
Full Council actions (excluding Motions) – 15 February 2023   

Topic Action Responsibility Progress

149. Public 
Question 4

50.
51.

To explore with the Integrated Transport 
Unit what conversations are possible with 
the Gloucester City Council regarding the 
full re-opening of the Gloucestershire 
Transport hub (open the cafes and shops 
and fix the bus-rail integration signage). 
(David Redgewell)

Cllr Philip 
Robinson

Colin Chick

The ITU will raise this request with the City Council 
and Stagecoach (who run the Transport Hub under 
lease with the City). 

252. Public 
Question 47

53.
54.

55. To arrange to meet with members of the 
public to discuss Stagecoach route 
cancellations, ideally with Stagecoach 
present. (Adrian Oldman)

Cllr Philip 
Robinson

Colin Chick

Discussions are in progress to set up a meeting.

363. Member 
Question 9

To provide a written response to Cllr Wendy 
Thomas about the process used to 
determine subsidised routes.

Cllr Philip 
Robinson

Colin Chick

Dear Wendy

I’ve been asked to write to you following the Full 
Council meeting on 15 February regarding the 
process used to subsidise bus services.

The Council uses its subsidy funding to provide 
contracted bus services in areas where commercial 
services are not viable. The commercial network 
accounts for most passenger trips made in 
Gloucestershire, however a significant portion of the 
network is directly funded with County Council 
subsidy. This network and the contracts that cover 
each individual service within it are procured and 
managed by the Integrated Transport Unit (ITU). 

The subsidised network has evolved over many years, 
some services are funded using the ITU base budget 
for subsidy and some are funded using developer 
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contributions. The base budget subsidy doesn’t come 
with any specific criteria, it is used to maintain as 
stable a network as possible to encourage the use of 
bus services. However, developer contributions 
usually come with specific service requirements, such 
as the requirement to serve the development between 
certain times and to provide direct links to certain local 
areas or facilities, town centres and railway stations 
are common requirements.

The responsibility of the Council is to provide a stable 
network therefore contracts are procured for up to 7 
years at a time. We avoid reallocation of funding from 
one area to another to ensure a stable network and to 
avoid simply moving problems around the County. 
The ITU uses a Dynamic Purchasing System (DPS) to 
procure and manage contracts. The DPS gives 
immediate access to all transport providers in 
Gloucestershire and surrounding counties.

I hope this clarifies the situation with regards to 
subsided bus services, but if you have any further 
questions, please don’t hesitate to contact me.

456. Member 
Question 22

To explore the possibility of circulating a list 
of routes GCC has subsidised since the 
Stagecoach cuts. 

Cllr Philip 
Robinson

Colin Chick

The following services were subsidised in November 
following Stagecoach cuts:

Arle Court Park and Ride service

24: Cinderford – Chepstow

27: Cinderford – Lydney

755: Primrose Hill – Lydney

761: Beachley – Chepstow

L (previously part of the F): Leckhampton – 
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Cheltenham Town Centre

58: Stratton - Cirencester

5 Member 
Question 26

To provide a written response to Cllr Gill 
Moseley about whether residents who had 
booked to take tyres to the HRCs were 
followed up to ensure they were not from 
commercial sources.

Cllr David Gray

Colin Chick

We do not follow up on each resident that brings tyres 
to the HRC. We do not have sufficient staff resources 
to do this, and the process could be viewed as 
intrusive. At present our controls are limited to a self-
declaration by residents that the waste they are 
bringing is from their own home (and is not 
commercial waste). We do block customers who visit 
excessively in vans on the belief that these are 
commercial operations. They are then given an 
opportunity to appeal against our action.

665. Member 
Question 27

To help facilitate the creation of a 
presentation that covers the updated 
position of GCC’s progress on Vision 2050.

Cllr Mark 
Hawthorne

Steve Mawson

A briefing session will be arranged for members within 
the next 6 months

766. Member 
Question 29

To explore whether a schedule can be 
published for the Cheltenham to Gloucester 
cycle way development.

Cllr David Gray

Colin Chick

We do not create maintenance schedules for specific 
routes within the county but we will ensure that the 
requirements for the new cycle route are included on 
the county wide cyclical maintenance schedules such 
as gully emptying, inspections, tree maintenance etc.  
This route is also inspected on a monthly basis as part 
of scheduled safety inspections. Where works are the 
responsibility of third parties we will engage them on a 
needs basis.

867. Member 
Question 38

To write to Cllr David Brown detailing the 
contractual service arrangements for utility 
cover safety particularly around residential 
areas.

Cllr Dom Morris

Colin Chick

The government are changing the rules around 
Section 81 response, this is supposed to be in place 
for April 1st but councils and utilities are still waiting for 
final clarification from a recent consultation on this 
subject, this is expected mid March. I’m not entirely 
sure if timescales will be prescribed or not, (currently 
they aren’t) but it is clear that sites with an 
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environmental impact (noise) need to be considered 
as part of the decision making process made by the 
utility on the time frame for repair.
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Public Question

1. Questioner’s name: Alick Miskin Respondent’s name: Cllr Dave Norman/Colin Chick

Last month we in Rodborough and Cainscross were pleased to welcome Cllr Dave 
Norman, with his Special Adviser and Martin Midgley from Highways. The purpose of 
the meeting was to discuss the way forward for Rodborough's long-standing request 
for an extension to its 20mph zone and to look at speed limit reduction ideas for 
Cainscross. This was in the light of GCC's recently revised 20mph Speed Restriction 
Policy Statement which in its Overview states "...  that 20mph should be the 
accepted speed for drivers in places where vulnerable road users and vehicles mix. 
This should apply to urban and rural residential streets" and in its Strategic 
Framework, that "It is recognised that vehicle speeds and volume provide barriers 
(real and perceived) to both cycling and walking". Practically all of Rodborough's 
requested 20mph zone fulfills these criteria. But we learnt from the conversation that 
GCC will only commit staff resources, even if local councils pay the required £15,000 
for a TRO and irrespective of all the other criteria we've met (police and community 
support, speeds below 24mph, pavement-less lanes, presence of schools, etc.) 
when and if there are sufficiently high levels of KSI incidents. And for this, we have 
to compete, for instance, with Cheltenham's KSI figure of 292 or Teweksbury's 48 
when Rodborough's are 9 and Cainscross's 12. So neither of our council areas will 
ever be in the top 50 KSI areas. As a local councillor, can I therefore ask whether 
what we heard at this meeting is accurate and whether jumping through any other 
hoops, short of increasing the number of our people who need to be killed or 
seriously injured, for our 20mph limit extension to be accepted as a live scheme? It 
would be helpful to have these 'hoops' itemised.

The Council’s road safety policy is underpinned by the high level of 
concern about the rise in the number of fatalities and serious injuries 
across Gloucestershire.  We are serious about making 
Gloucestershire safer for our residents and as such our resources 
and officer time need to be focused on those areas where we know 
we can make a real impact.  We do appreciate and understand that 
there is considerable strength of feeling in Rodborough Parish 
Council for more 20mph limits in the area and were pleased to be 
able to meet in January.  Prior to that considerable efforts have been 
made in considering requests, site visits, liaison with the parish and 
Police and arranging surveys.  However, the measured speeds and 
low number of traffic collisions do not create a more compelling case 
than other locations where deaths or serious injuries can be 
prevented.

Supplementary question Respondent’s name: Cllr Dave Norman/Colin Chick

Can I ask a supplementary to unpick exactly how many KSI’s we’d need to qualify - 
would for instance it be the total amount (so having to compete with Cheltenham's 
KSI figure of 292 or Tewkesbury’s 48, when Rodborough's are 9) or would it 
consider the fact that Cheltenham has a population 24 times larger?

The total KSI figure for a district or parish is not sufficiently granular 
to enable specific road safety solutions to be identified and 
prioritised. Instead, individual road lengths and junctions across the 
entire road network are mapped and analysed to identify those with 
the highest numbers of fatal, serious and slight personal injury 
collisions over a rolling period. 
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These sites and road lengths are reviewed to understand the 
potential solutions. Shortlisted sites are then evaluated in more depth 
to score each one. This process draws out key issues and factors 
such as estimated scheme costs, casualty savings and how a 
scheme contributes towards the council’s other policy objectives. 
Sites that score highest are then considered first for delivery through 
the highway’s capital programme. 

By carrying out an annual review of road safety collision data the 
council is able to take into consideration changes in road safety 
across the road network from year to year. This means that the 
programme evolves over time as sites where road safety has 
improved are given lower priority for delivery and sites where road 
safety has deteriorated are given higher priority.
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