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WSTG-Followup-Scrutiny2May23-Detailed-Log 

 

13th March 
Meeting held 
Council 
Offices 

First insight of presentation of options where WSTG were informed of 2 options on the 
table. Either RSM or Relaunch. WSTG saw this as a directed choice, where so much time 
and money had been wasted (almost 18 months at present) and the delays culminating to 
ignoring hardship relief and presenting an option which was seen as “take it or leave it”. 
No figure was disclosed to WSTG as amount for Relaunch as Council knew this would have been 
categorically rejected.  
 
WSTG stated that we would ask businesses and feedback to Council concerns etc. 
The council agreed that they would host a meeting to present options to Westside businesses 
and answer any questions. This was supposedly to be a must as businesses are independent and 
WSTG could not make a decision for independent businesses. 
 
Councillor Simkins suggested attendance of WSTG/businesses to Scrutiny meeting or view online 
for 14th March. 

14th March 
Scrutiny 
Panel held 
meeting to 
approve 
Relaunch 
amount.  

 
This was viewed and attended, but not received well by WSTG. 

15th March  Response from Isobel: 
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WSTG 
Acknowledged 
Council with 
response 15th 
March 

Council suggested a meeting to be held following our request on 13th March  
 

 
 
Again, we requested a date for the meeting with all traders of Westside. Again, the council 
ignored the request. 
 
This request again repeated that we should hold a meeting on 20th March at council offices. 
 

16th March Response from Isobel Woods agreeing to host meeting with all businesses. Date moved from 20th 
March as this was not acknowledged.  
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16th March Councillor Simkins acknowledged WSTG as being transparent with all traders.  
 

 
20th March 
response 
from WSTG 

 
WSTG expressed concerns and stated that a formal response will be forwarded to council and will 
need consideration. 
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17th March Minutes from 13th March Meeting sent which was not a true reflection of meeting. Clear 

omissions of what WSTG stated. 
It does not express that we stated that feedback will need to be considered. The council had 
agreed to speak to WSTG with options.  
Minutes received 17th March from council. 
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See minutes below. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Prepared for Scrutiny Board Members & Cabinet Members following 2nd May Scrutiny 

6 
 

 
 

22nd March  

 
 
2 attachments:  

- Response to Council Options-2 
- WSTG Meeting 200323 

 

22nd March Received response from Tim Johnson -Documents received by all. Expected response from John 
Roseblade & Isobel Woods, however, no response was received to WSTG feedback. 
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23rd March WSTG Feedback from traders meeting held Monday 20th where we requested council to attend 

and present options. No responses from council to date. Hence why it was raised at the 
Scrutiny 2nd May 2023. 
 
 

 
Attachment: WSTG-Feedback 
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24th March 

 
24th March  

 
29th March  

 
Isobel attached: 
13th March 2023 Victoria St Traders Comms and works.pptx 
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3rd April WSTG Requested a copy of the RSM Report 
 

 
Request was ignored 

4th April  WSTG came across following document: 
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6th April WSTG came across this briefing note Public Realm - Support Package to Businesses dated 15th 

February. This was the first time WSTG saw this and can categorically state that it was not 
received very well at all.  
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Following the reading of the briefing note and what WSTG witnessed at the scrutiny panel we 
had no choice to basically present our side of what WSTG has encountered without it being 
watered down and misconstrued and not give a true representation of the facts. 

6th April WSTG Formal address to raise major concerns. 
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We have included attachments:- 
 
Response to Council Options-3 4Apr23-2-5ENCS 
Enc1-WestsideRetailerMeetingMinutes7Apr22 
Enc2-WSTG Subgroup Council Meeting 9.May.22Council 
Enc3- STATEMENT-OF-FACT-TO-COUNCIL 
Enc4- Public Realm Support Packages for Businesses (Briefing Note) - 15 February 2023 
Enc5- WSTG response to Enc 4 – Briefing Note 15.Feb.23 
 
I have included Enc5 here as WSTG feel information is not presented in the interest of WSTG. 
 
 
ENC 5: WSTG – In response to Enc4 : Public Realm Support Packages for Businesses Date: 15 
February 2023 Briefing Note 
 
 
From WSTG: To All in reference to Enc 4 - Briefing Note: Please find a detail response from 
Westside which reflects discrepancies in what is being reported here. 
 
 
2.5 - There was no contact. This can be confirmed by businesses. 
 
2.6 - Using Covid as a reason for lack of communication from the supposed contact in 2018 to 
when works commenced in 2021 is not a valid excuse 
 
2.8 – Businesses had notice of the Bell Street/traffic management from the express and star 
article  
https://www.expressandstar.com/news/local-hubs/wolverhampton/2021/07/07/work-on-
wolverhampton-city-centre-transformation-to-start-next-week/ and no letters/leaflets were received 
by businesses 
 
2.9 – Some businesses were visited by Megan (and a lady Rose) but was only given one letter 
and no contact numbers or anything like that. Also was given no specific detail as to what was 
going on, just that they were starting the work. 
 
2.12 - The meeting on 9/5 was only arranged because of the Statement of Fact that was sent to 
the council in May. It states that work was to be undertaken by an independent party - SCA were 
not independent of the council. The tender specifications were not shared and still have not been 
shared. Actions PDF of this meeting was also not received. 
 
2.15 - Reporting timeline period not agreed (we were getting clarification of this at the next council 
meeting as the meeting was Des/Owen/Sam/ Billy and Isobel - it was also on the 16th June, not 
23rd) 
 
2.16 - Dates were not agreed (in fact minutes/actions from meeting on 6/6 show Isobel checking 
with legal that comparison periods could be changed without having to re-tender) 
 
2.17 -The meeting on 28th June was cancelled as Des had Covid, not because of the business 
meeting with consultant - the meeting with the consultant and traders had already happened on 
the 20th June, after the meeting mentioned in point 2.16 
 
2.18 - No. SCA rep (Sam) met with traders on the 20th and gave out paper copies of the 
spreadsheet. There were insufficient supplied even though Sam new of the number of businesses 
involved.  No electronic versions sent to traders as promised. There was no discussion about the 
dates - although this was challenged again at the time, and questions about business rates being 
involved were met by "it's up to the council" More importantly the traders sub-group did NOT at 
any time, set any dates!!!! 
 

https://www.expressandstar.com/news/local-hubs/wolverhampton/2021/07/07/work-on-wolverhampton-city-centre-transformation-to-start-next-week/
https://www.expressandstar.com/news/local-hubs/wolverhampton/2021/07/07/work-on-wolverhampton-city-centre-transformation-to-start-next-week/
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2.20 - Council met with the subgroup not the traders. We were not asked when we wanted to 
close off the activity - we were told that some businesses had not provided information by 15th 
July cut-off date and suggested to extend until the 29th - Please note, some meetings with SCA 
wasn't scheduled until the 13th July!!!! How much of the delay was caused by SCA - another 
failing on their part. 
 
2.22 - The meeting on 22/8 went ahead as planned. It detailed was it stated in point 2.23. The 
council proposed a "Discretionary business disruption payment"  Please note - regarding the 
agreement to pay all 52 businesses at that meeting, the Action PDF sent showed that letters were 
to be sent out by John Roseblade. The September meeting was cancelled at that meeting 
because of the fact that the council had proposed the disruption payment, and this allowed 
them time to approach the relevant parties regarding this, it was evident that no clear decision 
/direction could be made by the end of September and letters were set to be send by mid October 
(as per the action to JR)  
 
2.23 - Not correct as there was no meeting - on 23rd September, Isobel emailed her "council 
response template" and we had a subgroup meeting. A formal response was sent to her about this 
on 4/10 and chased on 13/10 
 
2.24 - The letters were hand delivered on 14/10 there were no details just two figures and a 
percentage 
 
2.25 - Incorrect. Traders had a meeting of their own on 17/10 - council were requested to attend 
but declined. 
 
2.25 - (again) At the council meeting on 18/10 subgroup advised council that while SCA had 
assured that all circumstances would be taken into account that this was clearly not the case. 
Tender information was requested again. No Action PDF was received from this meeting. 
 
2.26 - Letters requested additional verified financial information by 10/11. Westside also sent in 
updated information showing revised window to save time and allow council to assess asap. 
 
2.21 - (this is the number directly after 2.26) 7th November subgroup reps Billy, Des and Esme 
met with Isobel Woods and John Roseblade. We did not want the financial review to be re-done 
with any different information!! We suggested ways that used the information collected by SCA 
and some additional information to illustrate a fairer and more realistic viewpoint of losses. An 
email was sent to JR and IW detailing these! Concerns were raised about how SCA conducted the 
review/health check. (There was NO support received at all!!!) On the 14/11 the meeting set for 
15/11 was delayed to the end of November and didn't take place until 5/12. Delay was by the 
Council. 
 
2.22 - At the meeting between council and subgroup on 5/12 we were told by the council that they 
were commissioning a company to evaluate the work done by SCA and the process that was 
used. All of our suggestions were completely disregarded, and we were told that even moving the 
comparison periods was classed as a "material change" (see earlier regarding IW checking with 
legal about changing dates earlier, even though it was in the minutes that legal had said dates 
could be changed without implications) A formal response was sent to the council on 13/12. No 
Action PDF was received from this meeting. 
 
WSTG raised the fact that westside was totally dark and appeared closed, still looking like a 
building site. We were informed no work will be done during Xmas period – suggestion for barriers 
to be rearranged in order to make it more welcoming and perhaps some Xmas lights as there was 
only 10 days of shopping remaining. It was disappointing as we were informed that event would be 
held to drum up Xmas trade, but delays in acquiring raw materials by contractor removed this 
possibility. 
 
2.23 - Businesses were given less than 48 hours to respond to offer letters which stated initial 
payment. More importantly - businesses did not provide erroneous information! SCA did not 
collate/present the information correctly! Errors are the responsibility of SCA and the fact 
that the council did not audit/check the work that they had done. 
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11th April  

 
13th April WSTG understood that the Council refused the above request by the vice-chair in relation to 

concerns raised by WSTG. 
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13th April 

 
19th April In response to Tim Johnson. 
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Formal response to Tim John together with another 4 further attachments sent in response:- 
 
Response to Council Options-16Apr-3WSTG-Resp 
Enc6- Westside Business Survey 31st Oct 2022 
Enc7- Westside traders actions issues update June 28 22 
Enc8- Minutes 5th Dec 2022 WSTG-Response To Council 
 

19th April WSTG forwarded all correspondence with enclosures to Cabinet Members for their address to 
the situation. 
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21st April Response from Tim Johnson 
 
 

 
 
 

Sensitivity: RESTRICTED 

  

Dear WSTG, 
  
Thank you for your response to my message which I received on 19 April. 
  
Whilst I acknowledge that you may still have issues, I firmly believe we now need 
to put our collective energies into ensuring businesses benefit from the support on 
offer. Once the deadline has past, no new schemes will be created and no new 
money will be made available. We want to ensure that as many businesses as 
possible benefit from the £350,000 funding pot put aside for this purpose. Indeed, 
18 businesses have now already applied for Relaunch Grant support. 
  
In terms of the points you have raised, I would like to summarise my responses 
as follows: 
  

• The Scrutiny Board meeting on 14 March included an agenda item for a 
‘verbal’ update to councillors on Victoria Street Business Support. The 
presentation, which was shared with WSTG the day before, was used to 
update councillors on the full position for complete openness and 
transparency. This included the details of RSM’s feedback and their 
recommendations for a potential future scheme. It also included the option 
of the Relaunch Grant and set out that traders had agreed to feedback on 
the two options by 22 March. For complete transparency, the presentation 
to Scrutiny Board was shared with councillors, the public and WSTG on 14 
March on the council’s website. It is also important to note that scrutiny is 
not a decision-making body – that power rests with the Council’s Cabinet 
which ultimately approved the approach after careful consideration 

• Information on the two proposed support options were shared 
with all traders soon after the Scrutiny Board meeting. WSTG provided 
feedback on the unanimously preferred option on 22 March. The Council 
then wrote out to all traders to begin to implement the support package. 
This included personal visits to all traders and numerous options to ask 
questions / raise issues with the business support team. Indeed, we had a 
large number and have responded to all of these. So, we would contend 
that traders have had significant opportunities to ask questions and raise 
concerns 
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• I want to be clear again, that the Council has no legal responsibility to 
provide support in these circumstances and that the support we always 
intended to provide and, indeed are now providing through the grant 
scheme, is categorically not compensation and was never intended to be 
compensation 

• Whilst some traders may disagree with the size of the grant payment, the 
total amount of funding available has been determined by the Council’s 
Cabinet as previously mentioned. It is a significant sum of tax-payers 
money - £350,000 in total for the grants alone. This amount is 
proportionate and non-negotiable and will be evenly spread between 
eligible businesses to benefit more traders 

• We have always accepted that the investment in the area may have had 
an impact on trade, that’s why we have listened to traders at every stage of 
the process and have put funding into business support. I would 
categorically disagree that there has been no consultation. Comprehensive 
evidence of consultation undertaken by both Eurovia and the Council has 
previously been provided to WSTG. 

• The cost of the SCA review was not £50k, it was £16,000 and led to five 
businesses in need receiving urgent funding in December 2022 of £5,000 
each. WSTG’s concerns about the SCA review and request to change the 
assessment window led to the commissioning of experts RSM. RSM’s 
recommendations were professionally and methodologically rigorous and 
robust and were applied to other schemes in the West Midlands which we 
explained to WSTG. The implications of using the RSM methodology – 
which the Council would have pursued if traders had opted for this – would 
have taken a considerable amount of time and businesses may have had 
to wait years to receive financial support as the eligibility criteria and 
information required would have been extremely challenging for many 
traders to comply with and would have excluded many from any financial 
support. 

• The relaunch grant is not a U-turn. It is a pragmatic and swift solution to 
the issues raised by traders. It’s backed by a significant £350,000 sum of 
tax-payers money and aims to provide fast support to traders. Again, I 
want to reiterate the intention behind the relaunch grant is to offer eligible 
businesses a one-off amount to relaunch their trading activities and seize 
upon the opportunities presented by the multi-million-pound investment in 
improved public realm and public spaces. It is not intended to recompense 
for loss or hardship.  

• Since the scheme went live on 5 April 2023 18 businesses have come 
forward with their application. As of today, 2 businesses who have 
provided the requested information have been approved and will be paid 
this week. 

•      The change in status of the report scheduled for cabinet on 24 April was 
because it was brought forward to be an Urgent Decision. This fast tracked 
the decision to avoid delays in getting the support in place. 

• You mention that WSTG will ‘go to the press’ if you do not get a 
satisfactory response. I hope that the information I have provided clarifies 
things but want to stress that any decision to go to the press is entirely a 
decision for WSTG. Although this will simply serve to exacerbate the 
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situation, it will not resolve anything, and the Council will of course reserve 
the right to respond in full. 

Once again, with all of this in mind it is considered that the offer is fair, 
proportionate and constitutes a justifiable use of public funds. The Relaunch 
Grant Scheme and wider business support offer remains the council’s final 
position. I would ask that you again encourage all WSTG businesses that are 
eligible to apply for the funding before the scheme closes. On that point I am 
conscious that we do have bank holidays between now and the existing closing 
date of the 12 May. With this in mind we are extending the closing date to the 
31 May with the intention that this should give sufficient time for all eligible 
companies to make their applications.  I do have to reiterate that the funding will 
not be available after this date. 
  
My sincere hope is that we can all look forward and establish this area as a 
thriving part of our City Centre. 
  
Regards 
  
Tim 
  
Tim Johnson 
Chief Executive 
City of Wolverhampton Council 
Email: Tim.Johnson@wolverhampton.gov.uk 
Tel: 01902 554500 
  
 
 

27th April WSTG were made aware that a special scrutiny meeting was to take place on 2nd May 2023. 

 

mailto:Tim.Johnson@wolverhampton.gov.uk
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WSTG did express for the whole of the subgroup to attend or at least 3-4 members. We heard 
nothing from the council 

2nd May  WSTG attended Scrutiny meeting where they presented concerns. Unfortunately, it was 
recommended that another date be set by which time newly elected scrutiny board would 
have all correspondence to be sent to all members so that they could scrutinize and make 
recommendations. However, 2 members of the WSTG were allowed to present.  
 
Find attached a copy of the presentation by WSTG Bivir Chander-Kumar & Esme Stackhouse 
 
WSTG responded to the briefing note dated 27th April which has been marked as Enc 9 
 
This was presented verbally at the Urgent Scrutiny held 2nd May. 
 

  

Enc9 : WSTG Response to Briefing Note : 27th April 2023 
 
1.3 The 5k that has been offered is an insult. Up until Dec 2022 we were under the 
impression that Westside businesses would be receiving financial hardship relief because 
of the impact of roadworks during Nov 2021 – to date. 
2.1 – Point refers to bringing in more homes, jobs, events and shops. What about 
retaining shops and not losing established businesses and branded shops like Toni & Guy, 
Le Monde to name but a few. 
2.2 – No consultation taken place with individual businesses as to the extent of the 
roadworks.  No impact analysis or assessment of the logistics of the roadworks. 
2.4 – Various Councillors, Deputy Leader, BID Team, MP Stuart Anderson and various 
other council representatives were invited to attend a meeting organised by Westside 
businesses at Equinox, Victoria St. to address the issue they had been facing since Nov 
2021 in footfall reduction as a consequence of the roadworks. A document was 
presented to the council listing numerous issues. The meeting was also attended by over 
40 local businesses.  
2.8 – We were unaware of the 50k being applied for as business support. We were told 
by Isobel that a process of tendering would have to be undergone to identify an 
independent company to assess the losses that businesses were suffering. It was Isobel 
who came up with Health Check  - which was suppose to be light touch but turned out to 
be much more detailed. 
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2.8 SCA Management were commissioned by the council (as they were the only ones 
who submitted a tender response). The cashflow statement used to capture data had 
revealed issues around inconsistencies in not only what should be recorded, the conduct 
in the way the data was being collected and the process being used. WSTG raised 
concerns in a number of areas, one being the comparative windows that would be used 
to determine losses. This was confirmed by council legal and minuted that there was 
scope for change of window if necessary. 
Window defined as Jan21-Sep21 comparative to Oct21-Ju22.  Issues with this  

2.8.1 3-month covid included where we were told it would be excluded. Covid 
grants were included for some businesses and not for others on the 
spreadsheet. 
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2.8.2 WSTG had proposed Council to use 2018/19 accounts but was refuted. 
Council stated nothing would be considered pre-covid. Yet RSM Option 1 
considered this. 

2.8.3 WSTG did ensure that the window should be flexible without having to re-
tender. This was confirmed by council legal and minuted.  To avoid wasting 
public purse money WSTG suggested window be changed to make the 
spreadsheet more viable, fair, capture realistic data which would give Council 
feedback on actual impact of roadworks on businesses which consequently 
would assist them in better management of their projects going forward i.e. 
Phase 2, 3 etc. Presentation was made to Isobel Woods & John Roseblade 
Nov 7th 22 to look at this. It was clearly demonstrated that this was possible 
and a workable solution to salvage the situation and not waste resources as 
time was of the essence.  Council realised that this would prove more 
businesses had suffered losses with proposed window Apr21 – Dec21 
compared to Jan22-Sept22. (3 month date change) 

2.8.4 Even though Isobel Woods repeatedly said that Council & Sam’s team SCA 
Management would come back to us with issues raised for them to clarify. 
This was ignored repeatedly as it would mean Council would have to address 
hardship relief for more businesses than the 5 identified.  

2.8.5 11 businesses out of 51 were clearly identified as evidencing loss by the 
Council, of which 5 businesses were only paid an initial amount. This 
admission clearly demonstrates evidenced loss by businesses, for which 
Council still need to pay the balance of.  The window the council decided to 
stick with was about damage limitation for them not to pay out to more of 
the businesses. 

2.8.6 Repeated admission of losses evidenced – are council going to make good on 
mitigating losses of those businesses that have evidenced, as it appears to 
have been swept under the carpet and no longer financial hardship is 
mentioned. 

2.8.7 WSTG were promised Xmas event to drum up footfall, however due to delays 
nothing happened, and it was WSTG at the meeting 5th Dec22 raised to 
Councillor Simkins that the barriers were still up and the fact that there were 
no lights clearly gave general public the view that Victoria St was closed. 
Council claimed that they were supporting Westside by removing barriers and 
it caused delays. A complete misrepresentation of the truth. 
 

2.9 WSTG need to identify events to clarify this. 
2.9.1 Following meeting 7th Nov with Isobel and John where WSTG presented 

issues and solution of window change. 
2.9.2 Letters dated 10th Nov sent out by Isobel to businesses requesting additional 

evidence to support losses suffered by businesses. Businesses had provided 
updated financial information. 

2.9.3 24th Nov - WSTG chased up lack of response from Council / Isobel/John. Date 
change requested by Isobel to move traders meeting from end Nov to 5th Dec.  
A response detail WSTG disappointment of date change. (NOW 5 WEEKS OF 
COUNCIL DELIBERATION SINCE PRESENTATION) 
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2.9.4 1st Dec Isobel Woods emailed stating they are still looking at points raised by 
WSTG Nov 7th, Nov 24th and 27th Nov. WSTG were given no incline as to the 
engagement of an independent advisor until 5th December meeting. Council 
mentioned conversations were being held with a company to review their 
own processes and methodology adopted. This has been cleverly worded 
alluding that WSTG were aware of independent company engagement prior 
to the 5th Dec when it was clearly not the case. 

2.9.5 See WSTG minutes produced from meeting of the 5th with Council 
representatives. Even though all on list were invited, members abstained 
from attending. Councillor Simkins was re-introduced to being present and 
active engagement with WSTG. It was at this meeting that Isobel stated that 
an independent specialist was being procured to review the processes etc. 
See point 6 of document. WSTG raised concerns over additional 
expenditure. Council basically ignored the workable solution given by 
WSTG. Another delaying tactic in accepting the need to pay financial 
hardship relief. 

2.9.6 WSTG attended Wolverhampton Business Forum – raised question to Andy St. 
See detail for response. 

2.9.7 23rd Dec WSTG notified via letter that RSM have been appointed to review 
financial health check approach, requesting permission to share information 
already provided to SCA Management with RSM. Another delaying tactic and 
waste of public money. 

2.9.8 We did not get any indication of findings until 13th March, the day before the 
scrutiny and the WSTG subgroup were given a directed choice. Totally 
ignoring all 17months of recognition of financial hardship by introducing a Re-
Launch. WSTG were asked to agree with council without being given details. 
WSTG stated categorically, how are we supposed to make an informed 
decision without the detail. Isobel/Ian/Cllr Simkins gave WSTG a false sense of 
security and demonstrated underhandedness in hindsight. 

2.9.9 Throughout the whole process, since Mar 2022 financial hardship has been 
the centre point of all engagements and yet now has been totally IGNORED.  

 
4.11 In response to this “This excludes the considerable amount of officer time 

expended upon working to resolve this issue” 
WSTG Response: The issue is not resolved but WSTG left in dire straits as 
businesses have lost considerable time personally and has affected their mental 
health and lost livelihoods. Your officers and yourselves are being paid! You are not 
being asked to take a reduction in your income as businesses have had to because 
of council’s lack of professional management of projects by NOT undertaking 
impact analysis of roadworks and proper business consultation – we are still 
awaiting physical evidence of this for each business. 
We find this comment patronising and demeaning. It is the council that have 
deemed to have wasted WSTG business time yet have the audacity to make it 
about them. WSTG are the victims here! 
Not even an apology or credit given to show where WSTG have highlighted 
repeated flaws, issues in council failings. There is no moral stance here.  
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We urge the council to mitigate losses that have been experienced by WSTG and 
furthermore, evidenced and proven by businesses remain unpaid. This cannot be 
brushed away as it would be a gross miscarriage of justice.  
 

 
WSTG still need the financial hardship relief to be considered regardless of the  
Re-Launch grant. 
 
 
 
 

  

  

 


