
Calderdale MBC  

12 Wards Affected Elland / All 

Cabinet 1st October 2018 

Asset Review Programme 

Depot Strategy: Ainleys Depot Reconfiguration Phase 1 – Salt Barn 

 
Report of the Director for Regeneration & Strategy 
 
 
1. Purpose of Report 

1.1 A clearly defined and comprehensive proposal has been requested which shows the 
progress made to date and options available for having a salt barn in place in alignment 
with the reconfiguration of Ainleys Depot and emerging Depots Strategy. 
 

1.2 Following the winter gritting review this report presents the refreshed options now available 
and a current recommendation for the appropriate storage and management of salt as part 
of the winter maintenance service. 

 

 
2. Need for a decision 
 
2.1 Given the financial costs involved, this decision sits outside of existing officers’ delegations 

and therefore requires consideration at Cabinet and Full Council. 
 
 
3. Recommendations 
 

It is recommended: 
 

3.1 that the preferred option of constructing a salt barn with a capacity of 10,000 tonnes of salt 
on the Ainley’s Depot site be recommended to Council; and delegated authority is given to 
the Director for Regeneration & Strategy, in consultation with the Cabinet Member with 
responsibility for Regeneration and Economic Development, to finalise the details of the 
scheme and implement the project; 

 
3.2 that Cabinet approve Option 3 detailed in paragraph 5.8 to 5.13 of this report, and  

recommend to Council that a maximum sum of £1.1m is included in the Capital Programme 
and funded by prudential borrowing up to a value not exceeding £1.1m; 

 
3.3 that Cabinet note that the capital investment of £1.1m would be offset by compensatory  

savings identified within the budget of the Winter Service, as set out in paragraphs 4.11 and 
4.12 of this report. 
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4. Background and/or details 
 
4.1. Section 13 of the Code of Practice for a Well Maintained Highways details best practice in 

relation to the Winter Service, and the following paragraphs relate to the storage of salt: 

13.3.11 - A resilience benchmark of 12 days/48 runs should be adopted 
for full pre-season salt stockholding. 

13.3.15 - It is suggested that at least 6 days resilience for salt and other 
resources are retained. 

4.2. It is also best practice to manage the storage of salt, by covering it to in order to protect it 
from erosion/runoff and also to have measures in place to manage any run-off to mitigate 
possible impact to the environment.  The modes of covering can range from simple 
tarpaulin covers, managed store bays/bunkers to large barn/dome structures.  Such 
structures are specifically designed for the storage of salt to ensure the environmental 
conditions are optimal for operational need (if salt gets too dry it needs a further pre-wetting 
process in order to be most effective). 

4.3 At the present time the Council beings the winter season with 18,000 tonnes of salt as part 
of the winter maintenance service, and throughout the winter period stock levels are 
maintained at a minimum of 12,000 tonnes. In order to achieve this, salt is purchased in 
bulk “off season” and stockpiled across a number of sites within the borough. At the present 
time between 16,000 tonnes and 10,000 tonnes are stored at the Ainleys Depot at the 
beginning and throughout the winter period, leaving a further 2,000 tonnes to be stored at 
Holme End Depot, Mytholmroyd. 

 
4.4 Table 1 below shows the previous 5 years actual salt usage: 
 

Table 1: 
 

Year Usage £/Tonne Total cost 

2017/18 31,000 £32 £992,000 

2016/17 11,200 £32 £358,400 

2015/16 12,600 £32 £403,200 

2014/15 13,000 £32 £416,000 

2013/14 6,000 £32 £192,000 

 
4.5 Due to the severe weather conditions in 2017/18 more salt was used in this year than the 

two previous financial years combined. Similarly, the salt usage in the financial year 
2013/14 was significantly lower than that of the next three financial years. If both the 
minimum and maximum salt usage figures are excluded from the above period, the average 
usage is in the region of 12,000 tonnes. 
 

4.6 In recent years the main open stockpiles have been located at both Ainleys Depot and 
Stannary Depot, along with a smaller store covered by tarpaulin at Holme End Depot. 
Stannary Depot has now been vacated and released as part of the Beech Hill Regeneration 
scheme, and therefore in future years the stockholding must be carried elsewhere if overall 
resilience is to be maintained. 
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4.7 Open stockpiles are subject to the elements which results in the erosion and “run-off” of 
salt, causing both an environmental impact (concentrated salt runs into drains and 
watercourses) and a consequent financial loss. 

 
4.8 There is clearly a need for the salt to be stored appropriately. The existing storage provision 

at Ainleys Depot is inappropriate and beyond its reasonable life expectancy, as there is now 
a high risk of further failure to the perimeter “tombstone” retaining structure (see 
photographs in Appendix A).  

 
4.9 A robust proposal for constructing a central salt barn at Ainleys Depot has already been 

developed as part of the wider reconfiguration proposal. It is now intended that the proposal 
for the reconfiguration of Ainley’s Depot be brought forward for approval as part of phase 2 
of the Asset Review Programme. Due to timings caused by the winter gritting season, the 
recommended option included within this paper will need to be brought forward as a project 
ahead of the broader endorsement for Ainleys Depot in order to enable it to be delivered in 
preparation for the 2019 winter period. 

 
4.10 The proposed reconfiguration of Ainleys Depot will therefore become a phased scheme, 

Phase 1 delivering the recommended option for salt storage as detailed in this report, and 
Phase 2 balancing the wider depot needs and reconfiguration. 

 
4.11 Using information recently published by a number of Local authorities it is anticipated that a 

target efficiency of 10-15% may be achieved by storage in a covered salt barn as this would  
mitigate erosion and runoff. At the present time the Council completes in the region of 60 
precautionary grits throughout a winter period utilising around 180 tonnes of salt per run, 
using a combination of 20, 30, and 40 gram spread rates for salt that is currently stored 
outside. The storage of salt in a covered facility would allow the spread rates to be reduced 
from 20 to 15 grams, reducing salt usage by one third on each of the 20 precautionary grit 
runs at 20 grams. 
 

4.12 Consequently, it may be anticipated that by storing the salt under covered conditions usage 
would be reduced by 12,000 tonnes for the 20 gram precautionary runs, which equates to 
an annual saving of £42,000 and that a further saving of £21,000 per annum would be 
achieved by a (conservative) 5% reduction in losses due to run-off. The total expected 
savings created would be in the region of £63,000 per annum. 

 
4.13 Members should also note that the service is currently out to tender and once tenders are 

returned a Project Team will be established to look at the various aspects of the service 
including salt usage/storage, patrols, night inspection and weather reporting.  This may 
produce further savings. 

 
4.14 The review of the winter maintenance service would also involve the assessment of 

additional stockpile location similar to that at Holme End Depot but in the north of Halifax in 
order to drive further service efficiencies. Part of this might also involve assessing the 
opportunity for further collaboration locally with cross-border partners such as Kirklees, 
Bradford, Rochdale and Highways England. 

 
4.15 It is worth noting at this stage there are significant environmental issues and risks 

associated with the external storage method currently used by the Council, and whatever 
solution is implemented, this issue will need to be addressed as a minimum. In order to 
address this issue a number of options are detailed in section 5 of this report details of 
which are as follows: 
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5. Options considered 
 

Option 1 Base Case Position – “Do Nothing” **DISCOUNTED** 
 

5.1 Salt is currently procured annually out of season via a single bulk order and is stored in 
exposed stockpiles at Ainleys Depot, Elland and stockpiles covered by tarpaulin at Holme 
End Depot, Mytholmroyd. This provides the authority with a capacity in excess of 20,000 
tonnes. 
 

5.2 The current position of storing of salt in stockpiles at both sites is of major concern and 
requires active management to minimise run-off and possible environmental impact. 

 
5.3 Currently salt is procured on a pay-what-we-use basis and therefore the service store the 

maximum amount each site can hold rather than the amount actually required on an annual 
basis. This approach, although beneficial for a resilience stockpiled perspective cannot be 
the most cost efficient from a run-off/wastage and also a site-usage perspective. 

 
5.4 The existing storage provision at Ainleys Depot is beyond its reasonable life expectancy 

and there’s a high risk of further failure to the perimeter “tombstone” retaining structure. 
 

 

Benefits Issues 

 Continued cost efficiencies for seasonal bulk-
buying 

 Stockpiled resilience 

 Salt stored by maximum capacity rather than 
required capacity 

 Erosion/run-off still apparent – not best practice 

Risks Dependencies 
 Continued risk of environmental impact 

 Further failure of retaining structure and patch 
repairs to hard standing could result in further 
and increased environmental risk and service 
impact 

 Asset Review Programme & Ainleys Depot 
Reconfiguration 

 Winter maintenance service 

 Active management to mitigate environmental 
risks 

 

Option 2 – “Do Minimum” Renew existing uncovered provision 
 
5.5 As noted, the current provision at Ainleys Depot is in a poor state of repair and requires 

renewal.  Reconstruction would include a new oversite slab, retaining walls and appropriate 
drainage / infrastructure solution. 
 

5.6 Should the Do Minimum option be selected the salt would continue to be uncovered.  
Approximate costs for reconstruction are estimated at £500,000.  Under this scenario, the 
stockpile would continue to subject to erosion and run-off.  However, active management of 
this waste would allow the salt to be collected and thus prevent the environmental damage 
described above. 
 

5.7 These works would need to be delivered out of season in order to ensure that the salt was 
ready for use over the winter months. 
 

5.8 Spatially incorporated into the initial design for the proposed reconfiguration of the depot, 
this option would become the first phase of the scheme and require an estimated capital 
budget of circa £500,000.  This option is not ideal as it would not provide a covered solution 
for managing the storage of salt, which is the preferred method in the Code of Practice. 
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Benefits Issues 

 Existing stockpile levels remain 

 Salt stored by maximum capacity rather than 
required capacity 

 Erosion/run-off still apparent – not best practice 

Risks Dependencies 

 Continued environmental impact 

 Continued cost impact 

 Works timeline – impact of slippage and 
contingency arrangements 

 Asset Review Programme & Ainleys Depot 
Reconfiguration 

 Winter maintenance service 

 Active management to mitigate environmental 
risks 

 

Option 3 – “Best Practice” Single Large Salt Barn and Reserve Stock 
**RECOMMENDED** 
 

5.9 This option would deliver a “fit for purpose” large storage facility to be constructed at 
Ainleys Depot Elland, also retaining the existing covered store at Holme End Depot, 
Mytholmroyd. 
 

5.10 The salt barn at the Ainleys Depot would hold a capacity of up to 10,000 tonnes of salt, with 
a designed concrete pad and reinforced perimeter wall, and a corrosion resistant steel 
superstructure supporting a high-performance architectural membrane. This level of 
capacity would provide a balanced level of resilience reflective of past usage whilst not 
over-stocking salt. 

 
5.11 Salt would still be procured annually in bulk and outside of the gritting season to maintain 

the cost efficiency associated with bulk-buying out of peak times, but will require topping up 
more frequently in the most severe winters. 

 
5.12 Spatially incorporated into the initial design for the proposed reconfiguration of Ainleys 

Depot, this option would become the first phase of the scheme and require an estimated 
capital budget of circa £1.1m. It is anticipated, however, that the prudential borrowing cost 
of £60k per annum attached to this proposal would be offset by the savings of £63k detailed 
in paragraph 4.11 of this report.  It is also anticipated that additional revenue costs relating 
to the storage facility and specifically, rates, utility and maintenance, would create an 
additional revenue requirement of £35k per annum. The £1.1m sum would negate the need 
to replace the existing tombstones, etc shown above at a cost of £500,000. 
 

5.13 In addition to the initial feasibility work already undertaken, soft market testing has been 
undertaken to understand the forms of construction and types of specifications available. 
The above figure based on a specialist design and high level specification which would be 
required due to the various risks and requirements.  This would also deliver a barn which 
would last for at least 25 years. 

 
5.14 This option is the recommended course of action, as it would provide a covered storage 

solution following best practice, and a level of continued resilience. It is also expected that   
further operational efficiencies would also be achieved by this proposal. 
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Benefits Issues 
 Larger salt barn with a balanced level of 

resilience 

 Follows best practice for the storage of salt 

 Ongoing maintenance and running cost for 
what would become the Councils largest 
building 

Risks Dependencies 

 Value engineering of design – salt barn needs 
to be specially designed and specified 

 Works timeline – impact of slippage and 
contingency arrangements 

 Asset Review Programme & Ainleys Depot 
Reconfiguration 

 Winter maintenance service 

 Infrequent in-season salt deliveries 

Finance 

Capital Budget Estimate 
 
 
Estimated Annual Revenue Costs 
 
 
 
Estimated Annual Revenue Savings 
 

£1.1m Phase 1 Salt Barn 
 
 
£35k running costs (including rates, utility & 
maintenance costs). 
£60k prudential borrowing cost 
 
£42k precautionary gritting 
£21k runnoff 

 

 
5.15 A further option relating to a smaller barn was also considered but this was discounted as it 

would provide only minimal resilience during times of severe weather.  
 
 
6. Financial implications 
 
6.1 The refreshed depot strategy forms part of the overarching Asset Review Programme and 

therefore any financial and resourcing implications are being accounted for as part of the 
overall financial model. Although part of the depots strategy, the provision of a Salt Barn is 
service specific and it is anticipated that funding for a scheme would at least be provided in 
part by savings identified within the Winter Service budget. 
 

6.2 The three Options detailed in paragraphs 5.1 to 5.16 of this report allow for no additional 
expenditure and a maximum cost of £1.1m. The details attached to the preferred Option 3 
and commented upon in paragraph 5.8 to 5.13, are as follows: 

Option 3  

6.3 Following the initial feasibility undertaken in respect of this proposal, and also further ‘soft 
market’ testing, it is anticipated that the sum of £1.1m would be required for the facility. The 
budget estimate is fully itemised as below: 
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Item Rate      Cost 

                                                                          

Groundwork & Concrete Slab 
 

£250,000 
Perimeter Retaining Wall & 
Foundation 

 
£160,000 

Superstructure 
 

£230,000 

Services - Lighting & Drainage 
 

£140,000 

Total 
 

£780,000 

   Preliminaries 12% £93,600 

Contingencies  5% £43,680 

Design Risk  5% £43,680 

Fees  5% £144,144 

   Total Estimate 
 

£1,105,104 
 

6.4 The capital cost of £1.1m detailed above, carries elements of design risk, fees and a 
contingency, consistent with schemes of this nature. It is expected that following approval 
and once the detailed design and specification commences the capital requirement would 
be “de-risked” which would allow the project to be value engineered, resulting in a lower 
overall capital requirement. It is not currently appropriate to project a possible level of 
reduction at this early concept stage. 
 

6.5 Funding of the capital budget of £1.1m by prudential borrowing would require a revenue 
budget of £60k per annum for the duration of the borrowing period (25 years).  
 

6.6 In addition to the above, it is also anticipated that the revenue costs attached to the Salt 
Barn would be in the region of £35k per annum. This sum includes an allowance for 
general maintenance, utilities, and rates, increasing the potential revenue cost to £95k in 
total. 

 
6.7 Although it is very difficult to precisely determine the savings that may be achieved by this 

proposal, it is anticipated that combined efficiencies from the storage of salt in a covered 
facility and other operational efficiencies, would result in a saving of £63k per annum, as 
detailed in paragraph 4.11 of this report. 
 

6.8 Although further operations savings may also be achieved in the longer term, no additional 
savings have been identified at this point in time to offset the additional operational cost of 
£32k (inclusive of rates). This cost would therefore have to be funded by the revenue 
budget of the Strategic Infrastructure Service.  

 
 
7. Legal Implications 
 
7.1 The Council as local highway authority are under a duty to ensure, so far as is reasonably 

practicable, that safe passage along a highway is not endangered by snow or ice. That duty 
is imposed by section 41(1A) of the Highways Act 1980. 
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7.2 The procurement strategy for the recommended option will be considered as the proposal is 
brought progressed into a project in preparation for delivery, but the overall costings 
detailed above assume that a Design and Build contractor would be procured via the 
YorBuild Framework or an in house procurement process. 

 
 
8. Consultation 
 
8.1 The winter maintenance service has been fully consulted and involved with bringing this 

proposal forward.  
 

8.2 Further appropriate consultation and engagement will be undertaken as part of a 
comprehensive communications plan should the proposal be progressed. 

 
 

9. Environment, Health and Economic Implications 
 
9.1 Environmental, health and economic implications will be considered in more detail as the 

proposal is brought forward and formed into a project in preparation for delivery. 
 

9.2 It is recognised that the existing covered salt store at Holme End Depot is within 10m of a 
main watercourse; best practice advises that the distance should be more than 10m away 
from watercourses. The associated risk is already managed by ensuring that the salt 
stockpile is covered by tarpaulin and run-off is actively managed. The future and wider 
requirements at Holme End Depot are to be considered and brought forward as part of the 
Asset Review Programme’s Depot Strategy. 

 
 
10. Equality and Diversity 
 
10.1 An “Equality Impact Assessment” has been undertaken at a strategic level for the 

overarching programme and is available upon request. 
 
10.2 As the proposal is further developed, the Equality and Cohesion team will be further 

consulted and an individual EIA considered as appropriate. 
 
 
11. Summary and Recommendations 
 
11.1 This review has confirmed the need for the appropriate storage of salt and that a salt barn   

should be constructed for this purpose to allow for best practice. 
 

11.2 As presented within Option 3, it is recommended that a “fit for purpose” salt barn is 
constructed at Ainley’s Depot, Elland in preparation for the 2019/20 winter period, and the 
existing covered store at Holme End Depot, Mytholmroyd retained for resilience needs.  

11.3 It is recommended that a capital budget of £1.1m is incorporated into the Council’s Overall 
Capital Programme, financed by prudential borrowing funded from savings arising from a 
reduction in salt usage and other operational efficiencies. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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For further information on this report, contact: 
Daniel McDermott Asset Planning Manager, CAFM 

Regeneration & Strategy 
Telephone: 2068 
E-mail: Daniel.McDermott@Calderdale.gov.uk 
 
The documents used in the preparation of this report are: 
 
1. Asset Review Programme - Ainleys Depot Initial Feasibility (AHR) 
2. Soft market testing – Kier & McCann summary options 
 
The documents are available for inspection at: 
 
CAFM, Princess Buildings 
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Appendix A – Photographs of existing storage provisions & issues 

Ainleys Depot 
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Holme End Depot 
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Appendix B – Outline Timeline 

 


