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To answer any written and/or oral questions from a County Councillor, 
(or anyone living or working in the county, or anyone who is affected by 
the work of the County Council), about matters which relate to any item 
on the agenda for this meeting. Up to 30 minutes is allowed for this item. 
 
The closing date for the receipt of written questions was 4.00 pm on 
Thursday 29 January 2014  
 
Please send questions to the Chief Executive marked for the 
attention of Jo Moore (email: jo.moore@gloucestershire.gov.uk) 
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question is given by the questioner to the person presiding at the 
meeting, or the Chief Executive’s representative, at least 30 minutes 
prior to the start of the meeting. 
 
Depending on the nature of the questions, it may not be possible to 
provide a comprehensive answer at the meeting, in which case a written 
answer will be provided as soon as reasonably possible after the 
meeting. 
 
Questions received and proposed responses will be circulated prior to 
the meeting. 
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PUBLIC QUESTIONS  
 

CABINET MEETING – 4 February 2015 
 

1. Questioners Name: Dr Liz Rolls   Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
The original consultation (Summer 2013) on the proposals of the 
Cheltenham Transport Plan elicited 1496 votes.  Of these 664, 
(44%) voted ‘Yes’, 409 (27%) voted ‘No’ and 423 (28%) voted ‘Yes 
with reservations’ (many of which remain unanswered).     
 
An on-line petition raised 1187 petitioners’ signatures voting against 
the proposals.  Support in Cheltenham Borough Council has 
reduced dramatically - at the Council meeting (26th January) 21 
Liberal Democrat councillors voted ‘for’ and all 15 members of the 
other parties and the 2 Liberal Democrat College Ward 
councillors voted against the proposals.   
 
In the light of this considerable rejection of the Cheltenham 
Transport Plan by Cheltenham residents (across all parts of the 
town) and Cheltenham Borough Councillors, can the Cabinet please 
review the results of the consultation survey and the petitions to 
ensure there is sufficient support for it? 
 

 

 
 
I will be proposing that this item is deferred until the next meeting of 
Cabinet so that concerns that Cabinet Members have raised, as well as 

the ones that you raise, can be looked at in more detail. 
 

2. Questioners Name: Dr Liz Rolls    Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
Since February 2013, when the Cheltenham Transport Plan was 
made available on the Council website, we have asked Cheltenham 
Borough Council (by public questions to the Council) and 
Gloucestershire County Council Officers (at the consultation 
‘roadshows’) for specific data, including current and predicted whole 
day traffic and night time traffic. At the Council meeting (26 January 
2015), we were assured that there has been extensive - and 
sufficient - traffic modelling to enable the Cheltenham Transport Plan 
to go ahead with confidence, but we were also told by Councillor 
MacKinley (Cheltenham Borough Council) and Scott Tompkins 
(Gloucestershire County Council) that much data will only be 
available once the trial starts.    

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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If the Cheltenham Transport Plan goes ahead, please can the 
Cabinet ensure that they are confident that they have the required 
data, that due regard for the risks to Cheltenham residents have 
been taken, and that the information requested is made available to 
residents as a matter of urgency?  

 
3. Questioners Name: Mr John Firth    Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
Pass fail criteria have not been set for the trial.  Will the council 
please ensure that criteria include impact on residential streets with 
their traffic volumes measured AND the results PUBLISHED at 
reasonable frequency (Monthly) before and during the trials and 
during any efforts at mitigation? Please ensure that  of any more 
than a 5% traffic increase in the narrow residential streets like St 
Luke's Road and College Road to be categorised as failure, and 
ensure that Boots corner be  reopened if pass criteria not met 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 

4. Questioners Name: Mr John Firth   Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
Pass fail criteria have not been set for the trial. Can the council 
please ensure that pass/fail criteria include improvements in NO2 
levels throughout the affected areas, (especially residential streets 
with their static populations), are measured AND PUBLISHED at 
reasonable frequency before and during the trials and during any 
efforts at mitigation so that effects are visible and ensure that Boots 
corner be  reopened if pass criteria not met.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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5. Questioners Name: Christine Saunders     Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith 

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
I would like to ask the Cabinet how it is possible to let this scheme 
go through when so many questions remain unanswered.  
 
At the Extraordinary Council Meeting on 26th January I found it 
unbelievable that Councillors could not/would not answer questions 
put by members of the public or indeed by their fellow Councillors. 
Even Liberal Democrat Councillors representing areas that are 
already congested and will see further congestion if this scheme 
goes through voted for the scheme, this is quite shocking!  
 
All worries concern the pollution and congestion caused by traffic 
being pushed away from a transient part of town into residential 
streets. Resident groups from across Cheltenham have been 
working together for over a year to get questions answered as to 
where "displaced' traffic from Boots Corner will go and we have 
been denied answers at every turn. St Lukes is a residential part of 
Cheltenham with a Church, beautiful Regency houses, 2 parks, The 
College and the Hospital and is an area that is already congested 
and even worse when the the Races are on (at least 5 times a year). 
A Councillor at the Meeting commented that if she lived in College 
Road (St Lukes) she would want to sell her house now!  
 
I live in College Road and although CBC have not admitted that this 
will become a main route, it is quite obvious that it will be used as 
one. Yesterday, the Echo did a survey of pedestrians in 
Cheltenham, all of whom seemed to know very little about the 
scheme, it is their belief that Boots Corner will be turned into a pretty 
pedestrianised area (as leaflets posted by CBC initially showed 
fountains and pedestrians wondering around freely) this is not the 
case when pedestrians, many of whom will be elderly, disabled or 
children will be dodging buses (1 every 10 minutes)  criss crossing 
Boots Corner together with taxis and bicycles and we all know that 
buses and taxis are not the slowest of vehicles. Does this not tell 
you that CBC have failed in their duty of care to ensure that ALL 
Cheltenham residents are aware of the TOTAL SCHEME and its 
impact on the Town as a whole.  

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 

P
a
g
e
 3



 

 
It has been suggested that a 10 month trial be tried at Boots Corner 
BUT without implementing the bus route going East to West (across 
the front of Boots) until after the trial. If you are to have a true 
indication of how the trial will work it must be the whole scheme as it 
will be if implemented, not part of it - that is WITH buses going South 
to North and WITH buses going East to West. 
 
I would urge no beg, the Cabinet to please look into and consider 
questions raised by Members of the Public and by Councillors who 
are very concerned about health and safety issues arising from 
increased traffic in residential roads and why these questions have 
remained unanswered as, if this scheme is passed, many many 
residents across Cheltenham are going to have their lives changed 
and not in a good way.  
 
The 2 formal consultations have shown that 76 going on 95% of 
residents are against the scheme and at the Meeting there was a 
unanimous vote from the Conservatives, Independent Parties and 2 
Councillors from the Liberal Democrats against the scheme.  
It appears that there is no confidence in the scheme to close Boots 
Corner. 
 

6. Questioners Name: Meg Lunt     Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
Can the Cabinet be completely confident that the scheme has been 
fully thought through and that the people of Cheltenham are fully and 
correctly informed of the effects of the scheme and that it should be 
passed, given that at the Extraordinary meeting held at Cheltenham 
Borough Council on January 26th, 2015, a significant proportion of 
questions both from the public and councillors, could not be given 
clear answers by Cllr McKinlay, rather they began with ‘We don’t 
know’, ‘Yes and no’, ‘It might be’, ‘We hope that’, ‘We don’t know 
and won’t know until the Plan is implemented’, he frequently had to 
refer the questions to Scott Tomkins who often gave similar 
responses; can the Cabinet in the light of this, be confident that this 
costly scheme can go ahead fairly and successfully? 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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7. Questioners Name: Meg Lunt     Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
The short trial at the north end of the Bath Road reducing two lanes 
of traffic down to one, runs from 19th of January, 2015 to 6th 
February, 2015, which is two days after the Cabinet meet on 
February 4th;  
 
This trial has allegedly been set up in the interests of safety, 
however, the changes are very much a part of the overall Traffic 
Plan; so far there has been considerable disruption resulting in a 
backlog of traffic in key roads, particularly at certain times; is the 
cabinet confident to make a decision when this trial of an integral 
part of the Plan, has not been completed and fully appraised? 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 

8. Questioners Name: Carl Friessner-Day Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
In 2008 GCC stopped the closure of Boots Corner predominantly 
due to the traffic and impact around St James Square. In this recent 
manifestation known as the ‘Cheltenham Transport Plan’, it has 
been argued that the change of Oriel Rd will help serve to offer relief 
on the volume of traffic directed to St James, by directing cars more 
readily to car parks across the town. However, the traffic model 
shows that there is little difference in the DO SOMETHING/DO 
NOTHING model figures for cars driving up Rodney Rd and 
accessing the car parks.  
 
Could the Committee therefore clarify the ‘value for money’ in 
spending on these changes as they appear not to achieve the goals 
stated or alternatively does the committee confirm that cars will take 
this route matching the stated objectives and that the model is 
therefore wrong? 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 

P
a
g
e
 5



 

9. Questioners Name: Carl Friessner-Day Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
The funds for the LSTF for the regeneration of Cheltenham leading 
to job creation as a result of Boots Corner changes appear to have 
been obtained under false pretences, although we do await 
clarification from CBC in this matter and look forward to this 
information. In the CBC Risk Register of 09/01/2012 it clearly states 
that Brewery 2 was feasible without the closure of Boots Corner, yet 
in a letter from the CEO to the Department of Transport dated 
21/02/2012 it is unambiguously stated that “the final decision for 
Brewery 2 rests on the implementation of Boots Corner Scheme. We 
appreciate that investment by the Council is looked upon favourable 
by other investors however CBC has stated clearly that without one, 
the other would definitely not happen. This clearly has not been the 
case as Brewery 2 has gone ahead and with job creation of Brewery 
2 being one of the main arguments behind the CTP, this needs 
further consideration. Clarification has been requested from CBC on 
this matter, however until this is received clearly it would be wrong 
ethically for GCC to move forward with the trial closure of Boots 
Corner and other changes enabling the CTP? 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 

10. Questioners Name: Cllr Adam Lillywhite Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  

Reviewing the Public and Members questions from 26/1, it is clear 
that the majority of the effort of response went into evading the 
actual questions or answering a diffferent one, and despite being 
called to task on this many times there were still the majority that 
remained unanswered. The answers received tended to rotate 
between: 

 “I don't know, Mr. Tompkins has the detail" 

"we don't know",  

 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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"I don't have the detail",  

'we don't have a clue'. 

"We don't have the detail at this stage". 

My 12 year old daughter watched the first hour from the gallery, 
questioned the following morning, “who was the man in the purple tie 
who would not answer the questions?” An obvious assessment, do 
you still believe it is possible to progress this scheme when in 2008, 
you threw it out due to congestion.   
 
Fundamentally all that has changed is the modeling, not to highlight 
congestion and the officers not to admit it. There are too many 
questions which are still intentionally being left unanswered to allow 
this to progress. 
 

11. Questioners Name: Cllr Adam Lillywhite Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
Over the past 18 months Traffic Officers have received requests for 
data that has not been produced. Much of this data could have been 
very easily supplied however it was not. Can you please ensure the 
following is made available before a decision can be made. 
 
Night-time traffic flows through residential areas, such as All Saints 
Road, where the houses front directly onto this narrow street on both 
sides.  This data should be available from even the most simple of 
traffic counters. ‘Capacity-capped’ streets, these are the remaining 
routes in the network which when cars attempt to pass down them 
are considered to be ‘full’ by the modeling. 
 
So the vehicle either queues or searches for another route 
generating increased traffic, but not it seems counting as a vehicle in 
that street so that traffic volumes appear much lower in the modeling 
than they actually are. None of these streets are identified.  
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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Again suspicions on All Saints Rd which shows an increase of just 
6% of traffic yet it seems one of the most likely roads where the 
volume of cars trying to use it could well triple, Yet this information 
was withheld from residents. 
 
Overall dispersal of traffic, At every stage officers were requested to 
supply a simple single map of the town which graphically gave an 
idea of how the traffic would disperse, however there was a refusal 
to supply this instead they insisted on concentrating on individual 
roads and areas so that it was not possible for respondents to get an 
overall idea of the dispersal,  or  realize that there was a 30% defecit 
in the cars that were accounted for and therefore overall reduction in 
the Towns capacity.  
 

12. Questioners Name: Cllr Adam Lillywhite Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
Can the committee confirm that they are happy with the ‘mandate’ 
that has been received from CBC, given that there is unanimous 
opposition to the scheme from all Parties in the Cheltenham 
Borough Council except the Liberal Democrats, of which two voted 
against, as they were aware of the damage likely to be caused by 
the scheme in their Ward which would be heavily affected. 
 
It should be noted that both Formal TRO consultations are firmly 
against the scheme, with those expressing opinions rising from 76% 
to 94% against the scheme by end of the second consultation.  
 
Whilst the Lib Dem majority prefers to quote the 72% returned in an 
informal vote which concentrated on what would look best in Boots 
Corner: trees, fountains or a performance space, it should be noted 
that no consideration was made for the displaced traffic, and three of 
the four  multiple-choice options were in favour of the scheme! This 
response was matched by a formal petition against the scheme as 
well as the consultation.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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The informal consultation was taken from a starting-point of very low 
awareness by the general public.  At that time, the only information 
they had was supplied in the consultation, and this was strongly 
slanted towards the scheme. As the public have become aware, 
there has been a dramatic and conclusive swing of opinion against 
he scheme. It would now seem that there are few in the town outside 
of the Senior officers and LD Councillors, and then, not all of them, 
who still support it. 

With further regard to the Informal vote, I attach an Email which 
outlines the deficiencies in the consultation and the failure of the 
officers to record my comments at the consultation.  This was sent to 
Richard Cornell on 3/7/2013.  Re-reading this, it is easy to see how 
the suggested levels of support were attained. 

Dear Mr Cornell, 

It was good to meet you last night and establish contact.  I am 
writing to confirm our conversation and express my gravest 
concerns with regard to this consultation process and the closure of 
Boots Corner in general. I will forward you my concerns over the 
traffic scheme separately, to enable you to address the process 
issues before it is too late. 

Last night you stated that we were early in the consultation process 
and that the views of the residents  were required to understand 
where the problems are and are likely to be, so that the scheme 
could be adjusted accordingly. I and many other attendees 
expressed the concern that this scheme appeared to already be 
determined and that this process was simply paying lip service to 
regulations. 

Principal concerns are. 

There is no clear or means of registering opposition to the scheme, 
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The format of the questionnaire is such that there is nowhere that 
you can pass comment on the scheme without the danger of it being 
categorised as “qualified support’. The questionnaire on the other 
hand seeks alternative uses and suggestions for the area. This 
would appear to be very misleading particularly given the use of the 
‘qualified support’ categorisation in previous consultations by the 
CBC.  Both you and Jeremy Williamson stating that on the 
consultation return form an objection would simply be a tick in the 
‘No’ box in Q1 and leaving Q2 blank, there are no such clear 
instructions. Not sufficient given that this is meant to be an exercise 
in collecting opinion. No record was made of views or opinions.  
Many valid objections were made yesterday, yet none were written 
down or captured, there was no mechanism available for registering 
your objection on the night,   
 
Can you please send me a list of the objections that were raised last 
night and what record has been made of the high level of opposition 
to the scheme that was witnessed.  
 
Impacted residents not receiving consultation forms I outlined that I 
lived on a road that would see an increase of traffic yet have not 
received a consultation form, can you please ensure that all 
residents likely to be effected by the scheme have been contacted. 
 
I was also shocked and would like noted Jeremy Williamson’s 
personal attack on myself and my past and current profession when 
I outlined the use of the ‘Qualified support’ categorisation in the 
North Place and Portland street Car park consultation and the 
apparent failure of the St Margarets’ rd traffic scheme and its non-
implementation. This is not what is expected from Council 
employees at a public consultation. 
 
 If you decide to continue with this process you please ensure that 
the principal concerns are addressed before further events.  I look 
forward to hearing from you and receiving the list of the issues 
raised last night. 
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It is needless to say that I did not receive a list of the objections that 
were supposed to have been recorded, so is it surprising, the 
suggested outcome of the informal consultation was in favour.  
 
All responses to this Email Chain are available on request.  
 

13. Questioners Name: Cllr Adam Lillywhite Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
What is the point of performing a trial at Boots Corner when the most 
controversial and dangerous, the least understandable or 
predictable element is removed, namely buses across the facade of 
Boots.  A trial without this included (as stated by Scott Tompkins on 
26/1) would be invalid, unless the new Bus lane was removed from 
the TRO. Yet we hear that this is the long-term ambition of CBC, and 
there would be no point to CTP without it.  
 
This creates a Catch 22 situation with the crossing, which cannot be 
removed due to the volume of the remaining traffic, but there does 
not appear to be an appropriate alternative location for the crossing 
which totally undermines the entire scheme, as it would result in 
what is currently an exceptionally safe and manageable crossing 
into a severence issue. 
 
Can you please ensure that you fully understand the layout of Boots 
corner and that the trial will be a full and valid one of all components, 
before agreeing or passing this forward? 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 

14. Questioners Name: Cllr Adam Lillywhite Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
Concerning Risk assessment, at the TROC the risk register was 
requested, to determine which risks had been considered by CBC 
when making the decision to forward this to the TRO stage, 
18/11/13. It was not produced.   
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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The same request had been made for CBC’s meeting, 26/01/2015, 
and the response was: 
 
“If the council considers the report without recognizing concerns of 
the separate petition any resultant decision may not be fully 
informed and is likely to be unsound.” 
When it was explained that this was not sufficient and I had 
expected to see a list of risks in the risk register, the only response 
that it was the responsibility of the GCC, even though this would 
entail the non-consideration of risk until after the decision had been 
made.  
 
I would ask the Cabinet to be made aware of the list of risks that 
were considered, in particular the social, economic and 
environmental risks and to identify the specific risk that will 
determine whether the Boots Corner trial has failed and therefore 
needs to be backed out. 
 
Can you please identify this risk for me? 
 

15. Questioners Name: Cllr Adam Lillywhite Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 

This response is ambiguous in the Officers report. 
  
Tackling Climate 
Change  

Carbon Emissions Implications? 
Positive  

 
Vulnerable to climate change? No  

  
Does this mean the officer is agreeing that Carbon emissions 
increase? If so then it is accepted. If not I do not believe that this can 
be claimed as overall they may reduce vehicles by modal shift, initial 
target 11%, but the number on the road at any one time will be 
increased due to the journeys being so much longer and slower 
given the road speeds and additional queuing.  
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 

P
a
g
e
 1

2



 

 
Also the journeys not undertaken at peak time will still occur but will 
necessarily be far longer. There are too many such essential 
journeys being made in and around the town to possibly make any 
such unsubstantiated claim.  
 
The greatest likliehood is that this will be detrimental to Climate 
change. 
 
It is not possible to claim this and given that the funding for this is 
through the LSTF it is therefore not applicable as this scheme 
contravenes its' fundamental principal, greener transport, this 
committee is therefore not in a position to agree to forward this 
scheme without contravening the conditions of the funding. 
 

16. Questioners Name: Cllr Adam Lillywhite Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
What power does the Cabinet have to stop these changes being 
forced through when the political party that is forcing these through 
clearly has no mandate from the town or support from a single other 
Councillor or indeed all of their own Councillors. 
 
In such a position is the Cabinet willing to accept liability for the 
damages caused to the Towns core retail businesses, residential 
areas and communities.  Given that the permanent changes are to 
be made mainly to accommodate the trial, does the Cabinet also 
accept the liability for reversing these and in what timescales would 
the funds be available and works performed? 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 

17. Questioners Name: James Molloy  Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 

During the TRO Committee meeting, the CEO from Cheltenham 
Chamber of Commerce spoke, claiming that some 99% of the 200 
members were in favour.  
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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The Committee commented favourably during their discussion on 
this stating the overwhelming business support for this project.  
However in researching this matter further I would like to point out 
two things.  
 
Firstly the FSB is the largest business group in Cheltenham with 
over 500 members and they largely are not in support of the 
Cheltenham Transport Plan.  
 
Secondly, to the knowledge of the Hoteliers Association and 
Montpellier Business Group, both Chamber members, no formal 
survey was ever taken and had it been taken then it would not have 
shown the favoured support claimed by the Chamber of Commerce.  
 
Based on these facts, will this Committee reconsider the Chamber of 
Commerce comments and strike the support of the ‘majority’ of 
businesses from consideration? 
 

18. Questioners Name: David Saunders Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  

 

£600K has been estimated as the cost of implementing the CTP, but 
now we can see the (quite ridiculous) extent of the road narrowing in 
Lower Bath Road, with several extensive build-outs of the pavement 
and a new puffin crossing required, it is clear that this road alone will 
require a very substantial chunk of that money.    
 
£600K estimate is most likely far too low, therefore can you confirm 
that GCC will be paying all of the implementation costs when they 
exceed that figure? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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19. Questioners Name: David Saunders Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  

 

Why have GCC gone along with CBC by stating that the pedestrian 
crossing at Boots Corner is to be retained, when they know full well 
that it is not possible to have a new public square of any sort, 
without first implementing the new bus lane (now permitted by 
Schedule 1 of the Bus Lanes TRO) which in turn requires the 
removal of the crossing? 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 

20. Questioners Name: David Saunders Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 

Do you consider that GCC has carried out its duties of consideration 
of Equality issues regarding the new east-west bus lane in front of 
Boots shop, which it has permitted, bearing in mind that this new 
route crosses the existing south-north bus route at a right-angle, and 
that there are 16,000 pedestrian movements through that space 
everyday?" 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 

21. Questioners Name: Mary Nelson  Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 

On 15 January 2015 the TRO committee permitted a new bus lane 
in front of Boots shop, which passes straight through the existing 
busy pedestrian area at Boots Corner, yet this new bus route was 
not shown on any of the 150 CTP TRO Public Notices placed  
around Cheltenham Town centre. 
 
If this was not illegal, it was certainly misleading and deceptive for 
the public.  
 
In a public question submitted to the 26-1-15 CBC Extraordinary Full 
Council meeting, I asked the Cabinet Member responsible, Cllr. 
McKinlay, whether he agreed that it was imperative that this new bus 
lane was trialled, as part of the “Boots Corner 10 month Trial”, 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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 As the promised and much publicised new public square at Boots 
cannot be implemented without it.   He relied that buses would not 
use this new route, and would continue to go around Imperial Circus, 
thus avoiding answering the question, and he asked for confirmation 
from Lead Traffic Officer, Scott Tompkins.   Mr. Tompkins said that 
“the new bus lane is not a change – it’s the same as what is 
there now” (an unclear and unsatisfactory statement, which also 
avoiding answering my question). 
 
Cheltenham’s’ residents were not properly informed of this new bus 
lane, as it was only stated in the text of the TRO and not shown in 
the map provided.  Therefore do you agree that: 

 
1. GCC have failed to address the serious safety implications 

and associated Equality issues (affecting older people, as 
well as the impaired) which would result from this new bus 
route (which intersects at right angles with the existing bus 
lane in a very busy pedestrian area),  which they are required 
to do before and at the time the decision was taken by 
the TRO Committee to permit it, as is required by the 
Equality Act 2010  
 
and 
 

2. The statement made by Mr. Tompkins at the CBC Full 
Council lacked the required transparency, because he 
avoided acknowledging in his answer that the new bus lane 
had been permitted because it is imperative for a new public 
Shared Space at Boots Corner. 
 

(My question required an honest answer from Scott Tompkins in the 
context of such an important Decision Meeting, where there was 
reference to the safety and Equality issues of the proposed Boots 
Corner Shared Space in the councillor’s own speeches, following the 
public questions.) 
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22. Questioners Name: Mary Nelson  Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  

 

At the 11th hour, on the 28th January 2015, another, altered and 
expanded CTP Due Regard Statement appeared on GCC’s website 
dated 28th January 2015. 
 
This new DRS has been produced too late to be considered by the 
7 hour long CTP TRO Committee Meeting held in Cheltenham Town 
Hall, and too late to be considered by councillors at the 
Extraordinary CBC CTP Full Council Meeting held on the 26th 
January 2015, and appears to have been re-published merely to 
safeguard the final step in the decision process – GCC Cabinet’s 
final ratification.   
 
The late publication of this revised document does not 
therefore comply with the requirements of the Equality Act 
2010.    
 
Comparisons with the earlier DRS produced for the Second TRO 
Consultation indicate that some of the additional information and 
alterations appear to have been made in direct response to the 
objections I raised in my TRO 2 response document, which focused  
almost entirely on Public Realm & Equality Compliance issues, 
including my concern over CBC’s first CTP Full Council Decision 
Meeting on 18-11-13.   
 
Therefore do you not agree that: 
 

1.  this very late , amended and expanded 4th DRS attempting 
to retrospectively cover CBC’s first CTP Decision on the 18-
11-13, (when no Equality information or EIA (of 25-6-13) 
was made available to Full Council), has been published 
too late to properly inform the decision makers, including 
both the TRO Committee and CBC Full Council on 26-1-15, 
and thereby fails to comply with the PSDR and Equality 
impact considerations as required  by the Equality Act 2010  
 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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and  
 

2. as the GCC Cabinet decision to agree to implement the 
recommendations of the TRO Committee for the Cheltenham 
Transport Plan is stated to be a Key Decision, the last 
minute publication of a much revised CTP DRS, just one 
week before the Cabinet Decision meeting takes place, is 
unacceptable and does not provide the 28 days advance 
publication required for documents relating to that Key 
Decision?  

 

23. Questioners Name: Mary Nelson  Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
Cheltenham Borough Council has made two important decisions 
regarding the CTP: on 18th November 2013 and on 26th January 
2015. 
  
Both Councils claim to have had a close working partnership 
throughout the process of the development of the CTP.   
 
Which Council was responsible for ensuring that all the existing and 
relevant information relating to Equality and PSDR for the CTP was 
put before CBC councillors for both of those decision meetings -  
was it GCC or CBC, and if it was CBC can GCC confirm that all the 
necessary Equality information, including the 3 CTP Due Regard 
Statements (and the first EIA) was provided to CBC officers before 
those meetings making it clear that it was a legal requirement that 
councillors consider the Equality information, bearing in mind that no 
mention was made in either of Mr. Redman’s CBC Reports for those 
meetings of the EIA/DRS, or even of the requirement to consider the 
Equality impacts/PSDR of the CTP at both meetings? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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24. Questioners Name: Ken Pollock Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith/Cllr Will Windsor Clive  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  

 

Considering:  
 
(1)   the involvement of Vernon Smith and Will Windsor-Clive in the 

CDTF (Cheltenham Development Task Force), the "promoter" 
of the CTP, and     

 
(2)   that they (with Nigel Riglar) made the Decision to refuse the 

requests for a Public Inquiry (selecting instead a TR Committee 
hearing), thereby avoiding any independent assessement 
report on the much challenged traffic 'modelling', upon which 
CTP depends for all viability and credibility,  

 
 

Do they agree that this amounts to a prejuducial interest in them 
now furthering final Cabinet approval for the implementation as 
Permanent of the contested CTP TROs, and will they therefore 
withdraw from Item 11's discussion and any vote, (which for 
transparency does need to be a recorded vote)? 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 

25. Questioners Name: Ken Pollock Respondent: Cllr Mark Hawthorne  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 

To the Leader 
 
Considering:  
 
(1) the many documented defects (notably:  

 
(A)  Equalities Due Regard Statement, created far too late 

to be legally valid, signed off by Vernon Smith on 28th 
January;   

(B)  a skimpy spreadsheet on GCC/CBC Risks, produced 
after the TRO Comittee hearing, too late to be critiqued 
for the CBC Full Council decision;  

 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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(C) the non-answering by officers of numerous modelling 

and Network queries/challenges);  
(D) the TR Committee's wholly inadequate performance for 

such a major scheme, (e.g. poor photocopying of 1500 
Responses pages, and their late distribution; ruthless 
guillotining/truncating of major Objectors' presentations; 
non-local councillors clearly unfamiliar with Cheltenham 
streets referred to; pre-decision discussion held in 
private, and for a mere ten minutes; failure to produce a 
written report on their reasoning; ambiguous definition 
of trialling the Boots Corner "element", subsequently 
restricted by Scott Tompkins, who has admitted being 
"biased" towards implementation); 

 

(2) that accordingly (at CBC Full Council's decision on 26th 
January) CTP lost all cross-party support from Cheltenham;   

 
(3) that GCC has stated that it has already secured the relevant 

£600,000 of LSTF funding; and  
 
(4) that the draft implementation timetable has now slipped to late 

2015 (after Martin Horwood MP's re-election chance) for 
starting the first major works (the three Oriel Road and Imperial 
Square junctions, which will be unaffordable to reverse if/when 
they cripple Cheltenham's major east-west flow route into St. 
George's Road),  

 

Will Cabinet use this newly available 6+ months (before needing to 
confirm these TROs as Permanent) to re-examine properly all the 
above deficiencies and further consider the options for scheduling 
the implementation of the CTP elements in an incremental fashion, 
subservient to the primary objective of closing and redesigning 
Boots Corner which now awaits a Trial (which ought to include 
trialling some arrangement thereof as a shared-space "square")? 
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26. Questioners Name: Ken Pollock Respondent: Cllr Mark Hawthorne  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
To the Leader 
 
Considering:  During the TRO Committee meeting on the 15th 
January, the question of the cost of part or full reversal of the 
scheme was raised and who would pay, 
 
and one of the GCC Members stated  “there was no money”!   
 
However it was stated at the CBC Full Council meeting on 26-1-15 
that the County Council would have to bear all the costs of part or 
full reversal.  
Cheltenham residents are therefore extremely concerned that the 
TRO Committee’s decision to implement all of the TRO road 
changes permanently, before trialling the closure of Boots Corner, 
could mean that any unacceptable traffic chaos in Cheltenham will 
remain unrectified for a very long time, due to GCC’s inability to 
provide sufficient funding to pay for the reversal, especially in the 
light of the forthcoming severe budget cuts. 
  
Therefore, do you think it is a wise decision to implement all of the 
elements of the CTP on a Permanent basis, and at a considerable 
cost, before completing the trial of the Boots Corner road closure, 
when the actual closure of the road itself would cost virtually nothing 
by comparison ? These questions will be further substantiated in 
documents sent to Cabinet members shortly. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
See answer to Question 1. 

27. Questioners Name: Anne Brookes Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
I think you will agree that the Traffic Regulation Committee in their 
recommendation to make an experimental order for the closure of 
Boots corner clearly shows there was concern about the 
Cheltenham Transport Plan.   
 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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Albeit approval was given to make a permanent order for the bus 
lane (Schedule 1 – from Pittville Street to Bennington Street in a 
westerly direction) this will not be part of the trial, but is the ONLY 
element of the closure which will deliver the public realm 
improvements promised to the public. 
 
The Liberal Democrat administration at CBC responded to the 
recommendation of the TR Committee by attempting to shift the 
focus and emphasis of the Cheltenham Transport Plan away from 
Boots corner to the junction and network changes.  
 
Will GCC please show the justification for the junction and network 
changes WITHOUT Boots corner closed, and explain how these 
meet the aims and criteria of the LSTF which will fund the work? 
 
 

28. Questioners Name: Anne Brookes Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
As removal of traffic from Boots corner was always the focus and 
reason for the CTP can you please confirm that the junction and 
network changes were not proposed on their own, for any traffic and 
transport management reasons, and were primarily to enable the 
closure of Boots corner and the changes there? 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 

29. Questioners Name: Anne Brookes Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
When GCC agreed to make a second tranche bid to the LSTF, the 
elected members did so only if assurances were given by CBC of 
the economic benefit of the Cheltenham Transport Plan, as the 
guidance following the unsuccessful first bid identified this failure. 
This assurance was given by Andrew North, Chief Executive of 
CBC, by linking the progress and investment in Brewery 2 directly 
with the closing of Boots corner.   
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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This was known to be false from CBC documents, (now confirmed 
as development well underway) and GCC are compromised by the 
fact that this was an opportune 'punt' to finance the long held desire 
of CBC to close Boots corner.   
 
As the County Council are responsible for the Cheltenham Transport 
Plan, both financially and reputationally, and have not supported the 
closure of Boots corner prior to getting the LSTF monies, (because 
of the traffic problems), are the Cabinet confident that the permanent 
orders should be made before the (partial) trial of closing Boots 
corner has been completed, particularly in view of the total reliance 
on the modelling, and the considerable, and growing opposition to 
the scheme? 
 

30. Questioners Name: Anne Brookes Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 

Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
It is the responsibility of GCC as Traffic Authority, BEFORE making 
TROs to balance their power to restrict or prohibit the traffic against 
their duty to secure expeditious, convenient and safe movement of 
traffic (including pedestrians) and against the effects of the TROs.  
The Cabinet must be sure that this has already been done before 
agreeing to these TROs. 
 
As the junction and network changes are permanent, and will 
introduce more complex junctions with right turns, and therefore 
'waiting' congestion, and more conflict with 
vehicles/cyclists/pedestrians can you please give full details of 
where the effects of these TROs (both permanent and experimental) 
have been considered and documented?   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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31. Questioners Name: Anne Brookes Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith  

 
Item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
It would appear that although officers had repeatedly told several 
members of the public that it was impossible to separate the closure 
of Boots corner from the junction and network changes, because 
they were inter-dependent, they are now asking you to agree to do 
just that. 
 
Is the Cabinet content and confident to go ahead with the permanent 
orders, (at a cost of £600,000 with reversal already ruled out, 
because a similar cost would be involved) which can only be 
'tweaked' if problems arise, and which were only made to 
accommodate a closure that may not happen? 
 

 
 
See answer to Question 1 
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MEMBER QUESTIONS  
 

CABINET MEETING – 4 February 2015 
 

Question 1: Cllr Brian Oosthuysen  Respondent: Cllr Dorcas Binns    

 

Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, it is reported that the final budget proposal is £4.99 million 
higher than the consultation budget.  
 
Has the Cabinet considered using this additional funding to address the 
overspend in Adult Services? 
 

 
The overspend forecast for Adult Services in 2014/15 is already being 
addressed within the Council’s overall forecast revenue year end position 
for 2014/15, with an overall minor under spend in the order of 0.2% being 
forecast. It is possible that under spends in other service areas will 
increase during the remainder of the year to bring the overall budget into a 
balanced position. If this is not the case, the in year minor over spend will 
be funded from General Reserves. 
 
As set out in the MTFS, over the last 4 years the Council has protected the 
Adults budget in cash terms, one of the very few Council’s that has been 
able to do this. Ideally we would wish to continue with this protection but 
this would result in further disproportionate cuts to other service areas 
which are not sustainable.  
 
Regarding the extra £4.99 million, £1.3 million has been allocated directly 
to the Adults budget to improve employment opportunities for adults with 
learning difficulties and to provide a reserve to help with the volatility of this 
budget area. In addition a significant proportion of the expenditure under 
the Local Welfare Scheme, which it is proposed to utilise £0.75 million to 
continue in 2015/16, will provide services to vulnerable adults. 
 

Question 2: Cllr Brian Oosthuysen Respondent: Cllr Ray Theodoulou  

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, will the Cabinet consider implementing the increase in the 
Living Wage, which is now £7.85 per hour? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
That will be an issue for full Council to consider. 

P
a
g
e
 2

5



 

Question 3: Cllr Brian Oosthuysen Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain  

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  

 

With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, the Local Welfare Scheme will receive £0.750 million.   
 
Can the Cabinet Member tell me whether the budget for the Local 
Welfare Scheme was under spent during the Financial Year 2014/15 and 
how many successful and unsuccessful applications were received?  
 
 
 
 

 
The grant awarded in 2014/15 totalled £1,104000 of which £666,000 is 
forecast to be spent this year, an under-spend of £438,000. 
 
Applications awarded between 1st April 14 and 31st December 14 were 681 
 
Applications closed (these are where the applicants did not want to pursue 
the applications or when they have not provided the requested proof within 
agreed timescale) between 1st April 14 and 31st December 14 were 501. 
 
Number of applications rejected between 1st April 14 and 31st December 
14 were 730. 
 

Question 4: Cllr Brian Oosthuysen Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain  

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, there is one off funding for the safeguarding of children.  
 
Can the Cabinet Member responsible tell me how much the County 
Council spent on agency social workers during the Financial Year 
2014/15 and can he explain how what additional funding will there be to 
retain our social workers in Gloucestershire? 
 

 
The council has spent £1,094000 on agency social workers in children’s 
services up until end of January. 
 
The additional funding includes money for some social work trainees (i.e. 
to fund existing staff through the qualification process). However the 
council is also part of a regional Step Up to social work bid which would 
secure DfE funding for some trainees.  
 
If that is successful, I will be looking to the Scrutiny Task group on this 
issue to advise me as to how we may be best invest to improve social 
work recruitment and retention. The one off funding also includes general 
investment into training and development across the workforce. 
 

Question 5: Cllr Brian Oosthuysen Respondent: Cllr Will Windsor Clive  

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, it has been noted that £0.575 million for the Fire Service Capital 
Grant no longer exists, and instead the funding will be part of 
Transformation Fund. Can the Cabinet Member responsible for the Fire 
Service explain why this has happened and what impact does he think 
this change will have on capital investment for our Fire Service? 

 
 
 
The Fire Service Capital Grant (FSCG) was superseded by the 
Transformation fund in 2015/16.  
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Question 6: Cllr Brian Oosthuysen Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain  

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, the grant the council receives for asylum seekers has been 
reduced from £300k to £120k.  
 
Can the Cabinet Member responsible tell me what impact will this funding 
cut have on the services we provide asylum seekers living in 
Gloucestershire? 
 

 
 
 
The Council receives a grant from the Home Office to support the care of 
unaccompanied asylum seekers under the age of 18. The estimated 
2015/16 grant of £120,000 reflects the lower number of young people that 
we predict we will need to support during the coming year. Services will 
therefore be provided to those who need the support. 

Question 7: Cllr Brian Oosthuysen Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain   

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 

With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, the grant the council receives for Special Educational Needs 
(SEN) implementation has been cut from £445k to £331.  
 
Can the Cabinet Member responsible for SEN in Gloucestershire explain 
whether or not this grant reduction will have an impact on SEN provision 
in the county? 
 

 
 
 
Following a number of months of detailed planning with Education, Health 
and Care services, the SEN reforms are successfully being implemented 
across Gloucestershire. 
 
From the outset this planning took into account changes to future grant 
allocations, and it will not therefore impact upon SEN provision in the 

county. 

Question 8: Cllr Brian Oosthuysen Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain   

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 

With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, it has been noted that the establishment of the Gloucester Pods 
project has succeed in raising morale but fully resourcing teams is 
proving challenging.  
 
What is the Cabinet Member doing to ensure that these teams have the 
resources they need and what further measures will he introduce to help 
improve the retention of social workers? 
 
 
 

 
An additional £1,482000 will be invested over two years in the Gloucester 
teams to run the ‘pods pilot. You will recall that in last year’s budget we 
invested £633,000 in regrading team managers and allowing better 
progression through pay scales for social workers.  
 
Apart from pay, the other issues which impact on retention are supervision 
and caseloads. With new Principal Social Workers now in place we have a 
focus on improving supervision and we are also working more closely with 
the university, one of our Principal Social workers is in a jointly funded 
post. A caseload strategy has been introduced, this includes pilots such as 
the pods, developing multi professional teams, a caseload management 
tool and reviewing which families are receiving services.  
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We have also commissioned a small additional team to work with c300 
cases to reduce caseloads more generally. 
 

Question 9: Cllr Brian Oosthuysen Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain   

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, will the Cabinet Member responsible for school transport 
budgets outline what new policies he is preparing to introduce to achieve 
savings in this area? 
 

 
 
 
The savings will result from the phased implementation of policy changes 
to faith and grammar school transport introduced from 2011 onwards.  

Question 10: Cllr Brian Oosthuysen Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain   

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 

With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, can the Cabinet Member responsible provide an explanation as 
to why the gap between children eligible for free school meals achieving 
5 A*-C GCSEs compared to children who are not receiving free school 
meals is widening and can he further explain why Gloucestershire’s gap 
is wider than the nation gap of 26.9%?  
 

 
Attainment is relatively high in Gloucestershire and rising overall despite 
the national dip.  
 
Although the FSM gap has widened, the gaps in some individual schools 
have narrowed. A factor within the data is that there are relatively fewer 
FSM pupils in Gloucestershire (2014: 16.5% compared with 26.9%).  
 

Intervention and resource is targeted at those schools where the gap is 
both wide and pupils eligible for FSM underperform compared with their 
peers.  
 

Question 11: Cllr Steve Lydon Respondent: Cllr Mark Hawthorne  

 
Agenda item 5 – Medium Term Financial Strategy 
 

The Cabinet’s plan to build an incinerator at Javelin Park has been 
identified as a risk to the budget if the project is cancelled.  
 
Will the Leader of Council provide a full break down of costs that the 
council would incur if the Council’s contract with UBB was cancelled and 
not just the ‘raw estimates’ that are already in the public domain? 
 
 
 

 
The final sum cannot be accurately calculated prior to any cancellation, 
which is why councillors have been provided with estimates. There is a risk 
that publishing more detailed information would undermine the council’s 
legal position in the event of any cancellation. 
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Question 12: Cllr Steve Lydon Respondent: Cllr Ray Theodoulou  

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, it is proposed that the County Council invests £12.79 million 
into a Renewable Energy Generation Scheme, funded by internal 
borrowing.  
 
Can the Cabinet Member tell me whether this scheme will now be 
considered when the council’s considers whether or not to dispose of an 
asset? 
 

 
 
 
Yes. 
 

Question 13: Cllr Steve Lydon Respondent: Cllr Will Windsor Clive  

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, according to the public’s response to the budget consultation, 
improving public transport, one of the top three issues where people felt 
the council should focus its resources.  
 
Can the Cabinet Member explain why he is therefore cutting the 
Council’s Transport Programme and has reduced funding for the 
Integrated Transport Unit? 
 

 
 
 
Working to make public transport affordable is a key way to ensure that it 
is sustainable into the future.  The proposed saving represents only 2% of 
the budget – and in previous years we’ve been able to deliver significant 
savings by redesigning services, so the public still get the transport they 
need, but at a cost the council can afford. 

Question 14: Cllr Steve Lydon Respondent: Cllr Will Windsor Clive  

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 

With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, can the Cabinet Member tell me how he will encourage bus 
operators to engage more effectively with communities before they make 
changes and can he tell me what routes will be effected by cuts to rural 
bus subsidies? 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
We are not making any specific cuts to funding for rural bus services – 
we’re making savings across the whole budget.  We certainly share your 
frustrations with the notice period that commercial operators are required 
to give us of changes to significant services.  We will keep both lobbying 
them, and regulators, so that we’re given as much notice as possible of 
significant changes. 
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Question 15: Cllr Steve Lydon Respondent: Cllr Kathy Williams   

 
Agenda item 13 – Financial Monitoring Report   
 
With regards to the Financial Monitoring Report there is a reported £0.5 
million overspend in Mental Health Services.  
 
How has the overspend occurred and can the Cabinet Member 
responsible tell me how the Adult Mental Health Review which aims to 
save £264k will help improve the situation?  
 

 
The overspend largely occurred due to overall demand for adult mental 
health services increasing by 19 % over the past 2 years which is in 
excess of normal demographic change. This has driven a significant level 
of increased demand for funded care packages. 
 
The review aims to address this by: 
 

• Implementation of Electronic Call Monitoring for supported living. 

• Remodelling of the integrated Social Work service and the 
introduction of MH support planners. 

• Robust management of the care pathway for adult mental health 
social care. 

• Joint market development strategy. 
 

Question 16: Cllr Steve Lydon Respondent: Cllr Dorcas Binns  

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, the Government claimed that the Care Act would be cost 
neutral for councils to implement.  
 
Is the Cabinet Member confident this will be case and does the Cabinet 
have plans in place to charge interest on loans it issues to cover care 
costs for people who face the risk of having to sell their home in their 
lifetime to pay for care home fees? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The Care Act 2014 establishes a universal scheme for deferred payments 
which is aimed to ensure anyone who requires residential care should not 
be forced to sell their home in their lifetime to pay for that care.  The 
Council is currently reviewing its existing deferred payments policy against 
the Care Act guidance received to date, although we are expecting further 
proposals to be released shortly which could also impact on our 
approach.  When the complete picture is understood then if required I 
would take a report to Cabinet proposing a new policy.   
 
The existing deferred payments policy includes recovery of administration 
costs and applying interest charges.  The Care Act reinforces that councils 
have the ability to recover their actual administration costs and application 
of interest rates such that deferred payments would be cost neutral.  
However, as indicated the detail of how this should be applied is still work 
in progress. 
 

P
a
g
e
 3

0



 

Question 17: Cllr Steve Lydon Respondent: Cllr Will Windsor Clive   

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 

With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, the Local Sustainable Transport Grant and Free Entitlement to 
Transport Grant have all been cut.  
 
Can the Cabinet Member tell me how will these grant reductions will 
affect Transport in Gloucestershire? 
 

 
The Local Sustainable Transport Fund Grant is a one-off grant, where 
we’ve successfully applied for funding for a further year.  This is not a 
grant reduction – it’s the County Council successfully applying for 
government funding. 
 

Question 18: Cllr Steve Lydon Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain   

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, the grant for Adult and Community Learning has been reduced.  
 
What impact will this funding reduction have on the services we provide?  
 

 
The council receives a grant from the Skills Funding Agency (SFA) for 
Adult and Community Learning of £2.1million for non qualification bearing 
courses. This has been frozen at this level for some time. The remaining 
money comes from the Skills Budget which is based on outcomes 
achieved in the previous year (lagged funding).  
 
The 2015/16 estimated figure is a reduction of £62,000 from 2014/15. 
However, the final allocation has yet to be agreed. As in previous years the 
service adjusts its expenditure plans to the grant awarded by the SFA and 
the expected Skills Budget allocation.  
 
The service is currently going through a restructuring splitting the 
Commissioning and Delivery functions and a review of its costs will result 
in any small reductions being absorbed through lower support costs.    
 

Question 19: Cllr Paul McMahon Respondent: Cllr Dorcas Binns   

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy  
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, it is estimated to be 8,610 people living with dementia in 
Gloucestershire and that the number is expected to almost double in the 
next 20 years. Can the Cabinet Member tell me what further investment 
she is proposing to help care and support people with dementia and their 
families? 
 

 
 
 
The proposed MTFS makes provision for demographic changes including 
the estimated impact of the higher numbers of people living with dementia.  
However in addition to making direct provision for increased care costs the 
Council particularly with the GCCG and the Voluntary Sector is also 
committed to changing both the service response and the way 
communities respond to this growth.   
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In particular I would highlight the continued investment in the 
Gloucestershire Dementia Training & Education Strategy and the 
development of the Dementia Advisor service commissioned with the 
Alzheimer’s Society.  The County has also been praised for its work on the 
Intergenerational Dementia Project as part of the Prime Minister’s 
Dementia Challenge. 
 
We have also utilised the Better Care Fund (BCF) to invest in services that 
provide a more rapid and high intensity response to enable people to be 
supported on their own homes in times of medical crisis rather than require 
admission to hospital or a care home; which we know can often destabilise 
people as much as the illness or injury that has created the crisis. 
 
The BCF also supports schemes that include mental health liaison, 
reablement and plans to improve outcomes for carers and will support 
embedding an integrated workforce which will also help improve outcomes 
for Gloucestershire residents living with dementia. 
 

Question 20: Cllr Klara Sudbury Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith   
 

 
Agenda item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 

      There is no public mandate to progress the Cheltenham Transport Plan. 
The Borough Council claim their ‘consultation’ in 2013 showed 70% of 
respondents broadly supported the plans but the substantive questions 
related to trees, fountains and public art at Boots Corner rather than 
detailed questions on people’s views about the Transport Plan. 
Frustrated with the extremely leading questions in the Borough Council’s 
consultation, last year I undertook my own online survey which was 
promoted via Facebook and Twitter to an unknown audience of adults 
from Cheltenham – e.g. open to anyone supporters or objectors to fill it 
in.  

       You can see the results online here –  
       
      https://www.surveymonkey.net/results/SM-2GC9WKS/ .  

       

 
 
 

I will be proposing that this item is deferred until the next meeting of 
Cabinet so that concerns that Cabinet Members have raised, as well as 
the ones that you raise, can be looked at in more detail. 
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      Whilst the results of my survey showed that only 17.57% of (313) 
respondents agreed with partial pedestrianisation – a very different result 
to the 70% the Borough Council claim support it, the most important thing 
is the data trends. The survey was advertised to different audiences and 
at different times there was greater or lesser people taking part in the 
survey across time.  

       
      Despite that the trend of objectors compared to supporters remained 

remarkably similar. The support that was in my survey for changes at 
Boots Corner were for full pedestrianisation not a shared space but the 
largest number of respondents wanted the space to stay as it currently is 
- and there were a lot of reasons for this including safety at Boots Corner. 
The main issue seems to be - is the benefit created by taking private 
vehicles from Boots Corner worth the traffic problems that the scheme 
will cause? On balance the respondents view (from the tick boxes and 
also qualitative comments) is that the benefit of what will take place at 
Boots will not be worth the congestion caused around the town in other 
locations. Given the huge difference between the results of my survey 
and also the recent TRO consultations which showed similar results to 
mine to the Borough Council consultation, can the Cabinet be confident 
that the Transport Plan is genuinely supported by the people of 
Cheltenham? Without the clear support of the people who live in 
Cheltenham how can the scheme justifiably be agreed to proceed? 3)     

Question 21: Cllr Klara Sudbury Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith   

 
Agenda item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 

      Are the Cabinet aware of the current Bath Road Safety Scheme (which 
has seen Highways place cones to take part of Bath Road down to one 
lane and traffic lights at a junction replaced with temporary pedestrian 
signals) being trialled in Cheltenham?  

      This is part of the Transport Plan the TRO committee agreed should be 
approved before the trial even started. However it has been met with 
surprise and anger by members of the public, demonstrating exactly how 
far short this council has fallen in explaining what is planned.  

 
 

 
It is worth noting that this is a scheme promoted by Cheltenham Borough 
Council, which is strongly supported by their cabinet.  As I have mentioned 
previously, I have asked for this item to be deferred. 
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      Motorists are stuck in traffic queues on the London Road at times up to 

Charlton Kings, pedestrians say they feel much less safe crossing the 
road, cars are stuck in the car park on the corner of Bath Parade as there 
are few gaps in the traffic, I have even had one report of a car driving the 
wrong way up St Luke’s Place and then Sandford Street to avoid getting 
stuck on Bath Parade. With the public seemingly oblivious to what was 
planned and huge opposition to the trial it is clear there is no mandate for 
this part of the Transport Plan. Given all of the problems mentioned by 
this small trial of one part of the Plan would it be far more sensible to 
make all of the TROs Experimental rather than permanent? Also I 
understand the traffic modelling showed that this scheme could be 
delivered alone even if the transport plan did not go ahead. In which case 
how much confidence can we have that the traffic modelling for the 
whole Transport Plan is of any use given the huge problems generated 
by the trial? 
 

Question 22: Cllr Klara Sudbury Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith   

 
Agenda item 11 - Cheltenham Transportation Plan  
 
 

      What is of most concern to residents/objectors to the Transport Plan is 
that if there are problems created by any part of the Transport Plan, 
these problems will not be ignored or mitigation pursued when only 
reversal would solve the problem. I understand the County Council would 
be financially liable to address the costs of any mitigation measures 
needed or reversal of the scheme.  

      Whilst I welcome the trial at Boots Corner, other parts of the scheme 
such as making part of Bath Rd one lane and making Oriel Road and 
Imperial Sq two way will also create a lot of difficulties. Will the Cabinet 
confirm that GCC will meet all costs that arise from fully dealing with any 
problems that arise?  

       
      Such cost might include meeting the full cost of all mitigation needed to 

protect local residents, schools and businesses from increased 
congestion and pollution or reversing the scheme or parts of the scheme 
should the impact be catastrophic on the environmental, social and 
economic well-being of Cheltenham. 

 
 
 
 
See the answer to Question 20 
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Question 23: Cllr Paul McMahon Respondent: Cllr Will Windsor Clive 

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy 
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, can the Cabinet Member tell me exactly how much funding for 
Trading Standards has been reduced by and what impact that will have 
on the service it provides? 
 
 
 

 
The MtC2 savings target for Trading Standards for 2015/16 is £180K, and 
the Service will attain this target by: 

1) Continuing to seek funding opportunities which reduce future 
demand on a range of council services; 

2) Looking for opportunities to reduce operating expenditure within the 
Trading Standards Service, and 

3) Ensuring that Trading Standards continually adapts to support the 
council’s highest priority outcomes. 

Question 24: Cllr Paul McMahon Respondent: Cllr Mark Hawthorne  

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy 
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, is the Cabinet member responsible for the budget survey 
confident that people who completed the survey accurately reflect the 
demographics of Gloucestershire and is he concerned that only 2 people 
from Gloucestershire’s BME communities completed the survey? 
 
 
 

 
The budget survey was sent out to the People’s Panel, which is a 
statistically representative sample of the Gloucestershire population, as 
well as being distributed to the voluntary and community sector through 
the VCS Alliance. 3.57% of respondents were from BME communities, 
which broadly reflects the Gloucestershire population, which stands at 
3.9% (Population Census 2011 - those over 16 years of age). 

Question 25: Cllr Paul McMahon Respondent: Cllr Ray Theodoulou  

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy 
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, partner organisations have stated that they should been 
involved in the budget process sooner.  
 
Does the Cabinet Member agree? 
 

 
We do try to involve as many partner organisations as possible in relation 
to the consultation on the Medium Term Financial Strategy (MTFS).  
 
Indeed as set out in the workshop report which accompanied the MTFS to 
Cabinet we put a lot of effort into organising a workshop targeted 
specifically at the voluntary sector. 57 partner organisations were invited to 
this workshop with 35 actually attending (actual attendees detailed in 
Appendix 1 to the report). 
 
These workshops were held in January 2015, i.e. when we had received 
the financial settlement and hence were aware of the actual financial 
challenges facing the council. Clearly if they had been held earlier there 
would have been greater uncertainty regarding these challenges. 
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The voluntary and community sector were also encouraged to engage with 
the consultation through the Voluntary and Community Service Alliance 
and Gloucestershire Association for Voluntary and Community Action.  
 

Question 26: Cllr Paul McMahon Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain  

 
Agenda item 5 – Council/Medium Term Financial Strategy 
 
With regards to the Council Strategy and Medium Term Financial 
Strategy, the case load that social workers have to manage can be 
significant.  
 
What is being done to support, children and adult social workers manage 
considerable caseloads and what is the Cabinet Member doing to ensure 
that all cases are dealt with quickly and appropriately? 
 

 
As we have indicated in answers to questions 4 and 8 the challenge of 
high caseloads is recognised. We have a number of actions in place 
regarding caseloads specifically, but the long term strategy must be to 
improve retention rates and develop alternative models of delivery. 
 
One example of this is the good feedback we have had from placing 
mental health and drugs and alcohol workers within social work teams with 
case examples where it has already made a difference.  
I regularly visit social work teams and invite other members to join me; it is 
important we all show our support visibly. 
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