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1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 

1.1 To agree a revised approach to subsidised pest control service. 

  

2. RECOMMENDATION 
 

2.1 The Cabinet Member for Health, Wellbeing and Housing is asked to decide 
that: 
 

 The subsidised pest control service as set out in 4.3 below is 

implemented from 1st February 2016 and reviewed at October 

2016. 

 

3.  BACKGROUND 

3.1 The Council has operated a service of subsidised pest control since the 

time that the service was part of the WFDC Environmental Health service 

and has continued it under the Worcestershire Regulatory Services (WRS) 



 

delivery mechanism. Currently a service for the control of rats, mice, fleas, 

bedbugs, cockroaches and wasps is offered free of charge to any Wyre 

Forest resident in receipt of a benefit. All other residents are required to pay 

for the service.  

3.5  Since the service has been operated by WRS it has been externalised 

across the whole of Worcestershire and is delivered for some partners on a 

contractual basis (not all Worcs partners offer a service – in Worcester City 

and Malvern Hills no service is offered at all and residents have to source 

their own service privately). The service has recently been re-tendered by 

WRS and there are now a number of private providers operating across 

Worcestershire to deliver the service for those partners requiring it (see 

attached schedule of providers and their charges).  

3.6 Under the current arrangements when the service is required, the 

contractor will attend and upon proof of receipt of benefit will undertake the 

necessary service to remove the pest and will reclaim the cost from WRS 

so that the recipient pays nothing towards the cost. WRS will then meet the 

cost of the subsidised service directly from the respective partners’ budget. 

However, until the recent change in approach to WRS budgeting on the 

principle of partners paying for the level of service they require, pest control 

costs were absorbed into the WRS budget and an element of partner cross 

subsidisation was taking place. More recently however, partners have been 

expected to meet their own costs for this and other services directly 

themselves.   

3.7 In the financial year 2014/15 WFDC overspent its allocated budget for pest 

control by some £30k, however it was absorbed within a WRS underspend 

on their overall budget, but WFDC was advised that it would be required to 

meet the cost in full in future years or else reconsider its service to deliver 

within budget. In the 2015/16 financial year WFDC has also exceeded its 

budget and current predictions are for there to be an overspend in the 

region of £10k using figures extrapolated for the remainder of the year. 

Clearly this needs to be addressed; any changes will not reduce that figure 

within budget for the remainder of the current financial year, but it is 

important that the situation is brought under control in readiness for 

2016/17. Overspend in the current financial year will have to be met 

through earmark reserves which are held against the WRS service area.  

 

4. OPTIONS AND PROPOSED NEW APPROACH 

4.1 The Council has a number of options it could pursue; 



 

Option 1 It could continue to subsidise the service and increase the 

budget; Option 2 It could withdraw the whole subsidised service and like 

Malvern Hills and Worcester offer no service at all through WRS; Option 3 

It could offer the current service until the budget has been fully used and 

nothing thereafter; Option 4 It could reduce the availability of the service 

by limiting the type of benefit recipients have to be in receipt of before they 

receive the subsidised service; Option 5 It could limit the subsidy on each 

of the pests such that those on benefits pay something towards at least 

some of the service;  

4.2 Option 1 is unrealistic in times of austerity where budgets, including 

WRS’s, are being reduced. Option 2 is a viable option but is not preferred as it 

would involve withdrawing the service altogether.  Option 3 is not practical or 

fair as it would mean, in effect, withdrawing the service part way through the 

year when the budget had been spent.  Option 4 is a feasible way forward but 

would add complexity at the point of service for the contractor. Option 5 is the 

preferred option at present, as there is a will to offer residents some support, 

although whether any level of subsidy can be afforded in the more distant 

future remains to be seen. Option 5 is considered to have less of an impact on 

poor households than Option 4, although it will add complexity for the 

contractor at point of delivery of the service as the recipient will be required to 

make some payment for some pests. Option 5 also focuses subsidy on the 

pests that have the greatest potential for spreading to neighbouring 

properties, with an impact on health and well-being of the wider community. 

4.3     The proposed new approach is set out in Option 5.  The Council would 

continue to offer a full subsidy to anyone on benefits for dealing with 

infestations of rats, mice and cockroaches, as these infestations are most 

likely to spread to neighbouring properties rapidly if not treated. The subsidy 

would be reduced to 25% for the treatment of fleas and bedbugs, which are 

less likely to spread, and withdrawn completely for wasps, which are least  

likely to cause personal discomfort. It is anticipated that the budget overspend 

would be brought to a more manageable figure, circa £3k. It is impossible to 

say precisely what the final budget figure would be as different types of pest 

can occur in different weather circumstances. It is felt that, if the approach  in 

Option 5 is taken and reviewed at half year (October 2016), then if there is still 

a budget overspend projected it will leave time to make further adjustments 

before the end of the financial year to adjust the service to meet the budget.  

4.3     This would mean that someone receiving a service, for example, from 

Kidderminster Pest Control for fleas and bedbugs would be required to 

contribute £41.25 for the treatment of fleas and £33.75 for the treatment of 

bedbugs. Anyone wishing to pay for the extermination of wasps nests would 

pay £45 being the full amount.  



 

 
5 .      FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

5.1     The Council currently has a budget of £6,125 per annum within the overall 

WRS budget for pest control. In 2015/16 it is currently anticipated that there 

will be an overspend of £9,333 if no policy changes are made. If the changes 

set out in 4.3 above are made it is anticipated that for a full year this will 

reduce spend by £6,210 thereby leaving an overspend of £3,123 based on 

current treatments. Further changes could be made at half year by way of 

4.1.IV above if it is not estimated that the proposed changes are having 

sufficient impact. 

6. LEGAL AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

6.1 It is entirely for the Council to decide how it wishes to deliver a pest control 

service and indeed whether it wishes to offer one at all.  

 
7.   CONCLUSION 
 
7.1 The Council needs to act in response to budget pressures within the WRS 

service to meet the full cost of providing a subsidised pest control service. By 

implementing a reduced service and monitoring the impact the Council will be 

better placed to continue to offer some service within budget and not have to 

withdraw the service completely.  

 
8.       RISK MANAGEMENT 
 
8.1 There is a risk that the measures will still not be able to be delivered within 

budget, but as a first phase of changes it is suggested that the impact be 

reviewed at half year and any further changes made to meet the budget if 

required in the second half of the year. There is also a risk that infestations 

will go untreated due to people’s inability or unwillingness to pay for part of the 

cost of treating fleas and bedbugs and this will clearly need to be monitored at 

the point of contractor delivery and reported back via WRS. However it is felt 

that the amount of the contribution required is not unreasonable.   

 
 
8.   EQUALITY IMPACT NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
 
8.1 The policy could potentially have an impact on disabled residents who might be 

in receipt of benefits. A full EIA has been prepared as attached but it does not 
prevent the Council proceeding with this approach. 

 
9.   CONSULTEES 
 



 

 
9.1  N/A 
 
 
10.   BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
 
None 
 






















