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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
1.1 KEY FINDINGS 
 
• The purpose of this study is to examine the initial feasibility of establishing 

a Business Improvement District (BID) in Stratford. The study also informs 
potential BID development work by examining good practice and 
identifying key issues for consideration. 

 
• A Business Improvement District (BID) is a partnership arrangement 

through which local authorities and the local business community can take 
forward schemes to benefit the local trading environment, subject to the 
agreement of ratepayers.  

 
• A BID should only be considered if there is a clear and demonstrable 

need. This need could for example be caused by a fall in sales, reduced 
pedestrian footfall and poor service provision.   

 
• To date, a number of BIDs have been developed to respond to the 

potential threats and opportunities of neighbouring development, such as 
those in Bankside, Paddington and Liverpool. However such BIDs are all 
concentrated in generally stable town centres and none compare in scale 
to the significant development proposals that will affect Stratford, 
particularly the potential redevelopment of a significant core of the town 
centre. 

 
• The redevelopment of Stratford Shopping Centre and the production of a 

town centre strategy have been highlighted by local businesses as two of 
their top priorities for improving Stratford Town Centre (50% and 28% 
respectively).  

 
• One quarter of businesses have either plans to, or a desire to, relocate in 

Stratford, some of whom have clearly indicated that this would be to the 
new Stratford City development.  

 
• Issues such as improved parking, more marketing and promotional 

events, improved retail offer and initiatives to enhance safety, are also 
major issues which Stratford businesses have prioritised, and which could 
provide further justification for a Stratford BID. 

 
• To date the majority of BIDs have concentrated on four main themes, 

which include activities to: improve the environment, safety and security, 
marketing and promotion and transport and access. 

 
• A 1% levy is the most common rate proposed for all BIDs and appears to 

be the most acceptable to high street multiples. 
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• Based on a 1% levy on rateable values for all of the main town centre 

occupiers, it is estimated that the annual revenue that could be raised 
from a BID is in the region of £174,000. The geographical area on which 
this is based includes: the High Street (from the Rex), the Broadway, 
Great Eastern Road, Salway Road, Salway Place, Stratford Shopping 
Centre, Great Eastern Road, Station Road, the Grove and a small area of 
Romford Road. This potential levy income is significantly less than all of 
the revenue forecasts by other BIDs, which have gone to vote, to date, 
except one.  

 
• Voluntary contributions from land owners, the local authority and other 

sources, provide a significant amount of both actual cash and in kind 
support to the annual budgets of BIDs elsewhere in England. For example 
voluntary contributions make up 64% of funding in Coventry, 60% in 
Plymouth and 43% in West End Company.  

 
• A BID will require staff and management costs to be included in its 

development and implementation. If these staff and management costs 
are to be paid through purely a BID levy, this would make a BID in 
Stratford unfeasible.  As such there would have to be a commitment from 
voluntary contributions to fund staff and management costs. 

 
• Local businesses appear to be very interested in issues which affect 

Stratford town centre. For example businesses consider that they are 
either very well informed or quite informed of the Stratford City and 
Olympic developments (72 and 70% respectively). In addition over half of 
businesses had either attended or had heard of the Stratford Town Centre 
Forum and 73% said that they would be interested in attending. 

 
• Although only 18% of Stratford businesses had heard of the concept of a 

BID, encouragingly 48% of businesses said that either they would, or 
possibly would, be prepared to pay for additional or improved services, 
with only 18% saying no.  

 
• It is clear that the attitude of multiple retailers’ head offices is crucial to the 

success of a BID, with 50% of respondents stating that the decision would 
be made by Head Office. 

 
• All of the national BID promoters have substantial private sector 

representation and leadership. This private sector representation ensures 
that they help to champion the concept of a BID and that the proposals 
both meet the needs of local businesses and provide added value to 
statutory provision. Local authority representation and support is also key. 
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1.2 CONCLUSION 
 
Stratford is embarking on a new era of major change, which will help transform 
the area into a new Metropolitan Centre for London. Whilst proposals such as 
Stratford City and the redevelopment of the Shopping Centre, will inevitably 
create new opportunities and positive change, there is clear evidence that these 
developments are also causing both uncertainty and instability for existing 
businesses. A BID in Stratford could help to provide a partial solution to some of 
these issues, in the short to medium term, whilst redevelopment is taking place. 
A BID could also help to provide a way of beginning the process of integration 
between the existing and the new development. 
 
However, potential income from a BID levy alone would probably be insufficient 
to address all of Stratford’s needs. As such, a Stratford BID would require 
voluntary contributions from other sources, for example from land owners, the 
local authority, the Local Strategic Partnership or the proposed Stratford 
Renaissance Partnership. This is backed up by the attitude of multiple retailers 
who have state that they would not support a BID without voluntary contributions. 
 
Whilst a BID will obviously help to achieve business objectives they can also play 
an important part in helping to deliver additional outcomes that complement local 
and regional strategies. For example the Mayor’s London Plan and Economic 
Development Strategy support the use of BIDs where appropriate and recognise 
the contribution they can make in ‘maximising private sector leverage and input’.  
A BID could also contribute to helping to achieve the Neighbourhood Renewal 
agenda in the Borough, at a neighbourhood level, by helping to improve service 
delivery. BIDs can therefore make an important contribution in delivering a ‘wider  
local and regional agenda’ which could also help to provide justification for 
voluntary contributions towards the BID.  
 
Whilst all BID promoters will obviously want to obtain a ‘yes’ vote, even if this is 
unsuccessful, valuable lessons can still be learnt! What is important is the 
process of working up a BID.  i.e. increased engagement with the private sector, 
better information about needs and service provision and increased partnership 
working.  
 
Tribal SDP consider that it is essential that all relevant stakeholders develop and 
implement a clear and comprehensive strategic vision and strategy for Stratford 
Town Centre. This strategy could either be produced in parallel to a BID or 
alternatively it could be an important outcome of the process.   
 
If the Partnership Board and other stakeholders want to develop a Stratford BID 
further the next steps should include: agreeing and forming a cross 
representative strong partnership, obtaining in principle agreement for voluntary 
contributions to cover staff and management costs and finally to develop a clear 
strategic vision for Stratford. 
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2. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND  
 
 
2.1 BACKGROUND TO STUDY 
 
The Mackinnon Partnership was commissioned in 2004 to produce a forward 
strategy for Stratford: Tomorrow’s City (STC) SRB programme.  One of the key 
recommendations of the report was to examine the feasibility of establishing a 
Business Improvement District (BID) in Stratford. As a consequence, a joint 
meeting of the STC SRB Partnership Board and the Stratford Town Centre 
Forum was held in December 2004 to give a general introduction to BIDs. At that 
meeting members agreed that they would like further work to be undertaken to 
examine the feasibility of establishing a BID in Stratford. 
 
2.2 PURPOSE OF STUDY  
 
The purpose of this study is to examine the initial feasibility of establishing a BID 
in Stratford. It also informs potential BID development work by examining good 
practice and identifying key issues for consideration. 
 
2.3 METHODOLGY  
 
The methodology used to undertake this study has included:  
 

I. A desktop literature review of BID guidance;  
 

II. An analysis of the business plans of all BIDs that have gone to vote to date; 
 
III. Qualitative interviews with the head offices of large multiples in relation to 

their policies towards BIDs;   
 
IV. Qualitative in-depth interviews with a selection of BID pilots;  
 
V. Face to face semi-structured interviews with 50 businesses in Stratford 

Town Centre; 
 

VI. An analysis of rateable values of non-domestic properties in Stratford, 
including geographical modelling.   
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3. BIDS: THE NATIONAL CONTEXT 
 
 
3.1 DEFINITION  
 
A Business Improvement District (BID) is a partnership arrangement through 
which local authorities and the local business community can take forward 
schemes to benefit the local trading environment, subject to the agreement of 
ratepayers.  
 
A BID can be established in any place where additional services are desired by 
the local business community, such as town centres, industrial estates, and 
business parks. The flexible and local nature of BIDs means that the model can 
be tailored to each location.  
 
Services provided by a BID are additional to those which are already provided by 
statutory organisations i.e. Local Authority, Police etc. The type(s) and cost of the 
additional services is collectively agreed by businesses located within the BID 
area. Examples of the types of services which a BID can provide are: 
 
• Preventative measures e.g. more frequent patrolling; additional CCTV; 

additional street lighting; additional litter bins. 
 
• Remedial measures e.g. rapid response to graffiti and litter; additional 

maintenance of the public realm; investment in the visual appearance of an 
area. 

 
• Other types of service e.g. local training schemes; local employment 

schemes; improvements to local transport; marketing and events; 
encouraging inward investment. 

 
A BID is financed by non-domestic ratepayers (local businesses) within a 
designated area through an additional levy on their rate bill, based on the 
rateable value1 of the property they occupy. The designation of a BID is subject 
to the collective agreement of ratepayers, who are able to vote on whether or not 
a BID is implemented.  
 
The key ‘selling point’ of a BID is that it provides specifically ring-fenced funding 
for the BID area alone and allows businesses a direct say in how the additional 
funds are re-invested. In contrast, business rates are paid into a central pool and 
redistributed by Central Government to local authorities based on population. 
 

                                                 
1 The rateable value of a property is based on the annual rent at which it is believed would be 
agreed on the open market at the valuation date. Values are set by the Valuation Office, and 
executive agency of the Inland Revenue (VOA, 2005).  
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Under BIDs legislation both a majority of individual businesses and firms 
representing a majority of the rateable value in an area must vote yes to push the 
scheme through. This ‘dual key’ mechanism is intended to ensure that a small 
number of large businesses cannot force through a measure that small 
businesses do not support and vice versa (ODPM, 2004). 
 
A BID operates for a defined period which cannot exceed five years. When the 
initial BID period has elapsed, the BID arrangements may be renewed or revised 
and approved (or rejected) through a further vote.  
 
3.2 UK LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK 
 
The Government declared its intention to introduce BIDs in England when Tony 
Blair announced plans to introduce enabling legislation for BIDs in April 2001 
(LDA, 2003). Subsequently, a section on BIDs was contained in the White Paper 
Strong Local Leadership – Quality Public Services published in December 2001, 
and the Local Government Act 2003 set out the legislative framework for BIDs. 
English BID regulations came into force in September 2004, allowing the 
charging of a mandatory levy for a BID.  
 
Current UK legislation allows a mandatory levy on occupiers only, but property 
owner contributions are currently non-enforceable. This differs from the US BID 
model which is based on mandatory contributions from local property owners. 
Property owner contribution to urban management and strong engagement in a 
BID are seen as important, not least because property owners will feel the 
benefits of a successful BID (i.e. increased land and property values, higher 
rents, fewer voids) more sharply than occupiers (CLP, 2003). There has been 
extensive lobbying by key representative organisations on the issue of property 
owner involvement and the Government have committed to a initiating a formal 
review of the legislation in relation to the role of property owners after two years.  
 
3.3 BID ACTIVITY IN THE UK  
 
BID development work was underway prior to the English BID regulations coming 
into force. This includes a London Development Agency (SRB) funded BIDs pilot 
programme, and a national pilot programme run by the Association of Town 
Centre Management (ATCM). 
 
The SRB funded LDA pilot know as the Circle Initiative started in 2001. The pilot 
companies operating within this are Better Bankside; Circle Waterloo; Holborn 
Business Partnership; Paddington Circle; and Piccadilly Circus Partnership. The 
LDA have also assisted BID development activities in Kingston.   

 
The ATCM pilot programme was launched in 2003. It is intended to guide 
locations through a structured process to set up a BID and to obtain the practical 
experience in order to run a BID. Through this it is intended to validate ODPM 
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guidance and create a practical model for further locations wishing to establish a 
BID. The pilot programme includes 22 locations throughout the UK.   

 
To date, BID ballots have taken place in 14 locations in the UK, most of which 
are in London. Ten have resulted in a ‘yes’ vote, and four a ‘no’ vote. Details of 
each are shown in Appendix 1.  
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4. CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING THE FEASIBILITY OF A BID 
 
 
4.1 INTRODUCTION  
 
This section outlines the criteria which Tribal SDP has used to analyse the 
feasibility of creating a BID in Stratford and is based on guidelines produced by 
the Circle Initiative. 
 
4.2  IS THERE A NEED?  
 
The first step in examining the feasibility of creating a BID is to consider if there is 
a demonstrable need. A number of factors could provide a reasoned justification 
for the creation of a BID in Stratford. These include:  
 
4.2.1 Stratford’s Existing Function  
 
• The local need 
 
Stratford is the largest town centre in the London Borough of Newham, with 
approximately 51,000 sq metres of gross retail and service floorspace. However, 
despite Stratford’s significance in the Borough’s retail hierarchy, the existing town 
centre performs largely the function of a district shopping centre.  As such, 
Stratford town centre has a relatively small catchment area, serving primarily 
local shopping needs.  
 
In addition, Stratford also has a primarily convenience shopping role, offering a 
limited amount of mid-market comparison shopping. As such, according to Hillier 
Parker’s retail study, it is estimated that approximately 84% of available 
comparison goods expenditure takes place elsewhere (Hiller Parker, 2002).  
 
Furthermore, despite high levels of pedestrian footfall in the town centre, 
currently averaging circa 300,000 people per day through the Shopping Centre 
(Land Securities), spend per head remains relatively low.  
 
Indeed 10% of local businesses cite that the range and quality of Stratford Town 
Centre’s retail offer is a weakness, which is a higher proportion to those who 
considered the range and quality to be a strength (Tribal SDP BID Business 
Survey)  
 
However, sales in Stratford Town Centre appear to be relatively stable. Nearly 
twice as many businesses report a sales increase (33.3%) in the previous 12 
months, as reported a sales decrease (20.8%), with a quarter indicating no 
significant difference. Indeed some retailers report year on year sales increases, 
of which a small proportion of multiples are actually outperforming other branches 
in the region. Among retailers, good customer services, quality products, and 
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targeting of the local customer profile were cited as the primary reasons for 
increases in sales. Retailers who said that they were experiencing a decline in 
sales frequently cited national retail trends. (Tribal SDP BID Business Survey) 
 
Another factor which can be used to ascertain the ‘health’ of the town centre, is 
occupancy levels. Based on the recent update of the town centre business 
database, occupancy levels in the town centre are high with very few vacant 
units, and the turnover of businesses appears relatively low.  
 
As such a BID in Stratford could help to attract visitors from a wider catchment 
area and could potentially help to obtain greater spend per visitor.  
 
• National BIDs  

 
The analysis of other national BIDS shows that similar issues have been 
identified by other promoters. For example, attracting visitors in the face of 
increasing competition from other centres has been cited as a major issue in the 
business plans of successful BIDS such as Coventry and the New West End 
Company.  
 
The problem of low spend per head has also been identified as a problem 
through another successful BID by the Heart of London.  
 
4.2.2 Potential Redevelopment Of Stratford Shopping Centre 
 
• The local need  
 
In 2004 Land Securities submitted an Outline Planning Application for the 
redevelopment of both the existing Stratford Shopping Centre and surrounding 
sites.  
 
The importance of the potential redevelopment of the shopping centre has been 
clearly identified by local businesses. 50% of businesses surveyed have stated 
that the redevelopment of Stratford Shopping Centre is within their top three 
priorities for improving the town centre. The significance of the centre 
redevelopment plans is higher for shopping centre tenants, than those which are 
located elsewhere in the town centre (53% and 45% respectively).  
 
If and when planning permission is secured and Land Securities decide to 
implement the scheme, this will affect a very large and significant area at the 
heart of the town centre. Although attempts would obviously be made to minimise 
any adverse affects, it is likely that the redevelopment will have a short-term 
affect on shopping patterns, whereby current shoppers may use other centres.  
 
A BID in Stratford could, for example, help to retain footfall by offering attractions 
for visitors whilst redevelopment takes place, thereby helping to minimise any 
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adverse affect on trade while redevelopment is taking place. Additional marketing 
and promotional activities could also help encourage new and existing customers 
back to Stratford once the shopping centre is redeveloped.  

 
4.2.3 Stratford City   
 
• The local need  
 
The Stratford City development will have a major impact on the existing town 
centre in the medium to longer term, transforming Stratford into a new 
Metropolitan Centre for London. The Outline Planning Permission includes 150m 
square feet of retail and leisure floorspace, which will be part of the 
developments first phase, which is estimated to be completed in 2009/2010. It is 
envisaged that the majority of the new retail provision will be for comparison 
goods shopping and that this will be distinct from the retail offer currently 
provided in the existing town centre. The developers do however forecast that 
there will be a 6 - 7% reduction in turnover in the existing Stratford town centre 
(as outlined in the 2002 Retail Impact Assessment, conducted by Hillier Parker). 

  
Whilst it is extremely encouraging that none of the businesses surveyed had any 
plans to leave Stratford, what is more concerning is that one quarter of them 
indicated that they either have plans, or at least a desire to, relocate within 
Stratford in future. In particular, some stated that they would strongly consider 
moving to Stratford City.  
 
A BID, accompanied by other investment, could help to retain businesses within 
the existing town centre. Indeed the 2003 Stratford Town Centre Integration 
Study, undertaken by Urban Initiatives, and commissioned jointly by Newham 
Council, Land Securities and Chelsfield/Stanhope, highlights that: 
 
“It is in the interests of all of the Development Partners,…the London Borough of 
Newham, Land Securities, other Town Centre Landowners and the community to 
ensure that the existing Town Centre will continue to have a viable role as an 
integral part of the metropolitan centre.” 
 
The need for a clear vision for the existing town centre, is backed up by over one 
quarter of businesses (28%) stating that the need to produce a Town Centre 
Strategy was one of their top three priorities.  

 
• National BIDs 
 
The need to mitigate the potential adverse effects of new retail development in 
close proximity to existing town centre areas has been a feature of a number of 
BIDs, including Coventry, Paddington and Liverpool. For example in Liverpool a 
major new development is proposed to be built on an adjacent site to the 
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proposed BID area and the fear is that this may deter people from the main City 
centre, especially with migration of existing tenants like John Lewis.  
 
4.2.4 Service Delivery Issues  
 
• The local need 
 
Statutory services, such as cleansing, public safety and transportation can have 
a major affect on the vitality and viability of town centres. The recent 
Neighbourhood Renewal Action Plan for Stratford, produced in 2003, clearly 
showed that the two highest priorities for people living in the area are to address 
the poor quality of the environment and to reduce crime and the fear of crime. As 
BIDs typically address ‘clean and safe’ issues, a Stratford BID could help achieve 
local and borough objectives.  
 
Whilst cleanliness of the town centre is clearly a priority for local residents, it 
does not appear to be so much of a priority for local businesses. The business 
survey showed that more businesses felt that cleanliness of the town centre 
environment is very good or good (40%) than felt it was poor or very poor (24%). 
However this should be treated with caution because of the timing of the survey 
which took place in the weeks immediately following the Olympic Committee visit 
prior to which there was substantial and intensive allocation of resources to 
improve the public realm.   
 
The survey suggested that cleaning issues are more problematic in particular 
locations within the town centre. Some respondents for example stated that 
whilst the roads and pavements are generally clean, the cleanliness of alleyways 
and the backs of stores is poor, whilst another stated that the Cultural Quarter 
often seemed to be ‘shabby and lacklustre’.  
 
In relation to safety there was roughly an equal split between businesses who 
feel that levels of safety in the town centre were very good or good (30%) and 
those who feel that it is poor or very poor (26%). The most frequently stated 
response was ‘satisfactory’. However safety is a particular concern for 
businesses that operate outside normal office hours and which are open late, 
such as pubs and restaurants.  
 
Importantly there is a clear difference of opinion with regard to safety for 
businesses that are located within the Shopping Centre compared to those who 
are located outside. 40% of businesses located in the shopping centre believed 
that safety was either good or very good, compared to only 26% of those 
businesses who are located in other parts of the town centre. Similarly 20% of 
the Shopping Centre tenants felt that safety was poor or very poor compared to 
29% of businesses located outside. Of particular concern to many retailers, both 
inside and outside of the shopping centre, was the level of shoplifting crime.  
 



 14

The BID lead in process would include the establishment of a baseline 
determining the level of services provided by public bodies within the BID area. 
The key purpose of baselining service provision is to demonstrate and ensure 
that BID proposals add value. However, it can also help to highlight service 
delivery problems and help identify whether these problems can be solved 
through public bodies working differently within existing resources (e.g. tougher 
enforcement, changing schedules) or whether problems are related to a shortage 
of resources (National BIDs Advisory Service, 2005). 
 
• National BIDs 
 
Service delivery issues have been cited as one of the central reasons for 
establishing a BID by many of the BID promoters to date, including: Kingston 
First, Better Bankside, Plymouth, New West End Company, Holborn, Paddington, 
Liverpool and Altham. Perhaps the biggest issue has been providing additional 
services to provide a cleaner, greener and safer environment to the town centres.   
 
4.3 BID PROMOTER AND PARTNERSHIP ARRANGEMENTS  
 
4.3.1   BID promoter 
 
The next step, in considering the feasibility of a BID, is to ascertain who might act 
as the promoter? The promoter will need to be an inclusive partnership that has:   
 
• representation from the private sector, the local authority, and other key 

stakeholders; 
• clear terms of reference and eventual incorporation into a legal entity; 
• a firm interest and commitment to a BID; 
• a knowledge of what BIDs are and their likely impact; and 
• a history which demonstrates its credibility and reputation. 
 
To date, the majority of BID promoters have had well established partnerships, 
with a strong and credible history of delivery.  Some of these partnerships include 
well established town centre management structures, such as Kingston Town 
Centre Management and Maidstone Town Centre Management, which have a 
good track record of private sector contribution and delivery. 
 
Other BID promoters have had partnerships, which have been supported through 
the ATCM and LDA pilot programmes. Through the pilot programme, such 
partnerships were able to demonstrate their clear credibility and reputation, for 
example through public funded activities to promote how a BID could work.     
 
Importantly all of the BID promoters to date, either already were, or had future 
plans to, incorporate themselves as a company limited by guarantee. In addition 
all of the BID promoters have also ensured that the makeup of their boards have 
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considerable business representation and leadership, which reflects the make up 
of the BID area.  
 
Company guidance on the BID body states that this must be business led and 
managed, and independent from the local authority but with senior public sector 
representation. The Inter Bank Rating Forum (IBRF)2 and Boots insist upon a 
minimum of 75% and 50% business stakeholder representation on the BID board 
respectively, with a private sector chairperson (IBRF, 2004; Boots, 2004). It is 
recognised that leadership needs to reflect BID priorities, while having sufficient 
status to sustain progress. Guidance also states that the BID body should be a 
not for profit limited company.  
 
As such if a BID were to be progressed further in Stratford, stakeholders would 
need to be clear about who the promoter might be. The BID promoter could for 
example be the Stratford Tomorrow’s City SRB Partnership Board or the 
Stratford Town Centre Forum, who do have a clear history of delivery, or perhaps 
a sub group of either body or a hybrid of the two. However, whatever partnership 
mechanism that might be chosen, what is clear is that the make up of the BID 
partnership would have to include strong and representative private sector 
membership, which could for example include landowners like Land Securities, 
Chelsfield and Stanhope, as well as a combination of larger businesses and 
independent retailers and it would also have to incorporate itself, at some stage, 
into a not for profit company limited by guarantee. 
 
4.3.2 Role of the Local Authority 
 
It is clear that BIDs are private sector led and independent of the local authority. 
However, while Boots and IBRF guidance insists on significant business 
stakeholder representation and leadership on BID boards, it also states that 
support of the Local Authority to a BID is fundamental and that confirmation of 
this would be sought when judging BID proposals.  
 
Political backing for a BID from the local authority (and local MP), as well as 
business support, is vital. Its importance is shown by the experience in one of the 
pilot BID areas where the BID start up process was halted due to lack of political 
backing. In another example, the Woolwich BID pilot has ensured political input 
from an early stage through the presence of the Deputy Leader of the Council on 
its steering group. In addition to BID supporter and stakeholder, local authorities 
can have several other roles to play in establishing a BID.  
 
Local authorities can be involved as BID promoter. For instance, Kingston is the 
first local authority sponsored BID to be established, with Royal Borough of 
Kingston involvement through the Kingston Town Centre Management Company, 
and contribuitions towards lead in costs and contribution to the BID budget. The 
Woolwich pilot BID is also promoted by the local authority and has received 
                                                 
2 IBRF comprises all major banks and building societies in the UK. 
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funding for the BID start up process from London Borough of Greenwich 
Economic Development Department. 
 
As stated in 3.1, services provided by a BID are additional to that provided by 
local authorities and other statutory providers. A BID which appears to subsidise 
or duplicate statutory provision is very unlikely to receive support from 
businesses. For instance, the proposals for a BID in Runnymede to pay for 
school buses with the aim of reducing traffic congestion do not appear to add 
enough value to existing provision and perhaps this is one of the reasons why the 
scheme received a ‘no’ vote in March 2005. In order to demonstrate the added 
value of, and support for, a BID, it is essential that local authorities and other 
providers sign up to a baseline setting out the existing and ongoing level of 
service provision in the locality. As stated in 4.2.4, baselining can also be useful 
in highlighting service delivery problems and gaps. ATCM guidance states that it 
can take a long time to gather and agree relevant information and baselines, and 
recommends that dialogue with relevant officers begins early.  
 
Local authorities also play a role in BID administration, as it is responsible for 
holding the BID ballot, and collecting of the BID levy in a similar way to business 
rates. The costs associated with these tasks can be met by the local authority or 
can be met from the BID budget if a ‘yes’ vote is achieved. As an occupier in 
Stratford, London Borough of Newham is also a potential mandatory BID levy 
payer, and as a significant town centre property owner, is also a potential 
voluntary contributor to a BID. 
 
4.4 BID INCOME 
 
4.4.1 Sustainable funding for town centre activities 
 
Over the last fifteen years a succession of regeneration programmes have 
invested considerable public sector funds for town centre activities in Stratford, 
which are additional to those delivered by statutory bodies. With the recent end of 
the Stratford: Tomorrow’s City SRB programme, this now potentially leaves 
Stratford with a lack of public sector funding for additional town centre activities 
and improvements. A Stratford BID would provide a funding stream for such 
improvements which, while unlikely to be of a similar level to City Challenge and 
SRB, is potentially sustainable in the long term if business consent is secured.  
 
However a Stratford BID would require something of a ‘cultural change’ from a 
history of public sector investment to a funding stream derived mainly from 
private sector interests in the area. Although the promoter of a potential BID in 
Woolwich, which has also seen significant improvements through government 
grant funding in recent years, did not see this as a barrier to engaging 
businesses, it is still an important factor that needs to be considered.    
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Indeed the majority of other town centre management schemes throughout the 
Country have had a long and successful history of securing private sector 
investment to fund activities. However because to date this has been voluntary, it 
has consequently meant that it is ‘inequitable’ i.e. while some businesses 
contribute funding for town centre activities, others do not contribute but 
‘freeload’, and may still receive the benefits. A BID provides a more sustainable 
and equitable system where all beneficiaries will contribute.   
 
4.4.2 The BID Levy 

 
As stated above, a BID is financed by non domestic ratepayers within a 
designated area through an additional levy based on the rateable value of the 
property they occupy.  
 
There are many options for how a BID levy might be calculated, and this will very 
much depend on the specific circumstances within a local area. However, the 
legislation, allows for some flexibility which could involve some or all of the 
following: 
 
• The levy may be based on a straight percentage of the rateable value 

certain types of use could be excluded entirely from the levy, e.g. creating 
a retail only BID 

 
• a variable levy could be applied that gave discounts to certain types or 

areas of property e.g. upper floors, or shopping centre tenants with an 
existing service charge, may pay a reduced levy 

 
• properties under a certain rateable value could be exempt e.g. small 

businesses where the administrative cost may be higher than the potential 
income 

 
4.4.3 BID Levy Charges 
 
Of the 13 bids that have gone to vote so far the proposed levy charges range 
from 0.9% to 2% (see Appendix 1). Of those nine areas which have gone to vote 
and who have obtained a ‘yes’ vote, one will charge a levy of 0.9%, five will 
charge a levy of 1%, one will charge a levy of 1.5/2% and two will charge a levy 
of 2%.   
 
The consensus from company guidance is that a BID levy should be no more 
than 1% of rateable value. Boots, IBRF, and a number of other multiples state 
that only in exceptional cases will they support a higher levy and this would need 
to be justified. The BRC appear to give little room for negotiation, stating ‘any 
levy in excess of 1% of rateable value will be extremely unlikely to deliver 
comparable benefits and is therefore unjustified’ (BRC, 2004). 
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• Hereditament Exemptions  
 
Each BID, developed to date, has also given careful consideration to the rateable 
value of the hereditaments (rateable properties) and made exemptions to 
ratepayers with relatively low rateable values. This is based on the fact that the 
BID ballot must secure a vote that receives 51% or more in favour by rateable 
value. As such it is key that in order to secure a yes vote the promoter ensures 
that high value ratepayers, as well as an overall majority of ratepayers, are 
supportive. Exemptions of low rateable values also reduces the risk that the 
establishment of a BID may be ‘scuppered’ by small businesses voting ‘no’, from 
whom there would be only slight financial contributions anyway. For instance, 
exemptions made by the promoter of the Woolwich BID (which has yet to go to 
vote) to some extent reflects the lack of popularity for the concept among 
independent businesses. 
 
The value below which exemptions are made varies between areas according to 
land values. For instance, Heart of London and New West End Company BIDs, 
omit hereditaments with relatively high rateable values compared with other 
areas (£60,000 and £250,000 or less respectively), reflecting the high land values 
in Central London. Other successful BIDS have typically omitted hereditaments 
with much lower rateable values, including Better Bankside (less than £10,000), 
Paddington (less than £5,000) and Coventry (less than £3,000).  
 
Exemptions can also be made on the type of hereditament. BIDs typically 
exclude business premises such as advertising hoardings, car parks, and 
communications stations (Better Bankside, 2004).  
 
In some cases, where BID objectives are limited to particular types of business 
e.g. retailers, so therefore other types of business such as office users, are 
exempted.  
 
• Discounted levies 
 
Two of the BIDs that have gone to vote to date, have shopping centres located 
within the proposed BID area. These shopping centre tenants already pay a 
service charge for services such as security, similar to Stratford Shopping 
Centre. A discounted levy for shopping centre occupiers is therefore an 
appropriate way of taking this into account. For instance, the Coventry BID gives 
a discount of 33% to reflect services already provided within the service charge. 
In contrast, in Liverpool it was proposed that tenants in managed shopping 
centres were provided with a 25% rebate on the bid levy, which was then ‘made 
up’ by a voluntary contribution from the shopping centre owners. Both IBRF and 
Boots criteria for BIDs support stipulate that a reduced levy is expected where a 
branch is located within a shopping centre (IBRF, 2004; Boots, 2004). 
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4.4.4 Voluntary Contributions 
 
The BID legislation also allows for voluntary contributions to be made from a 
billing authority, property owners and from other organisations. Guidance 
recommends that property owners are part of the BID process from the earliest 
stages, to encourage their investment in the scheme, and because occupiers are 
likely to respond more positively to a BID that is broadly welcomed by property 
owners (ODPM, 2004). For instance, IBRF and Boots guidance both state that 
BIDs should show evidence of significant effort to involve/gain the commitment of 
major property owners (IBRF, 2004; Boots, 2004).  
 
The contribution of the voluntary and core funding plays an important part in 
many of the BIDs funding packages. For example in Coventry voluntary 
contributions make up 64% of funding in the first year, Plymouth (60%), New 
West End Company (43%), the Heart of London (40%),  Paddington (20%), 
Holborn (18%) and Kingston First (12%). 
 
4.4.5 Attitudes of multiple retailers and trade associations 
 
As part of this study the head offices of twelve town centre multiple retailers were 
contacted in order to ascertain their views and policies on BIDs, including their 
criteria for support (see Appendix 3 for full summary). This is in addition to criteria 
published by Boots and IBRF mentioned above.  
 
In principle support was expressed by multiples and the British Retail Consortium 
(BRC) for BIDs. Conditions for support were expressed in each case, the 
principle one being that a BID must offer tangible benefits, with the BRC stating 
that ‘investment in a BID must provide an immediate positive impact on the 
profitability of that location, providing a clear business rationale for the proposed 
costs’ (BRC, 2004). This reflects the findings of the Stratford business survey in 
which respondents frequently stated that they would need to be convinced of 
tangible benefits to their business from contributing to additional or improved 
services. Other conditions include a levy no more than 1% of rateable value, and 
significant contributions from property owners. One retailer also stated that they 
would not support a BID with a high proportion of administration and promotion 
costs.  
 
While multiples expressed in principle support for BIDs, some appear more 
supportive than others. For instance, Barclays indicated that they had voted yes 
in all BID ballots to date, while Halifax had given a yes vote in all but one. 
However, while Dixon’s Group was supportive of town centre improvements in 
principle, they expressed reluctance to take on further costs, citing market share 
losses and business rate increases of 12-14% in the last year.  
 
Both Dixons and Greggs questioned the applicability of the profitability case for 
BIDs to multiple retailers. The key concern in both cases was that an increase in 



 20

the popularity of one town centre is likely to have an adverse effect on sales in 
neighbouring town centres, meaning one branch’s gain can mean another’s loss. 
Greggs was particularly concerned at the potential loss of trade to branches in 
secondary shopping areas (e.g. Forest Gate), some of which are among the most 
profitable in the group. They have therefore taken a neutral stance in recent 
ballots (i.e. not voted) 
 
As might be expected, multiples are currently keeping a watching brief on the 
early outcomes of the BIDs that have been recently established, particularly as 
BIDs could potentially add a significant amount to company expenditure if they 
become more widespread. The Woolwich BID promoter has also adopted a ‘wait 
and see’ approach, and has delayed further BID development work until early 
outcomes of established BID schemes are known, and concerns among large 
retail chains have been allayed. 
 
4.5 GEOGRAPHICAL MODELLING & POTENTIAL BID INCOME IN 

STRATFORD 
 
4.5.1 BID Levy 
 
Tribal SDP have obtained date concerning all non domestic rateable values 
within Stratford Town Centre. Using the 2005 rateable values we have 
considered what potential income could be derived from various BID levys, within 
different geographical areas of the town centre.  
 
In calculating the potential revenue we have made excluded a number of 
hereditaments, which are fully explained below.  

 
• MODEL 1: Island Site for retail, office and leisure uses 
 
This model is based on the core island site, which has been defined as: the 
Stratford Shopping Centre, the Broadway (properties of even numbers from 
numbers 2-106), the Grove (properties of even numbers from numbers 108-142), 
Salway Place, and Salway Road. 
 
The model includes all types of businesses in the area, including shops, cafes, 
leisure venues and offices. 
 
Table 1 below shows the potential income that could be derived from this site and 
these uses. 
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Table 1: Island Site: Potential revenue received from various levy charges 
 
Total rateable value £9,187,050
1% levy     £91,870.50 
1.25% levy   £114,838.13 
1.5% levy   £137,805.75 
2% levy   £183,741.00 
Omissions  
1. All hereditaments with a rateable value of less than £3,000 
2. Telecommunications Cable Network with Rateable Value of £977,000 
3. Advertising hoardings 
4. Public convenience 

 
• MODEL 2: Gyratory Site for retail, office and leisure uses 
 
This model is based on an enlarged town centre site, which has been defined as: 
the Stratford Shopping Centre, Salway Place, and Salway Road, the Broadway 
(properties of both even and odd numbers from numbers 1-106), the Grove 
(properties of both odd and even numbers from numbers 108-142) and Great 
Eastern Road. 
 
The model includes all types of businesses in the area, including shops, cafes, 
leisure venues and offices. 
 
Table 2 below shows the potential income that could be derived from this site and 
these uses. 
 
 
Table 2: Gyratory Site: Potential revenue received from various levy 
charges 
 
Total rateable value  £11,465,850
1% levy        £114,659 
1.25% levy        £143,323 
1.5% levy       £ 171,988 
2% levy        £229,317 
Omissions  
1. All hereditaments with a rateable value of less than £3,000 
2. Telecommunications Cable Network with Rateable Value of £977,000 
3. Advertising hoardings 
4. Public convenience 
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• MODEL 3: Enlarged Site for retail, office and leisure uses 
 
This model is based on the core island site, which has been defined as: the 
Stratford Shopping Centre, Salway Place, and Salway Road, the Broadway 
(properties of both even and odd numbers from 1-106), the Grove (properties of 
both odd and even numbers from 108-200), Great Eastern Road, Romford Road, 
(properties of both even and odd numbers from 1-30) and the High Street 
(properties of both even and odd numbers from 373-475) 
 
The model includes all types of businesses in the area, including shops, cafes, 
leisure venues and offices. 
 
Table 3 below shows the potential income that could be derived from this site and 
these uses. 
 
 
Table 3:  Enlarged Site: Potential revenue received from various levy 
charges 
 
Total rateable value  £17,417,350
1% levy     £174,174 
1.25% levy     £217,717 
1.5% levy     £261,260 
2% levy     £348,347 
Omissions  
1. All hereditaments with a rateable value of less than £3,000 
2. Telecommunications Cable Network with Rateable Value of £977,000 
3. Advertising hoardings 
4. Public convenience 

 
• MODEL 4: Island Site for retail and leisure uses 
 
This model is based on the core island site, which has been defined as: the 
Stratford Shopping Centre, the Broadway (properties of even numbers from 
numbers 2-106), the Grove (properties of even numbers from numbers 108-142), 
Salway Place, and Salway Road. 
 
The model includes all types of businesses in the area, including shops, cafes, 
leisure venues, however it excludes offices. 
 
Table 4 below shows the potential income that could be derived from this site and 
these uses. 
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Table 4: Island Site: Potential revenue received from various levy charges 
 
Total rateable value  £7,435,150
1% levy    £74,351.50 
1.25% levy    £92,939.38 
1.5% levy   £111,527.25 
2% levy   £148,703.00 
Omissions  
1. All hereditaments with a rateable value of less than £3,000 
2. Telecommunications Cable Network with Rateable Value of £977,000 
3. Advertising hoardings 
4. Public convenience 
5. Office uses 

 
• MODEL 5: Gyratory Site for retail and leisure uses 
 
This model is based on an enlarged town centre site, which has been defined as: 
the Stratford Shopping Centre, Salway Place, and Salway Road, the Broadway 
(properties of both even and odd numbers from numbers 1-106), the Grove 
(properties of both odd and even numbers from numbers 108-142) and Great 
Eastern Road. 
 
The model includes all types of businesses in the area, including shops, cafes, 
leisure venues, however it excludes offices. 
 
Table 5 below shows the potential income that could be derived from this site and 
these uses. 
 
 
Table 5: Gyratory Site: Potential revenue received from various levy 
charges 
 
Total rateable value  £8,934,500
1% levy        £89,345 
1.25% levy      £111,681 
1.5% levy      £134,018 
2% levy      £178,690 
Omissions  
1. All hereditaments with a rateable value of less than £3,000 
2. Telecommunications Cable Network with Rateable Value of £977,000 
3. Advertising hoardings 
4. Public convenience 
5. Office uses 
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• MODEL 6: Enlarged Site for retail and leisure uses 
 
This model is based on the core island site, which has been defined as: the 
Stratford Shopping Centre, Salway Place, and Salway Road, the Broadway 
(properties of both even and odd numbers from 1-106), the Grove (properties of 
both odd and even numbers from 108-200), Great Eastern Road, Romford Road, 
(properties of both even and odd numbers from 1-30) and the High Street 
(properties of both even and odd numbers from 373-475) 
 
The model includes all types of businesses in the area, including shops, cafes, 
leisure venues, however it excludes offices. 
 
Table 6 below shows the potential income that could be derived from this site and 
these uses. 
 
 
Table 6:  Enlarged Site: Potential revenue received from various levy 
charges 
 
Total rateable value  £11,825,000
1% levy          £118,250 
1.25% levy          £147,813 
1.5% levy          £177,375 
2% levy          £236,500 
Omissions  
1. All hereditaments with a rateable value of less than £3,000 
2. Telecommunications Cable Network with Rateable Value of £977,000 
3. Advertising hoardings 
4. Public convenience 
5.  Office uses 

 
4.5.2 Discounted Levy Charges 
 
Please note that the above does not take account of either a potential reduced 
levy charge for shopping centre tenants, nor for those who receive charitable 
relief on their business rates. 
 
If a BID was to be considered for Stratford the promoter would need to consider 
how each of these would be dealt with.  One potential way would be, as 
highlighted above, for tenants of the Shopping Centre to be offered a 25% rebate 
on the bid levy, which was then ‘made up’ by a voluntary contribution from the 
shopping centre owners, Land Securities. 
 
Similarly if the promoter were to offer relief to charitable organizations, this would 
reduce the amount of revenue that could be obtained. 
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4.5.3 Voluntary Contributions  
 
In addition to core project costs, a BID requires funding to cover staff, 
administrative and management costs. Based on the calculations in 4.5.1, if 
these costs were to be taken from the revenue from the BID levy alone, this 
would take a considerable proportion of funding away from core activities. As 
such the promoter would need to consider if these costs could be met by other 
means, either in cash or in kind. For example voluntary contributions could be 
made from: 
 

• land owners such as Land Securities, Unex and East Thames; 
• the London Borough of Newham; 
• other local organizations such as the Local Strategic Partnership or the 

proposed Stratford Renaissance Partnership.  
 
It should be noted that Chelsfield and Stanhope in their outline planning 
application have suggested the creation of a BID for Stratford City. In addition 
Land Securities have provided voluntary contributions to a number of BIDs and, 
have in the past, given in principle support to a BID in Stratford, dependent on 
the business case that is made. However levels of potential financial 
contributions have not been discussed and would be subject to their Board 
approval. 
 
Without voluntary contributions a BID in Stratford would probably not be feasible. 
In any case, as stated in 4.4.5, significiant voluntary contributions are a key 
criteria for BID support from multiples. 
 
4.5.4 Business Attitudes towards BIDs  
 
There is low awareness of the BID concept among businesses in Stratford, with 
only 18% of businesses having heard of a BID. Encouragingly though, 48% of 
businesses said that either yes they would, or possibly would, be prepared to pay 
for additional or improved services, with only 18% saying no. It is clear that the 
attitude of head offices is crucial to the success of a BID, with 50% of 
respondents stating that the decision would be made by Head Office. When 
analysing these results it should be borne in mind that this was a sample survey 
of approximately 20% of town centre businesses, and that those taking part were 
more likely than others to have an interest in town centre improvements.  
 
For those businesses that said possibly or could not say, this may reflect the 
relatively vague nature of the question, and the fact that for the majority of 
respondents the final decision would rest with their head office and not 
themselves. Respondents frequently said that they would need to be convinced 
of tangible benefits to their business from contributing to additional or improved 
services. Indeed 50% of those questioned said that the decision would be up to 
Head Office, 48% said the decision would lie with them and 2% did not know.  
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Tribal SDPs research shows an encouraging interest from businesses in town 
centre issues. For example businesses consider that they are either very well 
informed or quite informed of the Stratford City and Olympic developments (72 
and 70% respectively). In addition over half of businesses had either attended or 
had heard of the Stratford Town Centre Forum and 73% said that they would be 
interested in attending.   
 
4.6 BUSINESS PRIORITIES  
 
To date the majority of BIDs have concentrated on four main themes, which 
include activities to: improve the environment, safety and security, marketing and 
promotion and transport and access. 
 
The business survey asked local businesses what they considered to be their top 
three priorities, for improving Stratford, in the next 3 to 5 years. As can be seen, 
from table 7, the top priorities were: 
 
1st Priority  This is shared between both More car parking/loading provision and 

redevelopment of the Stratford Shopping Centre. 
 
2nd Priority More marketing and promotional events  
 
3rd Priority Initiatives to improve safety  
 
4th Priority This is shared between the production of a town centre strategy 

and improved retail offer. 
 

Table 7: Businesses top three priorities for improving Stratford 

Priority Number % 
Production of a town centre strategy 14 28%
Improvements in cleansing service 7 14%
Investment in improved paving 0 0%
Investment in improved pedestrian lighting 4 8%
Improvement to public transport 1 2%
More car parking / loading provision 25 50%
More marketing and promotional events 18 36%
Initiatives to improve safety 16 32%
Redevelopment of Stratford shopping centre 25 50%
The provision of larger retail units 6 12%
Improved retail offer 14 28%
Improved service industries 11 22%
Priority not stated 8 16%
Other 1 2%
Total 150 300%
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4.7 BID DEVELOPMENT  
 
BID start up is a lengthy and labour intensive process. Typically this involves one 
or more dedicated posts to develop the BID with key stakeholders. For instance, 
Woolwich has periodically employed a consultant to carry out BID development 
work on a full-time basis, with costs met by London Borough of Greenwich. 
Kingston BID had a well resourced lead in period, employing a full-time project 
coordinator from January 2002 to March 2005, with additional costs for external 
marketing support, design, printed material and media launch. The process of 
preparing for the Kingston BID has cost £193,000, with Kingston Town Centre 
Management providing £20,000 for direct project costs and £120,000 for indirect 
internal costs; £40,000 direct grant from Royal Borough of Kingston; and 
£135,000 direct grant from London Development Agency (Regeneration and 
Renewal, 2005). 
 
The London Development Agency does not currently have a grant pot for BID 
start up costs. However, the LDA does have a programme which provides 
consultancy support to emerging BIDs.   
 
4.8 LESSONS LEARNT FROM FAILED BIDS  
 
Valuable lessons can be learnt from those pilot BIDs that have gone to vote and 
have not secured a yes vote. 
 
The rules of a BID require more than 50% of those voting have to be in favour 
and they have to represent 50% of the rateable value. However in the case of 
Liverpool, they secured 51% of businesses voting in favour but narrowly missed 
out on a positive vote by rateable value.  

Similarly Maidstone secured a 60% positive vote by rateable value, but missed 
out by only 1% of the business vote. The negative vote for Maidstone was 
surprising for prior to the vote, surveys showed a 61% level of support for a BID 
and surveying done during the ballot period put support at 70%.  Initital analysis 
of the BID vote, by the promoter, shows that part of the reason for the disparity 
between indicated support and actual voter turnout is that many supporters 
simply did not vote.  

Similarly in Altham pre consultation discussions indicated that 72% of businesses 
said that they were supportive of the BID proposal. In addition 25 of the 
businesses said that they would be voting and that they would be voting yes, 
however only 20 businesses actually voted ‘yes’ in the BID ballot. As such the 
BID promoter, Groundwork, has highlighted that although it appeared that the 
person they were speaking to was very enthusiastic, ultimately they were not the 
decision maker – it was down to board or a group basis.  
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As such this highlights the considerable effort that promoters have to make to 
engage with as many businesses as possible on a one to one basis and the 
importance of talking to the decision maker.  

Altham also highlighted that timing was a a major factor in the failure of their BID 
for a number of reasons. This was because some businesses wanted a ‘quick 
solution’ to their crime problems and ‘lost patience’ with the 18 month process 
and so implemented their own solutions. The BID vote also coincided with a rates 
rent review and as such some businesses were upset about the additional cost 
this would bring. Other businesses were also discovered to not be paying 
business rates at all and as such they were not supportive of the BID. 
 
Altham’s Bid was also promoted by Groundwork and the local authority and the 
promoter believes that they did not make enough use of business champions to 
sell the concept.  

Our analysis of the BID Business Plans also suggests one other possible reason 
for failure to date. Runneymede’s BID proposal was centred on providing 
continued funding for a dedicated bus service to local schools and colleges in 
order to ease traffic congestion because the current funding appeared to be 
uncertain.  

As such we believe that businesses voted against the proposal, for the BID 
proposal seemed to be ‘propping up’ statutory service provision and providing 
little added value to the business community.   
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5. KEY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
 
5.1 KEY FINDINGS 
 
• The purpose of this study is to examine the initial feasibility of establishing 

a Business Improvement District (BID) in Stratford. The study also informs 
potential BID development work by examining good practice and 
identifying key issues for consideration. 

 
• A Business Improvement District (BID) is a partnership arrangement 

through which local authorities and the local business community can take 
forward schemes to benefit the local trading environment, subject to the 
agreement of ratepayers.  

 
• A BID should only be considered if there is a clear and demonstrable 

need. This need could for example be caused by a fall in sales, reduced 
pedestrian footfall and poor service provision.   

 
• To date, a number of BIDs have been developed to respond to the 

potential threats and opportunities of neighbouring development, such as 
those in Bankside, Paddington and Liverpool. However such BIDs are all 
concentrated in generally stable town centres and none compare in scale 
to the significant development proposals that will affect Stratford, 
particularly the potential redevelopment of a significant core of the town 
centre. 

 
• The redevelopment of Stratford Shopping Centre and the production of a 

town centre strategy have been highlighted by local businesses as two of 
their top priorities for improving Stratford Town Centre (50% and 28% 
respectively).  

 
• One quarter of businesses have either plans to, or a desire to, relocate in 

Stratford, some of whom have clearly indicated that this would be to the 
new Stratford City development.  

 
• Issues such as improved parking, more marketing and promotional events, 

improved retail offer and initiatives to enhance safety, are also major 
issues which Stratford businesses have prioritised, and which could 
provide further justification for a Stratford BID. 

 
• To date the majority of BIDs have concentrated on four main themes, 

which include activities to: improve the environment, safety and security, 
marketing and promotion and transport and access. 
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• A 1% levy is the most common rate proposed for all BIDs and appears to 
be the most acceptable to high street multiples. 

 
• Based on a 1% levy on rateable values for all of the main town centre 

occupiers, it is estimated that the annual revenue that could be raised from 
a BID is in the region of £174,000. The geographical area on which this is 
based includes: the High Street (from the Rex), the Broadway, Great 
Eastern Road, Salway Road, Salway Place, Stratford Shopping Centre, 
Great Eastern Road, Station Road, the Grove and a small area of 
Romford Road. This potential levy income is significantly less than all of 
the revenue forecasts by other BIDs, which have gone to vote, to date, 
except one.  

 
• Voluntary contributions from land owners, the local authority and other 

sources, provide a significant amount of both actual cash and in kind 
support to the annual budgets of BIDs elsewhere in England. For example 
voluntary contributions make up 64% of funding in Coventry, 60% in 
Plymouth and 43% in West End Company.  

 
• A BID will require staff and management costs to be included in its 

development and implementation. If these staff and management costs 
are to be paid through purely a BID levy, this would make a BID in 
Stratford unfeasible.  As such there would have to be a commitment from 
voluntary contributions to fund staff and management costs. 

 
• Local businesses appear to be very interested in issues which affect 

Stratford town centre. For example businesses consider that they are 
either very well informed or quite informed of the Stratford City and 
Olympic developments (72 and 70% respectively). In addition over half of 
businesses had either attended or had heard of the Stratford Town Centre 
Forum and 73% said that they would be interested in attending. 

 
• Although only 18% of Stratford businesses had heard of the concept of a 

BID, encouragingly 48% of businesses said that either they would, or 
possibly would, be prepared to pay for additional or improved services, 
with only 18% saying no.  

 
• It is clear that the attitude of multiple retailers’ head offices is crucial to the 

success of a BID, with 50% of respondents stating that the decision would 
be made by Head Office. 

 
• All of the national BID promoters have substantial private sector 

representation and leadership. This private sector representation ensures 
that they help to champion the concept of a BID and that the proposals 
both meet the needs of local businesses and provide added value to 
statutory provision. Local authority representation and support is also key. 
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5.2 CONCLUSION 
 
Stratford is embarking on a new era of major change, which will help transform 
the area into a new Metropolitan Centre for London. Whilst proposals such as 
Stratford City and the redevelopment of the Shopping Centre, will inevitably 
create new opportunities and positive change, there is clear evidence that these 
developments are also causing both uncertainty and instability for existing 
businesses. A BID in Stratford could help to provide a partial solution to some of 
these issues, in the short to medium term, whilst redevelopment is taking place. 
A BID could also help to provide a way of beginning the process of integration 
between the existing and the new development. 
 
However, potential income from a BID levy alone would probably be insufficient 
to address all of Stratford’s needs. As such, a Stratford BID would require 
voluntary contributions from other sources, for example from land owners, the 
local authority, the Local Strategic Partnership or the proposed Stratford 
Renaissance Partnership. This is backed up by the attitude of multiple retailers 
who have state that they would not support a BID without voluntary contributions. 
 
Whilst a BID will obviously help to achieve business objectives they can also play 
an important part in helping to deliver additional outcomes that complement local 
and regional strategies. For example the Mayor’s London Plan and Economic 
Development Strategy support the use of BIDs where appropriate and recognise 
the contribution they can make in ‘maximising private sector leverage and input’.  
A BID could also contribute to helping to achieve the Neighbourhood Renewal 
agenda in the Borough, at a neighbourhood level, by helping to improve service 
delivery. BIDs can therefore make an important contribution in delivering a ‘wider  
local and regional agenda’ which could also help to provide justification for 
voluntary contributions towards the BID.  
 
Whilst all BID promoters will obviously want to obtain a ‘yes’ vote, even if this is 
unsuccessful, valuable lessons can still be learnt! What is important is the 
process of working up a BID.  i.e. increased engagement with the private sector, 
better information about needs and service provision and increased partnership 
working.  
 
Tribal SDP consider that it is essential that all relevant stakeholders develop and 
implement a clear and comprehensive strategic vision and strategy for Stratford 
Town Centre. This strategy could either be produced in parallel to a BID or 
alternatively it could be an important outcome of the process.   
 
If the Partnership Board and other stakeholders want to develop a Stratford BID 
further the next steps should include: agreeing and forming a cross 
representative strong partnership, obtaining in principle agreement for voluntary 
contributions to cover staff and management costs and finally to develop a clear 
strategic vision for Stratford. 
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in

g 
   

   
   

   
   

 £
52

,0
00

 
C

le
an

 H
it 

S
qu

ad
   

   
   

   
 £

42
,0

00
 

E
ve

ni
ng

 a
m

ba
ss

ad
or

s 
   

 
£9

3,
00

0 
M

an
ag

e.
 &

 a
dm

in
* 

   
   

   
£5

5,
00

0 
   

   
   

   
  

To
ta

l  
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

£6
54

,0
00

 
 * 

BI
D

 s
ta

ff 
co

st
s 

w
ill 

be
 p

ro
vi

de
d 

fre
e 

of
 c

ha
rg

e 
by

 C
V

 O
ne

. T
he

 
on

ly
 m

ai
n 

st
af

f c
os

ts
 a

re
 re

la
te

d 
to

 th
e 

E
ve

ni
ng

 A
m

ba
ss

ad
or

s.
 

78
%

 
75

%
 

Ye
s 
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Area 

Reason 

Promoter 

Type 

Year 

1
st

 yr annual 
income 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1
st

 year 
annual 
expenditure 

% positive by 
number 

% positive by 
rateable 

Result 

Runnemede 

• 
To

 e
as

e 
tra

ffi
c 

co
ng

es
tio

n 
 

R
un

ny
m

ed
e 

B
us

in
es

s 
P

ar
tn

er
sh

ip
. 

D
is

tri
ct

 
w

id
e 

5 
yr

s 
£7

,5
00

 p
er

 b
us

in
es

s*
   

 £
37

5,
00

0 
Fa

re
s 

&
 S

ec
tio

n 
10

6 
   

 £
12

5,
00

0 
  

     To
ta

l  
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

£5
00

,0
00

 
 * 

Le
vi

ed
 o

n 
50

 lo
ca

l b
us

in
es

se
s 

w
ith

 h
er

ed
ita

m
en

ts
 w

ith
 a

 
ra

te
ab

le
 v

al
ue

 in
 e

xc
es

s 
of

 
£3

50
,0

00
.  

 

B
us

 s
er

vi
ce

   
   

   
   

   
   

 £
50

0,
00

0 
      To

ta
l  

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
£5

00
,0

00
 

  

40
%

 
47

%
 

N
o 

Paddington   

• 
A

re
a 

ha
s 

su
ffe

re
d 

co
m

m
er

ci
al

ly
 

ov
er

 th
e 

pa
st

 
5-

10
 y

ea
rs

 
• 

Po
or

 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l 

qu
al

ity
 

• 
O

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s 

fro
m

 
ne

ig
hb

ou
rin

g 
re

ge
ne

ra
tio

n 
sc

he
m

e 
i.e

. 
P

ad
di

ng
to

n 
W

at
er

si
de

 

P
ad

di
ng

to
n 

W
at

er
si

de
 

P
ar

tn
er

sh
ip

. 
 BI

D
 c

om
pa

ny
 w

ill
 

co
nt

ra
ct

 w
ith

 
P

ad
di

ng
to

n 
W

at
er

si
de

 
P

ar
tn

er
sh

ip
 to

 d
el

iv
er

 
B

ID
 s

er
vi

ce
s 

on
 a

 d
ay

-
to

-d
ay

 b
as

is
. B

ID
 

co
m

pa
ny

 to
 h

av
e 

 b
oa

rd
 

of
 d

ire
ct

or
s 

m
ad

e 
up

 o
f 

17
 re

ps
.  

fro
m

 B
ID

 
co

m
pa

ny
’s

 m
em

be
rs

. 
P

la
ce

s 
as

si
gn

ed
 b

y 
se

ct
or

 &
 n

um
be

rs
 

al
lo

tte
d 

by
 a

 
co

m
bi

na
tio

n 
of

 %
 le

vy
 

co
nt

rib
. &

  t
ot

al
 

nu
m

be
rs

. 

To
w

n 
C

en
tre

 
4 

yr
s 

1.
5 

&
 2

%
 b

id
 le

vy
* 

   
   

 £
32

4,
91

8 
Vo

l c
on

t. 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
£8

0,
00

0 
 * 

le
vy

 w
ill

 b
e 

ra
is

ed
 o

n 
al

l 
bu

si
ne

ss
es

 w
ith

 a
 ra

te
ab

le
 v

al
ue

 
of

 £
5,

00
0 

an
d 

ab
ov

e,
 a

t a
 ra

te
 o

f 
1.

5%
 fo

r h
ot

el
s 

an
d 

2%
 fo

r a
ll 

ot
he

r b
us

in
es

se
s.

  
 To

ta
l  

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

 £
40

4,
91

8 
    

C
le

an
 &

 a
ttr

ac
tiv

e 
   

   
   

£1
8,

50
0 

  
S

af
e 

&
 S

ec
ur

e 
   

   
   

   
  £

11
1,

00
0 

M
ar

ke
te

d 
&

 in
vo

lv
ed

   
   

£6
8,

50
0 

  
St

af
fin

g*
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  £

77
,0

00
 

B
id

 R
un

ni
ng

 C
os

ts
   

   
   

 £
39

,0
00

 
C

on
tin

ge
nc

y 
   

   
   

   
   

   
 £

20
,0

00
 

   To
ta

l  
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

£3
34

,0
00

 
 A

nn
ua

l r
es

er
ve

   
   

   
   

   
 £

70
,9

18
 

 * 
In

cl
ud

es
 s

ta
ff 

co
st

s 
of

 B
ID

 
D

ire
ct

or
, B

ID
 O

pe
ra

tio
ns

 
M

an
ag

er
 a

nd
 p

ar
t t

im
e 

M
ar

ke
tin

g 
M

an
ag

er
 a

nd
 P

ar
t t

im
e 

Fi
na

nc
ia

l 
C

on
tro

lle
r a

nd
 C

om
pa

ny
 

Se
cr

et
ar

y.
  

87
%

 
88

%
 

Ye
s 
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Area 

Reason 

Promoter 

Type 

Year 

1
st

 yr annual 
income 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1
st

 year 
annual 
expenditure 

% positive by 
number 

% positive by 
rateable 

Result 

Liverpool 

• 
M

aj
or

 n
ew

 
de

v.
 T

o 
be

 
bu

ilt
 a

dj
ac

en
t 

to
 p

ro
po

se
d 

B
ID

 a
re

a.
  M

ay
 

de
te

r p
eo

pl
e 

fro
m

 th
e 

m
ai

n 
C

ity
 c

en
tre

, 
es

pe
ci

al
ly

 w
ith

 
m

ig
ra

tio
n 

of
 

ex
is

tin
g 

te
na

nt
s 

lik
e 

Jo
hn

 L
ew

is
. 

• 
Po

te
nt

ia
l l

ow
er

 
st

an
da

rd
s 

of
 

op
er

at
io

na
l 

m
an

ag
em

en
t 

in
 B

ID
 a

re
a 

co
m

pa
re

d 
to

 
ne

w
 d

ev
.  

 

Li
ve

rp
oo

l B
id

 C
om

pa
ny

 
in

co
rp

or
at

ed
 in

 2
00

4 
as

 
a 

no
t f

or
 p

ro
fit

 c
om

pa
ny

 
lim

ite
d 

by
 g

ua
ra

nt
ee

.  
 E

xi
st

in
g 

bo
ar

d 
to

 b
e 

st
re

ng
th

en
ed

 to
 2

7 
m

em
be

rs
. 1

4 
el

ec
te

d:
 

re
ta

il 
m

ul
tip

le
s 

(6
), 

re
ta

il 
in

de
pe

nd
en

ts
 (3

), 
le

is
ur

e 
(3

) a
nd

 o
ffi

ce
 

(2
). 

Pe
rm

an
en

t 
st

ak
eh

ol
de

rs
: p

ro
pe

rty
 

ow
ne

rs
 (6

), 
Li

ve
rp

oo
l 

C
ity

 C
ou

nc
il 

of
fic

er
 (2

), 
Li

ve
rp

oo
l C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
m

em
be

r (
10

, L
iv

er
po

ol
 

V
is

io
n 

(1
10

, C
ha

m
be

r o
f 

C
om

m
er

ce
 (1

), 
P

ol
ic

e 
(1

), 
M

er
se

yt
ra

ve
l (

1)
. 

To
w

n 
C

en
tre

 
3 

yr
s 

C
as

h:
 

1.
2%

 b
id

 le
vy

* 
   

   
   

   
£5

64
,0

00
 

C
om

m
er

ci
al

 p
itc

h 
hi

re
   

 £
30

,0
00

 
S

po
ns

or
sh

ip
 In

co
m

e 
   

   
£3

0,
00

0 
P

ro
pe

rty
 o

w
ne

r c
on

tr.
**

 £
50

,0
00

 
In

ki
nd

: 
Li

ve
rp

oo
l C

.C
ou

nc
il 

   
 £

30
5,

00
0 

Jo
hn

 L
ew

is
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

£1
3,

00
0 

 To
ta

l  
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  £

99
2,

00
0 

 * 
Le

vi
ed

 o
n 

al
l b

us
in

es
se

s 
w

ith
 

he
re

di
ta

m
en

ts
 w

ith
 a

 ra
te

ab
le

 
va

lu
e 

in
 e

xc
es

s 
of

 £
10

,0
00

.  
**

 P
ro

pe
rty

 o
w

ne
rs

 c
on

tri
bu

tin
g 

£6
0,

00
0p

a 
to

 p
ro

vi
de

 2
5%

 
re

ba
te

s 
to

 te
na

nt
s 

in
 m

an
ag

ed
 

ce
nt

re
s.

 

M
ar

ke
tin

g 
&

 P
ro

m
.  

   
  £

 2
07

,5
00

 
E

nv
iro

n 
&

 m
ai

nt
en

.  
   

  £
20

3,
00

0 
Sa

fe
, s

ec
ur

e 
   

   
   

   
   

   
 

£1
69

,5
00

 
O

pe
ra

tio
ns

/o
ve

rh
ea

ds
* 

 
£4

12
,0

00
 

   To
ta

l  
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 £

99
2,

00
0 

 * 
in

cl
us

iv
e 

of
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
fu

nd
ed

 
C

ity
 C

en
tre

 M
an

ag
. s

ta
ff 

 &
 

ac
co

m
. B

ID
 T

ea
m

: G
en

er
al

 
M

an
ag

er
, O

pe
ra

tio
ns

 M
an

ag
er

 &
 

2 
O

pe
ra

tio
ns

 A
ss

is
t’s

, a
 F

in
an

ce
 

&
 B

us
in

es
s 

D
ev

.  
M

an
ag

er
 &

 2
 

B
us

in
es

s 
S

up
po

rt 
A

ss
is

ta
nt

s,
 a

n 
E

ve
nt

s 
an

d 
O

pe
n 

S
pa

ce
s 

O
ffi

ce
r 

&
 a

 P
ro

m
ot

io
n 

an
d 

D
ev

. O
ffi

ce
r. 

 

51
%

 
47

%
 

N
o 

Altham 

• 
H

ig
h 

le
ve

ls
 o

f 
cr

im
e 

w
hi

ch
 

af
fe

ct
ed

 th
is

 
es

ta
bl

is
he

d 
in

du
st

ria
l 

es
ta

te
 

• 
D

ev
el

op
ed

 
fro

m
 G

re
en

 
Bu

si
ne

ss
 P

ar
k 

In
iti

at
iv

e 
de

liv
er

ed
 b

y 
G

ro
un

dw
or

k 
&

 
LA

, t
hr

ou
gh

 
SR

B.
 

B
id

 p
ro

po
se

d 
jo

in
tly

 b
y 

G
ro

un
dw

or
k 

an
d 

H
yn

db
ur

n 
B

or
ou

gh
 

C
ou

nc
il.

  
 E

nv
is

ag
ed

 th
at

 a
 n

ot
-fo

r 
pr

of
it 

co
m

pa
ny

 li
m

ite
d 

by
 g

ua
ra

nt
ee

 w
ou

ld
 b

e 
cr

ea
te

d.
 E

ac
h 

bu
si

ne
ss

 
to

 b
e 

m
em

be
rs

 o
f t

he
 

C
om

pa
ny

. M
in

im
um

 o
f 

3 
D

ire
ct

or
s 

on
 th

e 
B

oa
rd

: G
ro

un
dw

or
k 

(1
) 

an
d 

m
em

be
rs

 (2
) 

In
du

s.
 

Es
ta

te
 

3 
yr

s 
B

as
ic

 le
vy

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

£8
4,

00
0 

%
 le

vy
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

  1
26

,0
00

 
   To

ta
l  

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
£2

10
,0

00
 

Sa
la

rie
s 

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

£1
30

,8
20

 
M

an
ag

em
en

t  
   

   
   

   
   

  £
33

,0
00

 
O

ve
rh

ea
ds

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

£7
,0

00
 

E
qu

ip
m

en
t  

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
£1

6,
00

0 
 To

ta
l  

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
£1

86
,8

20
 

 An
nu

al
 R

es
er

ve
   

   
   

   
  £

23
,1

80
 

40
%

 
           

47
%

 
N

o 
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Area 

Reason 

Promoter 

Type 

Year 

1
st

 yr annual 
income 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1
st

 year 
annual 
expenditure 

% positive by 
number 

% positive by 
rateable 

Result 

Plymouth 

• 
To

 ta
ck

le
 k

ey
 

pr
ob

le
m

s 
af

fe
ct

in
g 

P
ly

m
ou

th
’s

 
re

ta
il 

gr
ow

th
: 

po
or

 p
ub

lic
 

pe
rc

ep
tio

n,
 

fa
ilu

re
 to

 
at

tra
ct

 h
ig

he
r 

sp
en

di
ng

 
sh

op
pe

rs
, p

oo
r 

qu
al

ity
 e

nv
iro

n,
 

an
tis

oc
ia

l 
be

ha
vi

ou
r a

nd
 

an
 a

ge
in

g 
ca

r 
pa

rk
. 

P
ly

m
ou

th
 C

ity
 C

en
tre

 
C

om
pa

ny
, a

n 
in

de
pe

nd
en

t, 
no

t-f
or

 
pr

of
it 

co
m

pa
ny

. 
 C

om
pa

ny
’s

 b
oa

rd
 

in
cl

ud
es

: p
ro

pe
rty

 
ow

ne
rs

, r
et

ai
le

rs
, 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 a

nd
 C

ity
 

C
ou

nc
il.

 
 G

oo
d 

re
co

rd
 o

f d
el

iv
er

y.
 

To
w

n 
C

en
tre

 
5 

yr
s 

1%
 le

vy
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 £

25
0,

00
0 

P
ly

m
ou

th
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
 £

27
8,

00
0 

P
ro

pe
rty

 o
w

ne
rs

   
   

   
  £

10
0,

00
0 

    To
ta

l  
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  £

62
8,

00
0 

  

P
ro

m
ot

io
n 

   
   

   
   

   
   

  £
13

4,
00

0 
C

le
an

er
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 £

12
5,

00
0 

M
or

e 
at

tra
ct

iv
e 

   
   

   
   

  £
43

,0
00

 
M

or
e 

w
el

co
m

in
g 

   
   

   
   

£2
0,

00
0 

Sa
fe

r  
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

  £
72

,0
00

 
M

an
ag

em
en

t/a
dm

in
* 

   
£2

27
,0

00
 

 To
ta

l  
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

£6
21

,0
00

 
 N

et
 b

al
an

ce
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

£7
,0

00
 

 * 
in

cl
us

iv
e 

of
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
fu

nd
ed

 
C

ity
 C

en
tre

 M
an

ag
em

en
t s

ta
ff

   
   

 
  

77
%

 
66

%
 

Ye
s 

New West End Company   

• 
R

ea
ss

er
t 

W
es

t E
nd

’s
 

po
si

tio
n 

as
 

th
e 

W
or

ld
’s

 
pr

em
ie

r 
sh

op
pi

ng
 a

nd
 

le
is

ur
e 

de
st

in
at

io
n.

 
• 

Im
pr

ov
e 

th
e 

ex
pe

rie
nc

e 
fo

r 
th

os
e 

th
at

 
sh

op
, v

is
it,

 
w

or
k 

an
d 

liv
e 

in
 th

e 
W

es
t 

E
nd

.  

N
ew

 W
es

t E
nd

 
C

om
pa

ny
 fo

rm
ed

 in
 

20
00

. 
 M

an
ag

em
en

t b
oa

rd
 o

f 
33

 e
le

ct
ed

 m
em

be
rs

: 
re

ta
ile

rs
 (1

6)
, p

ro
pe

rty
 

ow
ne

rs
 (8

), 
st

. 
as

so
ci

at
io

ns
 (3

), 
&

 
st

ra
te

gi
c 

ag
en

ci
es

 (6
). 

A
ls

o 
an

 e
xe

cu
tiv

e 
bo

ar
d 

of
 1

4,
 9

 o
f w

hi
ch

 e
le

ct
ed

 
fro

m
 M

an
ag

e.
 B

oa
rd

. 
In

cl
ud

es
 re

ta
ile

rs
 (6

), 
pr

op
er

ty
 o

w
ne

rs
 (3

), 
st

. 
as

so
ci

at
io

ns
 (3

) a
nd

 
st

ra
te

gi
c 

ag
en

ci
es

 (2
). 

To
w

n 
C

en
tre

 
3 

yr
s 

1%
 L

ev
y 

* 
   

   
   

   
   

  £
2,

16
0,

00
0 

P
ro

pe
rty

 s
ec

to
r  

   
   

   
  £

80
0,

00
0 

P
ro

pe
rty

 n
on

-fi
n 

   
   

   
  £

10
0,

00
0 

A
ss

oc
ia

te
 m

em
be

rs
   

   
  £

70
,0

00
 

C
om

m
er

ci
al

   
   

   
   

   
   

£2
40

,0
00

 
P

ro
je

ct
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
  £

40
0,

00
0 

In
te

re
st

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
£4

5,
00

0 
 To

ta
l  

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

£3
,8

15
,0

00
 

  * B
id

 le
vy

 a
pp

lie
d 

to
 a

ll 
he

rid
ita

m
en

ts
 w

ith
 a

 ra
te

ab
le

 
va

lu
e 

of
 £

25
0,

00
0 

or
 m

or
e.

 
   

C
en

tra
l s

ta
ff 

   
   

   
   

   
  £

22
3,

00
0 

O
ffi

ce
 c

os
ts

   
   

   
   

   
   

 £
37

0,
00

0 
S

tre
et

 o
ps

.  
   

   
   

   
   

£1
,4

70
,0

00
 

M
ar

ke
tin

g 
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

£5
60

,0
00

 
C

hr
is

tm
as

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
 £

45
0,

00
0 

Pr
oj

ec
ts

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

 £
50

0,
00

0 
E

co
no

m
ic

 d
ev

.  
   

   
   

   
£1

00
,0

00
 

 To
ta

l  
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
£3

,6
73

,4
50

 
 S

ur
pl

us
/d

ef
ic

it 
   

   
   

   
  £

14
1,

00
0 

61
%

 
 

Ye
s 
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APPENDIX 2: STRATFORD BUSINESS SURVEY: ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 
 

1. Background 
 
• Survey was conducted between 28th February and 1st April 2005. 
• Good mix of businesses achieved in terms of goods and services offered, between 

independent businesses and those that are part of a chain, location within the town 
centre and how long the business had been established in Stratford. 

o Almost equal split between independent businesses (46.8%) and those that 
are part of a chain (53.2%). 

o Over a quarter of businesses had been established in Stratford for over 15 
years. The sample also included a number of businesses that had been 
established within the last 5 years, including two within the last year.  

• 94 businesses were invited to take part in the survey, of which 50 businesses were 
interviewed in total, of which 

o 9 multiple retailers; 
o 8 independent retailers; 
o 7 multiple restaurants, cafes, takeaways, pubs; 
o 8 independent restaurants, cafes, takeaways, pubs; 
o 4 charities/community and voluntary sector organisations; 
o 5 services; 
o 3 from Cultural Quarter and other leisure; 
o 6 office users. 

• Particular problems were encountered in trying to engage with independent 
businesses. This was often due to the fact that the business owner did not have a 
regular presence at the business, and where sole traders and those with few other 
staff could not spare time to complete the questionnaire face to face. This should be 
borne in mind if and when BID consultation is devised and carried out. 

 
1.1 Staff recruitment and retention 
 
• Generally, staff recruitment and retention of good quality staff do not appear to be 

major issues for businesses surveyed, with less than one in five businesses 
indicating that they experienced problems.  

• Several retailers indicated that while there was no shortage of applicants, the poor 
quality of applicants is an issue. Reasons given for this included poor written and 
spoke English, poor educational standards and more generally the perception of the 
retail sector. Many retailers were recruiting through JobCentrePlus and employment 
agencies such as REED. 

• Over two thirds of businesses have a policy of recruiting locally i.e. within Newham, 
Tower Hamlets, Waltham Forest and Hackney. Those that didn’t have a deliberate 
local recruitment policy tended to attract applicants and staff from the local area 
anyway. Recruitment to more specialised positions tended to be from a wider area.  

• Very few businesses (6%) indicated that they had staff training needs that were not 
currently met. All retailers that are part of a chain stated that they have 
comprehensive staff training programmes which cover all training needs.  

• For particular types of business, there were specific recruitment and retention issues. 
For instance, office users experienced problems with retaining staff due to Stratford’s 
proximity to the city, meaning employees were drawn away for higher salaries. Some 
charities/community and voluntary sector organisations noted that retention was a 
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problem as Newham is classified as outer London and staff can earn more from 
employers in other boroughs which can offer inner London weighting. 
 

1.2 Sales 
 
• Results suggest that levels of sales in Stratford Town Centre have been relatively 

stable. Nearly twice as many businesses reported a sales increase (33.3%) in the 
previous 12 months as reported a sales decrease (20.8%), with a quarter indicating 
no significant difference.  

• Based on the recent update of the town centre business database, occupancy levels 
in the town centre are high with very few vacant units, and the turnover of 
businesses appears relatively low.  

• Some retailers interviewed reported year on year sales increases, of which a small 
number of multiples were outperforming other branches in the region. Among 
retailers, good customer services, quality products, and targeting of the local 
customer base were cited as reasons for sales increases. Retailers experiencing 
sales decreases frequently cited national retail trends. 

 
1.3 Plans to leave or relocate 
 
• No businesses had plans to leave Stratford Town Centre.  
• However, almost a quarter indicated that they have plans, or at least a desire, to 

relocate within Stratford in future. In particular, some stated that they would strongly 
consider moving to the Stratford City development.  

 
1.4 Level of knowledge about future developments 
 
• There is a good level of awareness of local developments. Almost three quarters 

(72%) felt they were very or quite well informed about Stratford City, and 70% very or 
quite well informed about plans for the Olympics.  

• Most respondents (52%) had heard of or attended Stratford Town Centre Forum, 
many of whom have not previously attended or received board papers. 

• There is interest in attending the Town Centre Forum (and a general interest in 
receiving papers and updates) with 73.3% of respondents stating that they or 
another member of staff would be interesting in attending.     

 
1.5 Opinions on aspects of the town centre 
 

1.5.1 Links between condition of the town centre and trade 
 
• The vast majority (approximately 70%) of businesses felt that the condition of the 

town centre has an effect on their trade to some extent. In many cases this was a 
general sentiment that aspects such as cleanliness, safety, marketing, transport and 
car parking all affect customer flow. The link was most clearly identified by retailers 
and leisure uses, including restaurants and hotels, with several seeing the condition 
of the town centre as of great importance to their trade.  

• Other businesses raised more explicit links between town centre conditions and their 
trade, with safety and car parking issues consistently raised (also see 1.5.5 and 
1.5.8):  
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o Several respondents felt that problems with the shopping centre car park and the 
perceived shortage of car parking provision in the town centre deterred 
customers. One respondent felt that town centre businesses lose out on volume 
sales (e.g. trolley trade, bulky items such as TVs) due to reluctance to use the 
shopping centre car park. Several businesses located on or near the Broadway 
cited problems caused by lack of parking provision in this location. For instance, 
one retailer identified that new parking restrictions had had a negative effect on 
passing trade and caused a decrease in sales in the last 12 months. Another 
Broadway business stated that contracts have been lost directly because of the 
lack of adequate parking provision in that area.  

o Crime and the negative perception of safety in the town centre are seen to deter 
customers from visiting the town centre. Some respondents’ felt this was 
particularly the case after dark and deterred people from outside the area in 
particular. One business had undertaken market research which showed that 
people have a negative perception of safety in the town centre and perceive the 
walk to the Cultural Quarter from Stratford Station to be unsafe, which adversely 
affects businesses in this area. 

• Some businesses, particularly office users, felt that they are adversely affected by 
Stratford’s poor perception. For instance, one office user stated that its clients 
question their location in Stratford due to its poor image, while this was similar for 
one of the charities interviewed. Another office user felt image adversely affected 
their ability to attract high quality employees, while in contrast another felt that the 
range and diversity of people in Stratford has a positive effect on their business. 

• A small number of businesses did not identify a significant link between the town 
centre and their trade. This included some offering business to business services, an 
office user, restaurants which rely on regular customers, statutory service providers, 
and a further business located outside the natural town centre boundary.  

 
1.5.2 Key strengths as a business location 

 
• Stratford town centre’s key strength was identified as its transport links and 

accessibility, with approximately half of all respondents citing this. Related to this, a 
number of businesses mentioned Stratford’s strategic location in relation to East and 
Central London, and its large catchment area. Others also mentioned the high 
footfall relating to transport links and the number of office workers.  

• Other strengths related to present and future regeneration activity including Stratford 
City, CTRL, and the potential for hosting the Olympics (approximately 20% gave 
these type of responses), and Stratford’s perception as an ‘up and coming’ area 
(14%). In relation to the former, few businesses mentioned any potential negative 
effect on the existing town centre from Stratford City. 

 
1.5.3 Key weaknesses as a business location 

 
• The most frequently cited single weakness of the town centre related to car parking, 

with approximately 22% mentioning this. The main concerns raised were around the 
quality of existing provision and the need for further parking facilities (see 1.5.8 for 
further discussion).   

• Concerns around levels of crime were also raised as a key weakness. These centred 
around the level of shoplifting and security concerns (10%), and safety and negative 
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perceptions of safety in the town centre (10%). Anti-social behaviour and unlicensed 
traders were also mentioned, particularly by businesses on The Broadway  

• The range and quality of Stratford Town Centre’s retail offer was cited as a 
weakness by approximately 10% of respondents. This is a higher proportion than 
considered range and quality of retail to be a strength. Some businesses mentioned 
weaknesses in relation to Stratford Shopping Centre. For instance, it was described 
by one respondent as ‘old and tired’, while others cited the need for larger retail units 
and department stores. 

• The perceived lack or shortage of town centre marketing and promotional activity 
was cited as a weakness by 8% of respondents. In particular, one respondent felt 
that awareness of the In Shops centre should be raised as many people are unaware 
of it.   

 
1.5.4 Cleanliness 

 
• More business felt that cleanliness of the town centre environment is very good or 

good (40%) than felt it was poor or very poor (24%). The timing of the survey should 
be considered here as it took place in the weeks following the Olympic Committee 
visit and associated improvements to cleanliness and the public realm. 

• Cleanliness issues were raised in relation to particular locations within the town 
centre. For instance, more than one respondent stated that while roads and 
pavements are generally clean, the cleanliness of alleyways and the backs of stores 
is poor. It was also stated that there is a general shabbiness and lack lustre feel 
about the Cultural Quarter area, and that this area needs to be better maintained. 

 
1.5.5 Safety  

 
• There was a roughly equal split between businesses feeling that levels of safety in 

the town centre were very good or good (30%) and those who felt it was poor or very 
poor (26%). The most frequently stated response was ‘satisfactory’. 

• Safety is a particular concern for businesses operating outside office hours and open 
late, such as pubs and restaurants. For instance, due to safety concerns, one 
restaurant had recently taken on a concierge/doorman at weekends and evenings, 
while one pub orders taxis for female staff at closing time.  

• There is a better perception of safety in the town centre from businesses located 
within Stratford Shopping Centre compared with those outside. Twice as many 
businesses in the shopping centre believed safety in the Town Centre to be good or 
very good (40%) as opposed to poor or very poor (20%). This contrasts with 
businesses outside the shopping centre, with a higher proportion perceiving levels of 
safety to be poor or very poor (29%) than good or very good (26%). In addition, 
businesses outside the shopping centre tended to see safety improvements as a 
higher priority than those inside, with 48.6% of businesses outside listing ‘initiatives 
to improve safety’ within their top three priorities compared with 20% of those inside.  

• Many retailers, both inside and outside the shopping centre, mentioned shoplifting as 
a major issue. For instance, the Stratford branch of a multiple retailer employs one of 
two in-store security guards employed by the entire chain. . 
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1.5.6 Marketing and promotion 
 
• There is a relatively equal split between businesses feeling that marketing and 

promotion of the town centre is very good or good (30%) and those who feel it is 
poor or very poor (26%). 

• A number of respondents had little or no awareness of town centre marketing and 
promotional activity. One respondent saw the lack of a coherent marketing and 
promotion strategy for the town centre as a major issue, while another would like to 
see more promotional activity, especially at Christmas. Others identified that there 
should be a focus on drawing people into Stratford from outside the area as local 
people already use the town centre. 

• All Cultural Quarter and leisure respondents believed marketing and promotion of the 
town centre to be poor or very poor.  

• Some respondents commented on the positive impact of the Continental Market in 
December 2004. It was also noted that marketing had been successful in drawing 
people in to Stratford from areas on the Central Line. 

 
1.5.7 Access to public transport 

 
• The town centre’s access to public transport is rated highly, with the majority (56%) 

rating this very good, and a further 34% rating it as good. In response to an open 
question regarding Stratford’s strengths as a business location, transport links were 
strongly identified (see 1.5.2). 

 
1.5.8 Car parking provision 

 
• Car parking in the town centre is identified as a major issue, with almost half of the 

businesses surveyed rating this as poor or very poor (48%), which is more than twice 
as many as rated it as good or very good (18%).  

• As identified in 1.5.1, several respondents felt that car parking provision was a 
deterrent to customers. Particular problems cited include the expense of the 
Shopping Centre car park, and its inability to cope with the volume of cars at peak 
times e.g. Christmas. One respondent cited the poor cleanliness and condition of lifts 
and stairwells, and the poor first impression of Stratford this gives, despite 
refurbishment of other parts of the shopping centre car park. Some respondents 
mentioned that the car park has a bad reputation among customers and employees, 
and there is a perception that crime and illicit activities take place here. 

• Other comments included a shortage of customer car parking provision for Cultural 
Quarter, while the lack of parking provision in and around the Broadway was also 
mentioned.  

 
1.6 Priorities identified 
 
• Half of all businesses surveyed identified more car parking/loading provision within 

their top three priorities for improving Stratford Town Centre.   
• Half of all businesses surveyed identified redevelopment of Stratford Shopping 

Centre within their top three priorities for improving Stratford Town Centre. A higher 
proportion of businesses located within Stratford Shopping Centre prioritised 
redevelopment than those located elsewhere in the town centre (53.3% compared 
with 45.7%).  
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• More marketing and promotional events (36%) and initiatives to improve safety 
(32%) were also identified as key priorities. 

 
1.7 Views on contributing to town centre improvements 

 
• When asked whether they would be prepared to pay for additional or improved 

services in the town centre there was a relatively even split between responses. 
Significantly, ‘no’ was the least frequent response. More than half answered 
‘possibly’ (28%) or ‘don’t know’ (34%), reflecting the relatively vague nature of the 
question, and the fact that for the majority of respondents the final decision would 
rest with their head office and not themselves. Respondents frequently said that they 
would need to be convinced of tangible benefits to their business from contributing to 
additional or improved services. 

• There is very low awareness of the Business Improvement District Concept, with 
only 19% stating that they had ever heard of a BID.  

 
 
2. What position do you hold in the business?   
   
Owner 15 30.0% 
Overall Manager 10 20.0% 
Duty Manager/Store Manager 14 28.0% 
Other 11 22.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
6. How long has your business been established in 
Stratford?   
   
Less than a year 2 4.0% 
1-5 years 16 32.0% 
6-10 years 10 20.0% 
11-15 years 8 16.0% 
15+ years 13 26.0% 
Do not know 1 2.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
7. Is the business independent or part of a chain or group?   
   
Independent 23 46.0% 
Chain 26 52.0% 
Do not know / N/A 1 2.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
9. Do you have a policy of trying to recruit your staff 
locally?   
   
Yes 36 72.0% 
No 11 22.0% 
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Do not know 3 6.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
10a. Do you have problems in locally recruiting staff?   
   
Yes 8 16.3% 
No 36 73.5% 
Do not know 5 10.2% 
   
Total 49 100.0% 
   
11a.Do you have problems retaining good quality staff?   
   
Yes 9 18.0% 
No 35 70.0% 
Do not know 6 12.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
12a. Does your business have any specific staff tarining needs that are not 
currently met?  
   
Yes 3 6.0% 
No 44 88.0% 
Do not know 3 6.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
13. Can you estimate your percentage increase or decrease in your business sales has been in Stratford 
over the last year? 
   
No difference 12 25.0% 
1-50% increase 16 33.3% 
51-99% increase 2 4.2% 
100%+ increase 0 0.0% 
1-50% decrease 10 20.8% 
51-99% decrease 0 0.0% 
100%+ decrease 0 0.0% 
Do not know/ Cannot say 8 16.7% 
   
Total 48 100.0% 
   
15a. Does your business have any short/medium plans to leave Stratford?  
   
Yes 0 0.0% 
No 48 96.0% 
Do not know 2 4.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
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16. Does you business have any short/medium plans to relocate to other premises in Stratford? 
   
Yes 11 22.0% 
No 33 66.0% 
Do not know 6 12.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
17. How well informed do you consider that this business is about future plans for the development of 
Stratford City? 
   
Very well informed 13 26.0% 
Quite informed 23 46.0% 
Not very informed 11 22.0% 
Not informed at all 3 6.0% 
Do not know 0 0.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
18. How well informed do you consider that this business is about future plans for the Olympics? 
   
Very well informed 17 34.0% 
Quite informed 18 36.0% 
Not very informed 12 24.0% 
Not informed at all 2 4.0% 
Do not know 1 2.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
19a. Have you heard of, or do you attend, the STCF?   
   
Yes 26 52.0% 
No 24 48.0% 
   
Total  50 100.0% 
   
19b. Would you, or someone else within your business, be interested in attending the Town Centre Forum? 
   
Yes 33 73.3% 
No 10 22.2% 
Do not know 2 4.4% 
   
Total 45 100.0% 
   
20. How do you rate the cleanliness of the town centre environment?  
   
Very good 3 6.0% 
Good 17 34.0% 
Satisfactory 18 36.0% 
Poor 10 20.0% 
Very poor 2 4.0% 
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Do not know 0 0.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
21. How do you rate the levels of safety in the town 
centre?   
   
Very good 3 6.0% 
Good 12 24.0% 
Satisfactory 22 44.0% 
Poor 10 20.0% 
Very poor 3 6.0% 
Do not know 0 0.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
22.How do you rate the marketing and promotion of the town centre?  
   
Very good 1 2.0% 
Good 15 30.0% 
Satisfactory 15 30.0% 
Poor 12 24.0% 
Very poor 4 8.0% 
Do not know 3 6.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
23. How do you rate the town centre in terms of its access to public transport?  
   
Very good 28 56.0% 
Good 17 34.0% 
Satisfactory 5 10.0% 
Poor 0 0.0% 
Very poor 0 0.0% 
Do not know 0 0.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
24. How do you rate the town centres in terms of car parking provision?  
   
Very good 2 4.0% 
Good 7 14.0% 
Satisfactory 16 32.0% 
Poor 12 24.0% 
Very poor 12 24.0% 
Do not know 1 2.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
28. What do you think the top three priorities should be for improving Stratford Town Centre in the next 3 to 
5 years? 
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Production of a town centre strategy 14 28.0% 
Improvements in cleansing service 7 14.0% 
Investment in improved paving 0 0.0% 
Investment in improved pedetrian lighting 4 8.0% 
Improvement to public transport 1 2.0% 
More car parking / loading provision 25 50.0% 
More marketing and promotional events 18 36.0% 
Initiatives to improve safety 16 32.0% 
Redevelopment of Stratford shopping centre 25 50.0% 
The provision of larger retail units 6 12.0% 
Improved retail offer 14 28.0% 
Improved service industries 11 22.0% 
Priority not stated 8 16.0% 
Other 1 2.0% 
   
Total 150 100.0% 
   
29. Would your business be prepared to pay for some additional or improved 
services?  
   
Yes 10 20.0% 
Possibly 14 28.0% 
No 9 18.0% 
Do not know / Cannot say 17 34.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
30. Would decisions about paying for additional services be made locally by yourself or by someone else? 
   
Interviewee 24 48.0% 
Head office 25 50.0% 
Do not know 1 2.0% 
   
Total 50 100.0% 
   
31. Have you ever heard of a Business Improvement 
District?   
   
Yes 9 18.8% 
No 39 81.3% 
   
Total 48 100.0% 
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APPENDIX 4: POLICY OF MULTIPLE RETAILERS & TRADE ASSOCIATIONS 
 
• Barclays Bank 
 
Barclays has two businesses in the town centre, Barclays Bank in Stratford 
Shopping Centre, and Barclays Funds on The Broadway. As a member of IBRF, 
extracts from their guidance are shown above in relation to promoter and 
partnership, levy, and voluntary contributions. Barclays stated that they are 
generally supportive of BIDs and has voted yes in BID ballots to date. 
Interestingly, this indicates that Barclays voted ‘yes’ for the 2% Bedford BID levy,  
and that there is a degree of flexibility around BID levy from the IBRF guidance 
which states no more than a 1% levy.  
 
• Halifax plc 
 
Halifax plc also expressed their full support in principal for BIDs and are willing to 
contribute a levy in most cases. To date they have given positive responses in all 
but one BID ballots.  
 
• Dixons Group (Dixons, Currys, The Link) 
 
The Dixons Group, (including Dixons, Curry’s and The Link which are all present 
in Stratford) expressed some concerns in relation to BIDs. The key concern in 
was that as multiple retailers, an increase in the popularity of one town centre is 
likely to have an adverse effect on sales in neighbouring town centres, meaning 
one branch’s gain can mean another’s loss. Dixons have been experiencing 
market share losses and business rate increases of 12-14% in the last year and 
while they are supportive of town centre improvements in principle, appear to be 
reluctant to take on further costs. Dixons Group’s criterion for BID support is 
broadly similar to that of Boots and IBRF, though it does not have published 
guidance. Their need for significant land owner contributions in a BID proposal 
was strongly emphasised. 
 
• Greggs plc 
 
Greggs expressed similar concerns in relation to potential adverse effects on 
neighbouring town centres. Greggs was particularly concerned at the potential 
loss of trade to branches in secondary shopping areas (e.g. Forest Gate), some 
of which are among the most profitable in the group. They have taken a neutral 
stance in recent ballots (i.e. not voted), and are keeping a watching brief on the 
outcomes of established BIDs. They stated that Stratford Town Centre does not 
appear to justify an increase in business rates any more than most of London’s 
boroughs.  
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• Wilkinson Hardware Stores Ltd. 
 
Wilkinson has not got a blanket policy in relation to voting in BID ballots, judging 
each BID on merit. A key benefit they need to see from a BID is increased 
customer footfall. They would not support a levy above 1%, and the levy should 
be based on the 2000 rateable value list (they consider this to be more reliable 
than the 2005 list which is still subject to appeals). They would not vote in favour 
of a BID if its promotion and administration costs were over 40% of its budget in 
early years; feeling that they shouldn’t be paying significant administration costs 
and that promotion should be carried out in later years once improvements have 
been made. Wilkinson is also keen to see contributions from other sources, for 
instance they recently voted yes for a Lincoln BID for which the levy contributes 
35% of the total first year budget. They are also keen to see a strong town centre 
partnerships with involvement of key agencies (i.e. Police, Local Authority) as 
well as businesses.  
 
• McDonalds Restaurants 
 
Insist that services should be additional to statutory provision and will seek 
confirmation of present service levels and what services are additional. They also 
look for committed voluntary contributions from the local authority and property 
owners, insisting this must be fully confirmed rather than a vague promise. 
McDonalds will consider a levy of no more than 1% of rateable value.   
 
• British Retail Consortium 
 
The British Retail Consortium (BRC) is committed to and supportive of BIDs in 
principle, though it does state some concerns. It states that in vestment in a BID 
must provide an immediate positive impact on the profitability of the location, and 
provide a clear business rationale. Like other interested parties, the BRC have a 
long standing concern about the lack of a levy on property owners, and asks for a 
convioncing case why funding should not come from firstly the public sector, or 
secondly property owners. The BRC’s view is that any levy in excess of 1% of 
rateable value is ‘extremely unlikely to deliver comparable benefits and is 
therefore unjustified’ (BRC, 2004). 
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