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4 Questions at Cabinet Meetings (Pages 1 - 22)

To answer any written 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. 

The closing date for the receipt of written questions was 4.00 
pm on Thursday 2 June 2016.  

An oral question may be asked by a member of the public if notice 
of the 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 do not accompany 
this agenda but will be circulated prior to the meeting.

Up to 30 minutes is allowed for this item.

Leader of Council 

Cabinet
Cllr Mark Hawthorne, Cllr Ray Theodoulou, Cllr Dorcas Binns, Cllr Andrew Gravells, 
Cllr Paul McLain, Cllr Vernon Smith, Cllr Kathy Williams and Cllr Will Windsor-Clive
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PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

CABINET MEETING – 8 June 2016

1. Mr Nigel Wise Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith 

Agenda Item 9: Extension of the Parking Management Services 
Enforcement Contract 

Please refer to the attached addendum, (as submitted by Mr Wise to 
support the following question).  

Will the Cabinet consider that any approval at this stage to continue with 
a contractual arrangement between the Council and APCOA should be 
subject to the overdue correction of the currently-unlawful defects 
already identified by the Parking Adjudicator?

The Council has carefully reviewed its position following concerns raised 
by Mr Wise at meetings of the Council in February and May 2016, which 
are reflected again in his question to this meeting.  

Officers are confident that we fully comply with all relevant statute and the 
council is acting legally.
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WRITTEN QUESTION AHEAD OF CABINET MEETING 8 JUNE 2016

Question relates to Item No. 9.  Extension of the Parking Management 
Services Enforcement Contract.

Q1.  The Cabinet is being asked to make a decision based on an erroneous presumption and 
information that is untrue and stands to be corrected.  The Main Report for this item 
wrongly states at item 1.3:  

“On an on-going basis the Council continues to monitor decisions made by the 
National Parking Adjudicator to make sure its policies and operational procedures, 
including those relating to the contract, continue to be compliant with national 
legislation and guidance.”

The Council has continued with erroneous ‘policies and procedures’ that have blatantly 
disregarded unequivocal adverse findings of parking adjudicators of the Traffic Penalty 
Tribunal so as to perpetuate the wrongful status quo.

The Adjudicator of the Parking Appeal of Fosbeary v Gloucestershire County Council of 8th 
July 2014  (GD 05067G) found with detailed reasons that the Council’s contracting out of it’s 
discretionary decision making to APCOA was unlawful.  He stated at paragraph 23 on page 
8/12:

“There is no getting away from the legal requirements that representations both 
before and after the issuing of a penalty charge notice or a notice to owner must be 
considered by the enforcement authority which must make an individual and 
independent decision in every case, particularly as to whether compelling reasons 
have been shown for setting aside a notice to owner. That assessment must include 
in every case the compliance with the Council’s public law duties, which include the 
duty of fairness and the duties under the Equality Act 2010. Those public law duties 
cannot be delegated to any outside contractor which is not itself a public 
authority.” 

The Adjudicator allowed the appeal and those of twelve others because the Council had 
wrongly allowed APCOA to be involved in motorists’ representations against penalty charge 
notices.  Costs were awarded against the Council (a rare situation) in all of the thirteen cases 
for the Council’s wholly unreasonable behaviour.

Contrary to what is now stated at item 1.3 the Council disregarded this explicit finding and 
has persisted wrongly ever since with its materially-defective contract/agreement with 
APCOA and has continued to process all motorist’s representations against their PCNs 
unlawfully to date.  
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Despite the fundamentally-flawed contract/agreement condemned by the Adjudicator, with 
the consequent necessity to amend it into lawful good order, the Council made no effort to 
contest the finding and thereby accepted the finding.  

In total disregard of the Adjudicator’s finding the Council has recklessly persisted with the 
flawed contract/agreement unchanged.

Yet again, the parking appeal of Wise v Gloucestershire County Council of 15th November 
2015 (GD 05291L), not contested by the Council for knowing that they were in the wrong, 
was allowed with costs awarded against the Council for their wholly unreasonable 
behaviour. 

The Adjudicator stated at paragraph 49 on page 10/11: 

“The real issue that I have to consider is whether the disputed decision was wholly 
unreasonable.  The decision that was in dispute was the decision by the council to 
reject the representations made by Mr Wise, and by Mr Morgan on his behalf.  From 
the earliest stage Mr Wise made clear that h had seen the single yellow line, had 
conscientiously tried to find signage indicating the hours of operation of the 
restrictions, but had failed to do so (probably because someone was leaning on the 
wall where the sign was mounted).  In his earliest, informal challenge, Mr Wise 
expressed himself with clarity and, if I may say so, courtesy. Neither the initial 
response from APCOA nor the subsequent formal Notices of Rejection properly 
grappled with the issues or gave a proper response.  It is difficult to escape the 
conclusion that the authors of those responses gave no proper consideration to the 
question whether the signage was adequate. Even upon the most cursory 
examination of the photographs taken by the CEO, the inappropriately low sighting 
of the sign is manifest. There has been no response to the challenge as to the 
frequency of the signage or the absence of a sign at the end of the single yellow 
line with an arrow as required by the regulations.”

Despite this Adjudicator’s clear and unequivocal finding that the Council was (among other 
failings) acting contrary to the Traffic Signs Regulations where the PCN had been issued, and 
had twice failed to respond properly to his legitimate complaints about them, the Council 
has failed to correct the incorrect and inadequate signage at the parking place in question 
which, accordingly, is unlawfully placed on the highway.

Not only has the Council failed to make the necessary corrections to the parking signage in 
question it has since ridiculously purported that it has reviewed the signage and considers it 
compliant with the Regulations – in contradiction of the Adjudicator’s finding.

The Cabinet is now being asked to make a preliminary decision on Parking Management 
Services that is currently founded on a seriously flawed contract/agreement that has long 
been in need of correction, and on false propaganda stated by officers at item 1.3 which 
purports that the present parking enforcement situation is a model of propriety.
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It is a pointless exercise by the Council to “monitor decisions made by the National Parking 
Adjudicator to make sure its policies and operational procedures, including those relating to 
the contract, continue to be compliant with national legislation and guidance.”  If the 
Council then totally disregards those Adjudication decisions.

Will the Cabinet consider that any approval at this stage to continue with a contractual 
arrangement between the Council and APCOA should be subject to the overdue correction 
of the currently-unlawful defects already identified by the Parking Adjudicator?

Question submitted by:

Mr Nigel Wise 02 June 2016  @ 10:00 am
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MEMBER QUESTIONS 

CABINET MEETING – 8 June 2016

1

Question 1: Cllr Jeremy Hilton Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain  

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

Do you agree that a good working relationship between the local 
primary school and children's centre is helpful in improving 
outcomes for disadvantaged children?
 

Yes. Where children’s centres are based on the same site as an infant or 
primary school good working relationships already exist. This ensures 
vulnerable children including those with special educational needs and 
disabilities are identified early and supported effectively.

Proposals to extend the age range of children able to access the targeted 
family support service from 0-5 year to 0-11 years will strengthen the 
relationship between schools and children’s centre supporting effective 
transition arrangements when a child enters school.

Question 2: Cllr Jeremy Hilton Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain  

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

It is my understanding that Kingsholm Primary School would like to 
take over the management of the Kingsholm Children and Family 
Centre located in Sherborne Street. 

Will you allow and support such a bid?
 

Kingsholm Primary School have expressed an interest in running nursery 
provision based in Kingsholm Children and Family Centre. The governing body 
in has agreed to submit an expression of interest application and business 
case for approval by GCC if the recommendations outlined in the cabinet report 
are agreed at Cabinet. 

If it’s helpful, I am happy to look into this further and meet with Cllr Hilton to 
discuss.  I am very happy to meet with any member, or groups of members 
who want to discuss this issue in general, or any early expressions of interest.

Question 3: Cllr Jeremy Hilton Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith   

Agenda Item 13: Quarterly Strategic Performance Report 2015-16 
(Quarter 4) 

At budget setting, the council agreed to a Liberal Democrat 

We have appointed a TRO Project Management Officer who takes up their 
post 13th June and will be responsible for co-ordinating the priority assessment 
process, putting together a draft programme and commissioning Amey to 
deliver the TROs. 
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MEMBER QUESTIONS 

CABINET MEETING – 8 June 2016

2

amendment to allocate £100,000 to improve the processing of traffic 
regulation orders. Could you give an update on progress made so 
far?
 

Once the priority assessment scoring is complete a recommended draft 
programme will be passed to the Highway Advisory Group (HAG) for 
consideration before going to the Lead Cabinet Member for final approval.

Question 4: Cllr Jeremy Hilton Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith 

Agenda Item 13: Quarterly Strategic Performance Report 2015-16 
(Quarter 4) 

I have provided a list to my local highway manger of hotspots within my 
division that require a review of traffic regulation orders. 

When can I be assured work will start on progressing this review in the 
Kingsholm & Wotton County Division?

Once the TRO Officer is in post they will review the requests received and 
begin the prioritisation process. Greater consideration may be given to 
packages of hotspots rather than standalone locations, which represent greater 
value and should have a larger positive impact on the community. 

The TRO Officer will update all members who have submitted requests as 
soon as they are in a position to do so.

Question 5: Cllr Joe Harris Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain 

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

Please can the Cabinet Member provide a breakdown of the £3.2million 
savings that will be made as a result of the ‘Reshaping Services for 
Families with Young Children’ proposals?

 

It is not possible to map savings on a ‘like’ for ‘like’ basis as the new service 
model is significant different from the current one. 

We estimate management costs for the current locality contracts to be 20% of 
the total budget, which will be a key saving.

The future service will be delivered under 3 contracts and the service provided 
for the Cotswolds will be delivered ‘in house’. 

Savings in the service will be made through management efficiencies, 
administration costs, changes in the delivery of universal services and in the 
facilities management of the 30 children centre buildings. 
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MEMBER QUESTIONS 

CABINET MEETING – 8 June 2016

3

As the report makes clear, this proposal is not about making savings – overall 
the budget for services to vulnerable children, including early help, prevention 
and children social care will increase by 6.7%.

The proposal allows us to fund more social workers across Gloucestershire, 
who will play a key role in protecting some of the most vulnerable children in 
the county from abuse and neglect.

Under the new model, we expect children centres to be central to the continued 
provision of the following services:

 Nursery education – 15 hours of funded nursery education for the 3 and 
4 year olds, whose parents are in employment, rising to 30 hours from 
September 2017, as well as 15 hours of funded nursery education for 
targeted 2 year olds.  (£2.8m)

 Health visiting – Continuation of programmes like Healthy Child, Child 
Development, Immunisation etc, will all continue to be delivered across 
all areas. (£6m)

 Targeted family support, including one-to-one support, parenting 
programmes, as a county-wide outreach service.  (£4.1m)

As I mentioned in Shadows, I’m very happy to sit down with Cllr Harris to 
provide any further details he wishes on these proposals.
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CABINET MEETING – 8 June 2016
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Question 6: Cllr Joe Harris Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain 

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

What checks and measures will be implemented to the proposed scheme 
in the Cotswolds to ensure it is a success?
 

The service provided in the Cotswolds will be provided by an integrated team 
of children’s centre family support workers and Families First Plus staff. GCC 
managers will be responsible for the performance of the service. All staff will 
have supervision meetings to monitor individual cases, support performance 
management and professional development requirements.

Data analysis linked to key performance indicators will monitor the 
effectiveness of the interventions provided by the service in supporting families. 

Additionally, Children and Young People Scrutiny Committee will no doubt 
monitor progress closely on an ongoing basis.

Question 7: Cllr Joe Harris Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain 

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

Please can the Cabinet Member provide further details of the proposed 
two year contract with an estimated total value of £200K which will 
help develop the current network of 30 Children’s Centres?

The Parent and Community support service will :-

Provide capacity building support and advice to ensure strong capable local 
organisations are involved in the delivery of services from the 30 buildings.

Support groups to create sustainable business plans and sustainable financial 
models where necessary.

Identify and source training for groups and individuals to allow them to develop 
appropriate levels of skills and knowledge.

Assist groups to develop and adopt appropriate legal status that allows them to 
deliver local community provision and services.  
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Support groups through any transition periods to allow time for groups to 
become fully responsible for all aspects of running facilities, services and 
community activities.

Assist groups to establish wider partnerships and networks to further enhance 
the use of local resources.

Question 8: Cllr Joe Harris Respondent: Cllr Nigel Moor 

Agenda Item 5: Overview and Scrutiny Task Group Report (A429 Task 
Group) 

I’m pleased to see the recommendations brought forward by the A429 
Task Group. I’m also pleased to see that, as part of the local plan process 
in the Cotswold District, steps will be taken to reduce the speed limit on 
Cirencester’s ring road (A429), this could, however, take many years. 

Both Cotswold District Council and Cirencester Town Council support 
reducing the speed limit on the ring road. 

What steps will the Cabinet Member take to help reduce the speed limit as 
soon as possible?  

We are considering the report of the A429 Task Group and have asked the 
Road Safety Partnership to advise on the suitability of reducing speed limits 
along the entire length of the A429 corridor and on the Cirencester ring road. 

Cabinet’s formal response to all of the Task Group’s recommendations will be 
circulated to members of the Environment and Communities Overview & 
Scrutiny Committee by 20 June 2016 before going on to being considered by 
the Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee.

Question 9: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain 

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

How many volunteers do you anticipate will be needed to help run and 
organise activities in the children centres that are not under GCC scrutiny?

We aren’t expecting Children’s Centres to be run primarily by volunteers, but 
by organisations like schools, libraries and charities.  It’s worth noting that 
much of the work done in Children’s Centres today is already being delivered 
through parent-led groups – something I expect to continue in future.  This 
came through very strongly in the consultation process from parents and 
carers.
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Question 10: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain 

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

How will you ensure that qualified and competent individuals will continue 
to be employed at children centres not under GCC scrutiny?

Libraries, schools and charities across Gloucestershire already work effectively 
with children and young people every day- and in many cases are already 
providing services and activities to Children’s Centres today.  I would expect 
that good practice to continue.  

GCC will continue to advise and monitor the operation of all children’s centres 
through the commissioned parent and community service. 

Question 11: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain 

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

What actions will GCC take to make sure that there is a provider ready to 
take over the reins of children centres?

We have already spoken initially to schools and libraries based on the same 
site as children’s centre have indicated a willingness to take on the 
management of buildings and to maintain and develop provision to meet the 
needs of local communities. This process will continue if the proposals outlined 
in the cabinet report are agreed.

Potential host organisations will be ask to follow an expression of interest 
process followed by the submission of a business case to GCC.

The service described in my answer to Q7 will be available to support 
interested organisations. £300k has been allocated to develop and support the 
new services.

Question 12: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain 

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

What monitoring will take place to ensure that ‘super centres’ are 
performing as they should?

Current providers of children’s centres services working under contract to GCC 
are subject to robust contact monitoring and performance monitoring 
arrangements. These include quarterly monitoring meetings, analysis of 
performance, annual reviews and target setting. 
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The contracts also have detailed risk registers to identify any potential risks 
and their mitigation. 

Future contracts will also be subject to a similar process.

Again, I expect the Children and Young People Scrutiny committee will also 
play a key role.

Question 13: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain 

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

What contingency plans are in place if organisations find themselves 
unable to run children centres?

No single provider is currently responsible for all the services run from an 
individual children’s centre. 

Host organisations for individual children’s centres will be expected to submit a 
business case to on how they will facilitate the continuing delivery of the 
services and their plans for further development. Schools and libraries on the 
same site as the children’s centres have already expressed an interest in 
facilitating the management of such services.

GCC will continue to monitor the effectiveness of such plans through the 
commissioned parent and community service. If alternative arrangements need 
to be identified for an individual children centre in the future solutions will be 
sought within the community.

Question 14: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain 

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

Can you promise that no children centres will close once they have been 
passed over to the community?

As Cllr Williams is well aware, nothing can be guaranteed forever.  I have no 
more power to bind future councillors than anyone else.  I can promise we 
aren’t closing these centres, we have no plans to do so, and we have every 
expectation that they will keep operating into the future.
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Question 15: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain 

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

How will you ensure that the outreach work is effective?

Current family support services delivered by children’s centre providers and 
Families First plus teams operate on an outreach basis. Assessment and 
evaluation of the interventions provided by the revised service will continue to 
form part of the regular monitoring, assessment and contracting arrangements. 

Families requiring services would access support through the Early Help 
Allocation process which would be managed by GCC. Partners such as 
schools, health, early year’s providers and district councils would be able to 
refer families for additional support.

Question 16: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain 

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

What are your biggest concerns about this policy change?

My biggest concern is that if these changes aren’t delivered, then we won’t be 
able to support the extra investment in new social workers, and in extra 
outreach support for the most vulnerable children in our county.  I do not want 
to see Gloucestershire going down the route that other councils have taken, 
with centres being closed, and with no investment into protecting the most 
vulnerable.  That is my key reason for making this proposal –and the key risk I 
want to avoid.

Question 17: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain 

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

What mapping work will your department undertake over the next few 
years to make sure that the quality and range of services are not 
undermined?

There has been extensive mapping and analysis of the current service. 
Contract monitoring will allow us to maintain this.
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Question 18: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent: Cllr Paul McLain 

Agenda Item 7: Reshaping Services for Families with Young Children 

What will you do to make sure that this does not become a ‘two-tier’ 
system?

The proposed delivery model of targeted family support will be available across 
the whole county and will address the variation of approach identified in the 
current model.

The targeted family support services delivered by integrated teams of 
professionals from the 16 Children and Families Centres and universal 
services provided at the 30 children’s centres will create a network of support 
for families across Gloucestershire. 

The Healthy Child programme delivered by Public Health Nursing (Health 
Visitors) will be available to all families.

Families will be able to access early year’s education from 22 nurseries in 
children and family centres and children’s centres .All the nurseries are rated 
good or outstanding by OFSTED.

The services delivered from the 30 centres will be developed according to the 
needs of the local communities they serve. 

Question 19: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent: Cllr Mark Hawthorne 

Agenda Item 13: Quarterly Strategic Performance Report 2015-16 
(Quarter 4) 

At last week’s Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee, it was 
revealed that this Council has missed 40% of its own targets in the last 
year. 

Can the Leader tell me whether he’s disappointed that his administration 
has overseen such a high level of failure?

The figures weren’t “revealed”, we published them. We set targets that are 
hard to meet, because they make the council push to deliver better services.  It 
would be easy to set targets we knew we would always meet – but that 
wouldn’t be in the interests of people in our county.

21 indicators missing their target.  

Of these: - 
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 5 relate to areas of Children’s Safeguarding that are affected by a 
nationwide increase in demand.  Our benchmarking data suggests that our 
performance is in line with other similar authorities, so while it is right we are 
ambitious, we cannot expect to buck a national trend.

 3 relate to road safety and are set by the Road Safety Partnership.  Again, 
on benchmarking we compare well, but it is an area where it is right that the 
partnership is ambitious

 3 relate to areas of waste where, once again, we benchmark favourably, but 
have agreed ambitious targets through the Waste Partnership.  

 2 are for drug treatment, where we inherited targets that were set by Public 
Health England that we do not believe we can meet.  Our success rates are 
similar to the England average

 In the case of smoking prevention, there has been a national reduction in 
people using the service, probably because of the rise of e-cigarettes  

 Finally, our target for preventing accidental dwelling fires was off target for 
the first half of the year, but is now back on target.

That leaves 6 targets (11%) (see Question 20 below)

Question 20: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent: Cllr Mark Hawthorne  

Agenda Item 13: Quarterly Strategic Performance Report 2015-16 
(Quarter 4) 

Please can the Leader tell me what he’s going to do this year to meet 
those Council targets that were missed in the last year?

I welcome Scrutiny’s support for the council’s work in this area.

1. Council have agreed additional investment into Children’s social 
workers.  Whilst this won’t alter the national trend, it will allow us to 
address the impact of that increased demand, and to ensure that we 
continue to safeguard children effectively.  We also want it to ensure 
quality, which in turn will help to reduce the number of children coming 
onto a Child Protection Plan for a second time.

2. In order to increase take-up of GP health-checks, we have moved to a 
contract where we only pay GPs for activity, rather than on block.
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3. Our carbon emissions are affected by the inclusion of schools, so is 
difficult for us to impact.  Nevertheless, the planned improvements to 
the Shire Hall complex should ensure that our contribution to emissions 
is kept on target. 

4. The target for GCSE attainment of Children in Care is affected by very 
small numbers, so is difficult to predict, but our Virtual School is working 
with Children in Care to support their educational attainment and help 
them do the best they can

5. We have already delivered £21.5million on MTC2 savings, and have 
already mitigated that with underspends elsewhere in the budget.

6. Finally, our energy from waste facility will deliver a step change 
reduction in the amount of waste we send to landfill, addressing the 
remaining target.

Question 21: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent: Cllr Nigel Moor 

Agenda Item 6: A417 Missing Link – Payment of Revenue Funding to 
Highways England 

The previous Coalition government announced that £250 million had been 
committed to developing and constructing the A417 Missing Link solution. 

Is this cash still on the table and if so what specifically is it earmarked for?

There has been no change in the commitment given by the coalition 
government.  
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Question 22: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent: Cllr Nigel Moor 

Agenda Item 6: A417 Missing Link – Payment of Revenue Funding to 
Highways England 

Regarding the A417 Missing Link, at the recent Environment Scrutiny 
Committee, officers confirmed that if Highways England stick to the 
provisional project timings for the A417 Missing Link, any construction 
work would start in the next roads investment period 2020-26. 

They also confirmed that construction can only happen once there is an 
options appraisal, a preferred option chosen and a detailed design and 
consultation, all of which would take 3 years if no slippages occur.  

Can you confirm these timescales are correct?

As Cllr Hodgkinson is aware, the road is the responsibility of Highways 
England, who does not answer to this council.  However, the Secretary of State 
for Transport has committed that construction will start as early as possible in 
the next Roads Investment Strategy Period, which starts in 2020.  This is 
excellent news, but it will take continued efforts to keep this project on track, 
and moving forward as quickly as possible. 

Question 23: Cllr Chris Coleman Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith 

Agenda Item 12 : Revenue and Capital Expenditure 2015-16 

Please can the Cabinet Member explain why there has been an under-
spend in last year’s highways budget?
 

The Highways underspend is mainly due to higher than anticipated income 
from highway records, street works and parking.  We have reinvested this 
money in improving and maintaining county roads.

Question 24: Cllr Chris Coleman Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith 

Agenda Item 12 : Revenue and Capital Expenditure 2015-16 

Please can the Cabinet Member provide me with a list of those A and B 
roads that will be repaired as a result of the £2million investment?

The list of schemes will be driven by our asset management road condition and 
pothole data, with inputs from the Local Highways Managers and customer 
feedback. 
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Question 25: Cllr Chris Coleman Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith 

Agenda Item 12 : Revenue and Capital Expenditure 2015-16 

Please can the Cabinet Member tell me whether any pavements repairs 
are included in this investment?

The Council will continue to focus on its ‘roads first’ strategy. The 2016/17 
capital programme budget for footway maintenance is £700,000.

Question 26: Cllr Chris Coleman Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith 

Agenda Item 12 : Revenue and Capital Expenditure 2015-16 

How long is it anticipated that these repairs will last and how will the quality 
of the repair be monitored?

Typically resurfacing will last 10-20 years; major patching 5 years, 
surface/micro dressing 7-10 years. Quality will be monitored when the works 
are done by our supervisors and through our on-going inspections / road asset 
condition surveys.

Question 27: Cllr Klara Sudbury Respondent: Cllr Ray Theodoulou 

Agenda Item 12 : Revenue and Capital Expenditure 2015-16 

Please can the Cabinet Member tell me how many new reserves are being 
created this year?  

Four new reserves have been recommended in 2015/16, they  are as follows:

 Communities & Infrastructure Reserve to deal with the 2015/16 carry 
forwards for services totalling £1.476 million, as per the out-turn report.

 Traded Services Reserve to deal with carry forwards on traded services 
totalling £0.067 million, as per the out-turn report.

 LED Renewables Reserve £0.223 million to help smooth out the savings 
over the life of the project, as per the out-turn report.

 Services to Families with Young Children Reserve to support the 
proposed redesign of services totalling £0.300 million, as per the 
Revenue and Capital Expenditure report and the Reshaping Services 
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for Families with Young Children report elsewhere on the agenda.

All of these reserves are intended to promote sound financial management and 
support future service pressures.

Question 28: Cllr Graham Morgan Respondent: Cllr Nigel Moor 

Agenda Item 12 : Revenue and Capital Expenditure 2015-16 

With £140k more than planned being raised by registration services, what 
is being done to improve the quality of service?

The planned investment for Registration Services in the financial year 2016-17 
includes investment in infrastructure, systems and resources. These include:

 40k capital investment in infrastructure 

 Increase in people resources from 13.8 to 16.8 FTE 

 The creation of a Registration Officer resilience pool to ensure 
business continuity in times of staff shortage or increased demand

 A smarter more efficient booking process

 ICT investment to streamline electronic systems and processes

 The development and implementation of a customer survey.  

Question 29: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent: Cllr Mark Hawthorne 

Agenda Item 13: Quarterly Strategic Performance Report 2015-16 
(Quarter 4) 

Nearly half of all targets are not being met by the council. 
Can you really justify this as delivering for Gloucestershire?

Please see my response to question 19.
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Question 30: Cllr Barry Kirby Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith 

Agenda Item 13: Quarterly Strategic Performance Report 2015-16 
(Quarter 4) 

How many emergency and non emergency pot-hole repairs were recorded 
by the year end, broken down by category?

In 2015/16 there were: 

 2,121 emergency safety defect repairs, (this is the combined figure for 
those repairs carried out within 2 hours and by the next working day 
performance targets); 

 41,449 non-emergency safety defect repairs.

Question 31: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith 

Agenda Item 9: Extension of the Parking Management Services 
Enforcement Contract 

The Extension of the Parking Management Services document states in 
the ‘reasons for recommendations section’ that this decision will "provide 
best value to the Council".

Please could the Cabinet Member explain how GCC monitors 'best value'?

The council’s parking services were subject to market testing through a 
competitive procurement less than 4 years ago. Since then our contractor has 
fully met all predicted costs savings set out to Cabinet, has maintained or 
improved compliance with parking restrictions and has maintained the level of 
challenges representations or appeals made against the issue of Penalty 
Charge Notices.

Contract performance is assessed regularly against a balanced set of criteria to 
ensure that we have good quality, flexible services that enable us to fulfil our 
statutory duties as Highway Authority, whilst not being a burden on local 
taxpayers.

Question 32: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith 

Agenda Item 9: Extension of the Parking Management Services 
Enforcement Contract 

Please could the Cabinet Member reveal which piece of legislation makes 
it a requirement to undertake the Civil Enforcement of Parking?

Part 2 of the Traffic Management Act 2004 places a duty on the Council to 
maintain the safe flow of traffic on the Highways for which it is responsible.  
Part six of that Act sets out the powers that mat be used to enforce parking 
restrictions imposed through powers given in the Road Traffic Regulation Act 
1984.
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Question 33: Cllr Joe Harris Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith 

Agenda Item 9: Extension of the Parking Management Services 
Enforcement Contract 

Section 55 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 (RTRA 1984) outlines 
what Council's should do with money raised from parking charges and 
fines. 

It states that authorities shouldn't use parking charges and fines to raise 
revenue and that any surplus should be reinvested into parking related 
schemes. 

This report states that surplus generated will be 'reinvested into parking 
services or Highway's maintenance.' 

Please can the Cabinet Member explain how it will use surplus funds to 
invest in highway maintenance in light of Section 55 of the RTRA 1984? 

Any surplus the council makes from parking will continue to be invested in 
parking and highways maintenance, as it always has been.

Question 34: Cllr Iain Dobie Respondent: Cllr Andrew Gravells 

Agenda Item 12 : Revenue and Capital Expenditure 2015-16 

On page 170 of the Cabinet papers, it clearly states in 2015/2016 that 
 £330K ‘Public Mental Health funds were unallocated due to a lack of 
capacity within the team to be able to commission planned activity based 
on local need by the end of the financial year. 

Please can the Cabinet Member tell me whose responsibility is it to ensure 
that funds are fully allocated every financial year?

Funds are allocated through the MTFS and agreed by full Council every 
February.
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