The Green Line, West Bridgford; Meadow Park, East 
Leake and Springdale Wood, East Bridgford (shown hatched on the plans in 
Appendix 1 to the report) as Local Nature Reserves pursuant to Section 21 of 
the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949. 
 

8 East Midlands Freeport Strategic Infrastructure and Contributions 
Supplementary Planning Document 
 

 The Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Planning and Housing, Councillor Upton, 
presented the report of the Director – Development and Economic Growth, 
detailing the East Midlands Freeport (EMF) Strategic Infrastructure and 
Contributions Supplementary Planning Document (SPD).  
 
Councillor Upton advised that the report had been prepared on a collaborative 
basis by the three local planning authorities for the EMF sites, Rushcliffe 
Borough Council, North West Leicestershire District Council and South 
Derbyshire District Council. A five week consultation had taken place and the 
intention was that all three councils would adopt the SPD before the national 
cut-off date of 30 June 2026. 
 
The main purpose of the SPD was to support the development of the Freeport, 
and to ensure a coordinated and collaborative delivery and funding of the 
strategic transport infrastructure required to support the three EMF sites, with 
contributions to be made on an equitable and proportionate basis. More work 
would be required to underpin the SPD through an EMF Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan (IDP), which would be subject to public consultation and adoption in due 
course. The SPD envisaged a Framework Section 106 Agreement to 
coordinate funding and delivery from multiple sites as they came forward 
through the planning process. The SPD stated that until such time as the IDP 
has been endorsed, only limited weight should be given to it, as a material 
planning consideration, although the need for pulled contributions would carry 
weight. Councillor Upton confirmed that the draft SPD was accompanied by a 
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (HRA) Screening Report, as detailed at Appendix 3 to the report. 
Following consultation with the statutory authorities, it was concluded that the 
SPD did not require an SEA or an HRA. The report had been considered by 
the cross-party Local Development Framework Group, which had voted in 
favour of the recommendation requesting Cabinet to adopt the SPD by a 
majority vote seven to four. As Chair of that Group, Councillor Upton advised 
that some members of the Group felt that the focus of the report appeared to 
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be on strategic road transport, with little, if any mention of public transport. 
Councillor Upton concluded by reiterating that without this SPD there would be 
a greater risk that development associated with EMF would come forward 
without the necessary strategic infrastructure contributions.         
 
In seconding the recommendation, Councillor Brennan referred to this 
significant site, with the EMF in Rushcliffe centred on the Ratcliffe on Soar 
Power Station site, which was a major strategic site not just for Rushcliffe, but 
the wider region and potentially nationally, in terms of bringing forward 
employment, innovative businesses and economic growth. She stated that it 
was really important that all sites within the EMF could move forward, with 
Rushcliffe’s particular interest centred on the power station site, and the sooner 
it could start moving forward to attract investment and innovation the better.    
 
It was RESOLVED that:  
 
a) any recommendations made by Local Development Framework Group 

be considered; 
 
b) the proposed revisions to the draft East Midlands Freeport Strategic 

Infrastructure and Contributions Supplementary Planning Document 
(SPD) be supported; 

 
c) the adoption of the East Midlands Freeport Strategic Infrastructure and 

Contributions Supplementary Planning Document be approved;  
 
d) delegated authority be granted to the Director of Development and 

Economic Growth, in consultation with the Cabinet Portfolio Holder for 
Planning and Housing, to adopt the East Midlands Freeport Strategic 
Infrastructure and Contributions Supplementary Planning Document no 
later than 30 June 2026 and to make any necessary final graphical, 
presentational and minor textual changes required to the SPD prior to 
publication; and 

 
e) a further report be brought to Cabinet in the event that either or both of 

the other local planning authorities (North West Leicestershire District 
and South Derbyshire District Council) do not adopt the SPD in order to 
review the Council’s position as regards the SPD. 

 
 
 
 
The meeting closed at 7.45 pm. 

 
 

CHAIR 
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Cabinet 
 
Tuesday, 14 July 2026 

 
Financial Outturn 2025/26 

 
Report of the Director – Finance and Corporate Services 
 
Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Finance – Councillor D Virdi 
 
1. Purpose of report 

 
1.1. This report outlines the year-end position in terms of financial and performance 

monitoring for 2025/26. This is linked to the closure of accounts process and 
previous update reports. This report has already been presented to Corporate 
Overview Group in June, with no significant issues raised. 

1.2. To summarise, the revenue budget has an overall revenue efficiency position of 
£2.682m and the Capital Programme overall efficiency position of £4.011m. The 
£2.682m revenue efficiency is allocated for significant risks for 2026/27 onwards 
including Local Government Reorganisation and Simpler Recycling and now 
concern over inflation given the current conflict in the middle east. There are 
several reasons for this positive financial position including additional Treasury 
Management income as interest rates have not fallen as quickly as expected 
and a better than expected cashflow position, service in-year efficiencies and 
improvements (such as the crematorium) and additional grant income in areas 
such as Planning (with a time lag in spend of the grants for service 
modernisation). The capital underspend is largely being carried forward for the 
completion of existing projects. The overall positive financial position is the 
culmination of responsible financial management. 

 
1.3. The draft Statement of Accounts is being prepared to meet the 30 June 2026 

statutory deadlines and the financial position stated in this report accords with 
the Council’s financial statements. Good, accurate and timely financial 
statements underpin the accuracy of financial performance, and we do not lose 
sight of this, 

 
2. Recommendation 
 

It is RECOMMENDED that Cabinet:  
 

a) notes the 2025/26 revenue position and efficiencies identified in Table 1 
and Appendix A and B; 

 
b) approves changes to the earmarked reserves as set out at Appendix G 

along with the carry forwards and appropriations to reserves in Appendix 
A; 

 
c) approves the capital carry forwards outlined in Appendix D and F and 

summarised in Appendix H; and 
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d) notes the update on the Special Expenses outturn at paragraph 4.9 and 
in Appendix C. 

 
3. Reasons for Recommendations 
 

To accord with good financial governance and the Council’s Financial 
Regulations. 
 

4. Supporting Information 
 

Executive Summary 
 
4.1 The Council is required to categorise its income and expenditure as either 

revenue or capital. The General Fund account deals with the Council’s revenue 
income and expenditure, where spend is incurred on day-to-day expenditure or 
on items used within the year. Capital income and expenditure is included in the 
Capital Programme. The Financial Outturn, for both Revenue and Capital, is 
presented below. 
 

4.2 There is a net revenue efficiency of £2.682m for 2025/26. Significant variances 
are highlighted in Table 1, arising mainly from additional investment income and 
unrequired contingency, significant underspends in Neighbourhoods and 
Development and Economic Growth  Notably within refuse collection resulting 
from housing development progressing slower than expected; further refining of 
Streetwise budgets following in-sourcing;  Rushcliffe Oaks Crematorium 
additional income and budget efficiencies as it continues to provide an excellent 
service; and additional grant income. Efficiencies are offset by a reduction in 
planning income due to reduction in demand and increased cost relating to 
planning appeals. The overall budget net efficiency position represents a 
variance of 18.30% against budgeted net service expenditure. Appendix A sets 
out proposals to carry budget forward into 2026/27 and to earmark funding for 
additional cost pressures and financial challenges, primarily to support LGR and 
Simpler Recycling as previously reported. 
 

4.3 There is a capital budget efficiency position  of £4.011m. Significant variances 
are highlighted in Table 2, the majority of which (£3.145m) are requested to be 
carried forward into 2026/27 (1.2m Support for Registered Housing Providers, 
£0.279m Crematorium PV works, £0.237m Highways Verge Improvements, 
£0.240 Edwalton Golf Course Enhancements, £0.2m Toothill Sports Complex 
Improvements) with a further £0.959 in project efficiencies (0.458m Land for 
Carbon Offsetting, £0.107m Bingham Leisure and Enterprise Centre, £0.194m 
recycling bins rollout). 

4.4 The Council has continued to identify service efficiencies during the year to 
balance the additional pressures and has overachieved against the 
Transformation and Efficiency Plan (TEP) target of £0.824m (para 4.17) by 
£0.177m.  

4.5 Additional grant income of £0.792m has been received during the year £0.251m 
relates to securing planning grants which will be carried forward and spent in 
2026/27. 

4.6 The economic environment continues to be challenging, which impacts both 
residents and businesses and ultimately creates risks with regards to the 
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Council’s budget. The favourable outturn position shows a positive outcome due 
to planned efficiencies, additional income and good budget management.  

4.7 The Quarter 3 report presented to Cabinet on 10 March 2026, reported projected 
revenue efficiencies of £1.304m and approved reserve appropriations to this 
value which are included in the final carry forwards in Appendix A. 

 
Revenue 
 
4.8 Table 1 below summarises the main variances with a full summary of all 

significant variances over £25k at Appendix B. 

Table 1 – Significant revenue variances 

 

Special Expenses 

4.9 Appendix E shows the Outturn position on the Special Expenses budget.  The 
year end position is a budget surplus of £6.4k. Underspends for Keyworth and 
Cotgrave Cemeteries account for £3k of this due to efficiencies on responsive 
works. The remaining £3.4k relates to the West Bridgford special expense. This 
mainly arises from an overspend on Community Halls of £14.5k relating to 
income shortfall at Gamston which has failed to return to pre-covid usage, and 
responsive works required at Lutterell Hall. These overspends are offset by 
efficiencies on West Bridgford Town Centre events £6k and additional Football 
and Tennis income £17k.The Council has previously reported on the notional 
deficit for West Bridgford. As at 31 March 2026, this deficit is £0.089m 
comprising of an opening deficit of £0.184m adjusted for the in-year surplus of 
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£3.4k, in year repayment from revenue £16k, transfer of capital surplus £65k, 
and lower actual annuity charges £11k. The budgets are set using estimates 
and the timing of expenditure can result in variances against the budget. 

Capital 

4.10 The opening capital budget was £8.344m this has been revised to a year-end 
provision of £14.873m an increase of £6.529m, mainly due to carry forwards 
from 2024/25 £4.309m, acceleration of schemes from 2026/27 (most notably 
Registered Housing Providers £1.2m), with other adjustments arising from new 
externally funded schemes including UKSPF and REPF £0.481m. Budget 
adjustments since quarter 3 can be seen in Appendix E. Actual expenditure in 
relation to the revised budget totalled £10.862m (73% of the revised budget) a 
variance of £4.011m. 
 

4.11 Table 2 below summarises the main variances, with a full summary of all 
significant variances at Appendix D and F. Appendix H categorises all 
variances, including carry forward request of £3.145m for schemes that have 
been rephased from 2025/26 and the Council has committed to delivering in 
2026/27, efficiencies of £0.959m, overspends of £56k and acceleration of £37k.  

Table 2 – Significant capital variances 
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UKSPF/REPF 

4.12 The UK Shared Prosperity Fund (UKSPF) and Rural England Prosperity Funds 
(REPF) are provided by Government to improve opportunity and prosperity in 
local places through investment, training and cultural opportunities. RBC 
received a fourth and final year allocation of £1.2m in 2025/26, this funding has 
been utilised to; provide 51 grants to support local business and community 
groups, undertake capital works on play areas, open spaces and community 
buildings and to host local events including Lunar New Year and Film and Food 
Festival. The timeline for spending this funding was extended to September 
2026, as at 31 March 2026 there is £0.234m remaining and this is committed to 
be spent in 2026/27 on schemes including The Hook playpark improvements 
and active travel plans for town centres.   

Pressures Update 

Treasury Investments 

4.13 We continue to report on the reduced capital value in the Council’s Multi Asset 
or Pooled Funds, as at 31 March 2026 this was £14.3m a reduction of £0.749m 
against the original investment. There is a statutory override (extended to 
2028/29) which prevents this being charged to the general fund, however, to be 
prudent, the Council holds a reserve totalling £1.31m to mitigate the future 
potential impact. Whilst the capital value is currently below purchase price, these 
are long term investments made as part of the overall Capital and Investment 
Strategy and delivered a significant proportion of the overall interest in 2025/26 
at £0.670m. All investments are closely monitored by the Governance Scrutiny 
Group.  

Inflation 
 

4.14 In recent years the Council has seen a rise in cost base due to unprecedented 
high levels of inflation (11.2% in October 2022), although reductions were 
encouraging and a return to target levels of 2% were indicated, the war in the 
Middle East has caused further volatility with predictions suggesting a rise to 5% 
during 2026/27. Fuel and utilities are particularly affected, and this has a knock-
on effect to other costs. Budgets for 2026/27 assumed 3% inflation which may 
be insufficient and result in further budget pressure. Fuel costs have increased 
significantly. As most of the Council’s fleet has now been converted to HVO, 
which has also been affected, this could result in an additional budget 
requirement of £12k per month. Inflation may also impact the pending pay award 
for 2026/27 which has been budgeted at 3%. The impact on budgets and 
associated contracts will be kept under close review. It is recommended that 
£0.446m from 2025/26 underspends be appropriated to reserves to help 
mitigate these pressures. There is a correlation with interest rates which remain 
higher than anticipated as they are a key lever in government macroeconomic 
policy to control inflation. 

Local Government Reorganisation 
 
4.15 New unitary Councils are expected to become operational from 1 April 2028. 

The Council is currently awaiting a decision on the preferred option, which is 
expected in July.  The financial implications of implementation, together with the 
impact on staff attraction and retention during the transition period, remain 
largely unknown but are expected to be significant. A reserve was created in 
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2024/25 to support this change, with £0.661m allocated from underspends. 
Costs incurred to end March 2026 total £0.220m of which £0.123m of this is 
funded by Government grant. A further £0.635m from 25/26 underspends has 
already been approved to top up this provision, resulting in a revised balance of 
£1.199m. 

Simpler Recycling 

4.16 Since the announcement of Simpler Recycling, the Council has been reporting 
the financial pressures arising from implementing new duties. New burdens 
funding allocated by Government is expected to be insufficient to cover the costs 
of implementing the scheme and the 2026/27 budget report showed a £1.171m 
shortfall in funding across the MTFS period. This could worsen if funding from 
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) grant drops below anticipated levels. 
It has recently been confirmed that budgeted annual income of £0.2m for 
recycling credits will not continue, resulting in an additional £1m budget 
pressure over the 5-years. Replenishment of the Simpler Recycling reserve of 
£0.290m has been approved from 2025/26 underspends during the year, it is 
proposed that a further £0.5m is added to the reserve to mitigate the known 
financial risks arising from new service delivery as a result of government policy.  

Transformation and Efficiency Plan  

4.17 The Council’s Transformation and Efficiency Plan (TEP) is designed to deliver 
budget efficiencies to meet emerging financial challenges. In 2025/26 the 
efficiencies target was £0.824m, with the three most significant components 
being income from Leisure Strategy contract renegotiations (£0.385m), 
increased Garden Waste charges (£0.132m), increased car parking charges 
(£0.110m), each of these have been met and exceeded. Total TEP efficiencies 
achieved for 2025/26 was (£1.0m), which overall was £0.177m above target, 
this mainly relates to improved performance at Rushcliffe Oaks Crematorium 
(£58k) and Edwalton Golf Course (£89k). 

 
Reserves 
 
4.18 There are a number of movements in revenue reserves largely agreed as part 

of the budget setting process and budget monitoring reported during 2025/26. 
A net transfer to earmarked reserves of £4.374m comprises: £10.276m 
transferred to reserves from revenue less £5.902m transferred from reserves 
(£2.136m revenue and £3.766m Capital) The overall net movement on revenue 
reserves are detailed at Appendix G. The key points to note are: 
 
Specific Reserves 

  
4.19 Commentary on earmarked reserves: 

• The NHB Reserve balance of £8.383m funds internal borrowing for capital 
projects (MRP Minimum Revenue Provision). Although this funding has now 
ceased, the reserve is sufficient to cover these payments for the remainder 
of the MTFS period. 

• The Organisation Stabilisation Reserve balance of £8.121m will partly be 
used to fund the carry forward requests of £0.482m and the transfers to 
reserves of £0.608m (Appendix A). The balance provides for current and 
arising pressures such as inflationary volatility and could be used to support 
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other reserves if required such as LGR and Simpler Recycling for which 
costs are still subject to change. 

• The LGR reserve balance of £1.199m is set aside to support LGR 
implementation and will fund transitional costs, including training and 
additional staff. This reserve and the Simpler Recycling Reserve have been 
commented on in paragraphs 4.15 and 4.16 above. 

4.20 Overall whilst the level of Earmarked Reserves is a healthy £28.664m (24/25 
was £24.289m) The ongoing pressure and risks (Section 5) and the unknown 
costs associated with LGR could quickly deplete these. General Fund balance 
of £2.604m accords with the Council’s approved MTFS. 

 
4.21 The Council’s robust financial position enables it to fund service demand or cost 

pressures not identified in the budget. Some of these have already been 
mentioned above (e.g. LGR, Simpler Recycling and inflation). Requests for the 
use of reserves in 2026/27 (from 2025/26 efficiencies) to support continuing cost 
pressures and delivery of the Council’s priorities are shown in Appendix A. 
 

Conclusion 

4.22 The favourable variance is the result of planned efficiencies, additional income 
mainly from higher than expected interest rates and additional grants and good 
budget management. Streetwise insourcing and the success of Rushcliffe Oaks 
Crematorium have made significant contributions to this. These efficiencies will 
support pressures as discussed in paragraphs 4.11-4.15. 

4.23 Despite the financial challenges experienced, prudent budgeting has negated 
the need to draw on reserves or to externally borrow. Inflation is an ongoing risk 
to both Council expenditure and to income receipts as pressures remain on 
household disposable income.  The impact of LGR, local government funding 
reforms and other government policy initiatives such as Simpler Recycling 
continue to present ongoing challenges to the MTFS. 

4.24 LGR will become The Council’s main focus of transformation, as we head 
towards vesting day it is expected that this will require significant resources and 
reduce the opportunities for any additional major transformation schemes.  

4.25 Whilst the Council currently has a relatively healthy reserves balance, this is a 
finite resource, and reserves will diminish over time. With the aforementioned 
challenges there remains the need to maintain healthy reserve balances. 
Reserves are necessary to insulate the Council against significant financial risks 
and enable the Council to deliver its corporate priorities, to improve services and 
invest and grow the Borough. 

4.26 The year-end Financial Statements are subject to audit by Forvis Mazars and 
are anticipated to be considered by the Governance Scrutiny Group in 
September 2026. 

 
5. Alternative options considered and reasons for rejection 

 
 There are no other options identified, subject to the views of Cabinet. 
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6. Risks and Uncertainties 
 

6.1. Failure to comply with Financial Regulations in terms of reporting on both 
revenue and capital budgets could result in criticism from stakeholders, 
including both Councillors and the Council’s external auditors. 

 
6.2. The transfer of the net surplus to reserves will strengthen the Council’s ability to 

respond to unexpected pressures including LGR and Simpler Recycling (as 
discussed in this report) and carry forward of budget efficiencies will assist the 
Council to meet its priorities to support and grow the Borough. 

 
6.3. The first multi-year settlement in a decade was announced for 2026/27 for three 

years. However, the two later years are subject to change. Business rates reset 
and fairer funding reforms have resulted in a reduction in income for the Council 
and transition funding is only short term. In addition, LGR restricts the ability of 
the Council to make significant transformation compounding pressure on the 
budget. The Council has prepared a 5-year MTFS demonstrating financial 
stability without the need to borrow, however this position can quickly change 
and needs to be closely monitored. 
 

6.4. There is an ongoing risk from inflation on both income and expenditure, 
including pay. Inflation has remained above 3% for most of 2025/26, with the 
war in the Middle East causing further increases. Predictions suggest this could 
reach 5% during 26/27 with fuel and utilities are specifically affected and this 
can have a knock-on effect to other costs, especially those affecting the capital 
programme. The resultant slowing of the economy could affect income from fees 
and charges and further contribute to cost-of-living pressures, potentially 
affecting collection rates for Council Tax and Business Rates income which are 
the main sources of funding for the Council.  
 

6.5. Staff turnover and recruitment continue to be challenging in the sector and this 
is increasing due to the pressures and uncertainty around LGR. Costs of 
recruitment and agency costs increase the pressure on the pay budgets and the 
ability to deliver high quality services. 
 

6.6. The Council must be adequately protected against such risks, necessitating a 
sufficient level of reserves. Additionally, the Council should have the flexibility to 
utilise reserves for projects with potential benefits or when there is a shift in 
strategic direction. Specific reserves are held for the above risks see Appendix 
G. The Council remains committed to maintaining financial resilience during 
these challenging times. 
 

7. Implications 
 
7.1. Financial Implications 

 
Financial implications are contained within the body of the report. 
 

7.2. Legal Implications 
 
There are no direct legal implications arising from this report. 
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7.3. Equalities Implications 
 
There are no direct equalities implications arising from this report. 

 

7.4. Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 Implications 
 
There are no direct Crime and Disorder implications arising from this report. 
 

7.5. Biodiversity Net Gain Implications 
 
There are no direct Biodiversity Net Gain implications arising from this report. 
 

7.6 Local Government Reorganisation 
 
There are no direct LGR implications arising from this report. 
 

8. Link to Corporate Priorities   
 

Quality of Life  
 
The budget resources the Corporate Strategy and therefore 
resources all Corporate Priorities. 
 
 

Efficient Services 

Sustainable 
Growth 

The Environment 

 
9. Recommendation 
 
 It is RECOMMENDED that Cabinet:  
 

a) notes the 2024/25 revenue position and efficiencies identified in Table 1, 
and Appendix A and B; 

 
b) approves changes to the earmarked reserves as set out at Appendix G 

along with the carry forwards and appropriations to reserves in Appendix 
A; 

 
c) approves the capital carry forwards outlines in Appendix D and F and 

summarised in Appendix H; 
 
 
d) notes the update on the Special Expenses outturn at paragraph 4.9 and in 

Appendix C. 
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For more information contact: 
 

Peter Linfield 
Director – Finance and Corporate Services 
0115 914 8439 
plinfield@rushcliffe.gov.uk 
 

Background papers Available for 
Inspection: 

Council 6 March 2025 – 2025/26 Budget and 
Financial Strategy 
Cabinet 9 September 2025 – Revenue and Capital 
Budget Monitoring Q1 
Cabinet 9 December 2025 – Revenue and Capital 
Budget Monitoring Q2  
Cabinet 10 March 2026 – Revenue and Capital 
Budget Monitoring Q3 
 

List of appendices: Appendix A – Revenue Outturn Position 
Appendix B – Revenue Variance Explanations 
Appendix C – Special Expenses 
Appendix D – Capital Programme Summary 
Appendix E – Changes to Capital Budget 
Appendix F – Capital Variance Explanations 
Appendix G – Movement in Reserves  
Appendix H – Summary Capital carry forwards 
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Appendix A 
Revenue Outturn Position 2025/26 
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Appendix B 
 

Revenue Variance Explanations (over £25k) 
 
Adverse variances in excess of £25k 
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Favourable variances in excess of £25k 
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Appendix C  
Special Expenses Outturn 2025/26 
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Appendix D 

Capital Programme Summary 2025/26 
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Appendix E 

Changes to Capital Budget 
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Appendix F 
Capital Variance Explanations 
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APPENDIX G 

 
Movement in Reserves 
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OFFICIAL 

Appendix H 
 

Summary Capital Carry Forwards 

 

Capital Outturn Variance Analysis 25-26 £000s

Carry Forwards:

COTGRAVE BUSINESS HUB (30)

EXTERNAL DOOR & WINDOW UPGRADES VARIOUS SITES (39)

HIGHWAYS VERGE IMPS (237)

KEYWORTH CEMETERY 22-23 (25)

MANVERS BP ENHANCEMENTS (35)

REPF GRANT BUSINESS GRANTS CAP PROJECTS (5)

STREETWISE DEPOT (34)

THE CREMATORIUM (279)

THE POINT (68)

UKSPF BUSINESS SUPPORT GRANTS (6)

WATERCOURSE IMPROVEMENTS (16)

APPLICATIONS & APPS (31)

DIGITAL STRATEGY (52)

FMS REPLACEMENT (49)

ICT SECURITY (16)

BINGHAM LEISURE HUB (8)

BINGHAM LEISURE HUB cfwd to support Capital Contingency (100)

CLC AND KLC ENHANCEMENTS (20)

DISABLED FACILITIES GRANT (185)

DISCRETIONARY TOP-UPS DFGs (73)

EDWALTON COMMUNITY FACILITY (120)

EGC ENHANCEMENTS (240)

GRESHAM SPORTS PARK REDEVELOPMENT (10)

SUPPORT FOR REGISTERED HOUSING PROVIDERS (1,197)

TOOTHILL SPORTS COMPLEX IMPROVEMENTS (200)

VEHICLE REPLACEMENT (31)

WB - CAR PARK RESURFACING (14)

CAPITAL CONTINGENCY (25)

Sub-total (3,145)

Savings:

BINGHAM MARKET PLACE IMPS (6)

BRIDGFORD PARK KIOSK (1)

COTGRAVE BUSINESS HUB (46)

RBC TOURISM/SIGNAGE (70)

BINGHAM LEISURE HUB (107)

BRIDGFORD PK PLAY AREA SPEC EXP (1)

CLC AND KLC ENHANCEMENTS (68)

GREYTHORN DRIVE PLAY AREA (2)

LAND ACQUISIITON CARBON OFFSETTING (458)

RECYCLING BINS (194)

WARM HOMES GRANT (6)

Sub-total (959)

Overspends:

AV REPLACEMENT SYSTEM 7

INCOME MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 2

GAMSTON COMMUNITY CENTRE ENHANCEMENTS 16

RCP PLAY AREA 2

VEHICLE REPLACEMENT 22

WEST PARK ENHANCEMENTS 7

Sub-total 56

Accelerations:

ICT REPLACEMENT PROGRAMME 16

PLAY AREAS / FACILITIES FOR OLDER CHILDREN 7

TECHNICAL INFRASTRUCTURE 14

Sub-total 37

TOTAL (4,011)
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