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GLOUCESTERSHIRE ECONOMIC GROWTH SCRUTINY 
COMMITTEE

MINUTES of a meeting of the Gloucestershire Economic Growth Scrutiny Committee held 
on Wednesday 20 October 2021 at the Council Chamber - Shire Hall, Gloucester.

PRESENT:
Cllr Rebecca Halifax
Cllr Dominic Morris
Cllr Robert Vines
Cllr Roger Whyborn
Cllr Matt Babbage (Chair)
Cllr Paul McCloskey

Cllr John Murphy
Cllr Gina Blomefield
Cllr Alastair Chambers
Cllr Chloe Turner
Cllr Gill Moseley

Substitutes: Cllr Gill Moseley

Officers in attendance: Neil Hopwood, Simon Excell, Steve Mawson, Angela Presdee, 
Luisa Senft-Hayward and Orlagh Stoner

Apologies: Cllr Nicky Packer, David Owen, Colin Chick and Cllr Sajid Patel

1. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Cllr Roger Whyborn noted that he was a Director at the Cheltenham airport.

2. LOCAL TRANSPORT PLAN REVIEW 

2.1 The Chair welcomed members of the Environment Scrutiny Committee who 
had joined to consider this item. Simon Excell (Lead commissioner for 
Strategic Infrastructure) and Luisa Senft-Hayward (Transport Planning team 
Manager) presented this item and Members noted the following points:

 The LTP is an important policy document that the County Council is 
statutorily required to produce. The latest Plan was adopted in March 
2021 and due to the obvious overlap between both the Economic Growth 
and Environment Scrutiny Committees, both had been involved in its 
development.

 The purpose of today’s presentation was to provide on update to 
members on the schemes and strategies included in the Plan, and to 
highlight the current challenges and opportunities, especially during a 
time of unprecedented change.

 The current Plan had undergone a two-year review prior to its adoption in 
March 2021. The review considered:
 the latest national, regional and local priorities and policies
 to strengthen climate change agenda
 to reflect adopted local plans and their infrastructure requirements
 to look forward to new time horizon to 2041 
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 to integrate with Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plans 
(LCWIP).

 The consultation process for the Review received a good response rate 
(slide 3). It was clear that climate change, lack of sustainable travel 
choices, social isolation and high C02 emissions were the biggest 
concerns for residents.

 The LTP’s overarching objections was to create a resilient transport 
network that enabled sustainable economic growth by providing travel 
choices for all, making Gloucestershire a better place to live, work and 
visit.

 This was supported by the following main objectives which aimed to 
address key challenges: Climate change; Congestion; Social inclusion; 
Health and Sustainable Growth.

 The Plan period had been extended to look towards 2041. It was 
envisaged that future transport would be integrated, smart and innovative 
with the emergence of new technologies and modes of transport e.g. e-
bikes.

 Its carbon neutral target had also been set for 2041, which, in order to 
achieve, land use and transport planning would need to be integrated to 
ensure that new developments allowed people to live and travel 
sustainably. 

 It was also important to accelerate the implementation of electrical 
vehicle (EV) charging points, as well as more attractive public transport 
services and cycling routes that allowed for convenient mass cycling.

 Slide 6 outlined the schemes focused on delivering active travel which 
included the West of Cheltenham Walking & Cycling Improvements 
Scheme, Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plans and the 
Gloucestershire Cycle Spine.

 Just before adopting the LTP, the Government released a new strategy 
for cycling called Gear Change. This new strategy outlined a 
transformative approach to cycling being led by LTN1/20 requirements.

 Slide 7 outlined the schemes focused on delivering public transport 
improvements. This included schemes such as the Arle Court Transport 
Hub, demand responsive transport trials in the Cotswolds and Forest of 
Dean and the creation of a Bus Service Improvement Plan (this was due 
to be finalised on 31 October 2021).

 Slide 8 outlined the delivery of highways improvements which focused on 
the M5 Junction 10, a Business Case for Junction 9, the delivery of the 
A417 Missing Link project and the West of Cheltenham Transport 
Improvements Scheme.

 Looking towards the Council’s carbon reduction pathway, slide 9 outlined 
the aim of all emissions across the county to be carbon neutral by 2050, 
the county’s transport would aim for this by 2045.

 Slides 10-13 outlined the main challenges and opportunities for the LTP.
 It was noted that the carbon neutrality challenges for the county were 

vast. Research showed that the biggest emitters of transport related 
emissions were outside Metropolitan areas due to the distances travelled 
and the difficulties switching to other modes of transport. With 

https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/transport/gloucestershires-local-transport-plan-2020-2041/gloucestershire-ltp-2020-2041/
https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/highways/major-projects-list/west-cheltenham-transport-improvement-scheme-uk-cyber-business-park/
https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/highways/major-projects-list/west-cheltenham-transport-improvement-scheme-uk-cyber-business-park/
https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/transport/gloucestershires-local-transport-plan-2020-2041/local-cycling-and-walking-infrastructure-plans/
https://ww5.gloucestershire.gov.uk/webteam/cyclemaps2/#12/51.7884/-2.2654
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/cycle-infrastructure-design-ltn-120
https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/planning-and-environment/climate-change/climate-change-what-is-the-councils-approach/roads-travel-and-transport/highways/the-arle-court-transport-hub/
https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/planning-and-environment/climate-change/climate-change-what-is-the-councils-approach/roads-travel-and-transport/highways/the-arle-court-transport-hub/
https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/planning-and-environment/climate-change/climate-change-what-is-the-councils-approach/roads-travel-and-transport/public-transport/bus-service-improvement-plan-bsip/
https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/media/2108000/20211506_m5-j10-member-briefing_v2.pdf
https://highwaysengland.co.uk/our-work/south-west/a417-missing-link/
https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/highways/major-projects-list/west-cheltenham-transport-improvement-scheme-uk-cyber-business-park/
https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/highways/major-projects-list/west-cheltenham-transport-improvement-scheme-uk-cyber-business-park/
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Gloucestershire being largely rural in nature, this posed a big challenge 
for innovative travel ideas.

 Members were encouraged to look at the CREDS carbon calculator.
 Another challenge was the role out of EV. Whilst this was essential for 

any area moving towards a more sustainable environment, there 
currently remained a high cost for residents in making the change to EV, 
as well as unanswered concerns on their true carbon neutrality in terms 
of tyre/brake ware. In addition the issue of rurality on the network 
provided challenges of charging access in some communities. It was 
accepted that a change to EV could not be the only solution.

 There were opportunities for the county to explore within active travel and 
public transport options.

 Covid-19 had shown the extent to which a shift towards more active 
means of transport was possible, plus the new shift towards more 
home/flexible working patterns. One of the county’s great opportunities 
was its variability of walking and cycling routes.

 Mass Rapid Transit options could be considered for the county’s urban 
public transport network. 

 Across the UK bus services had seen a declined in recent years, which 
was only accelerated by COVID-19. Bus passenger levels were currently 
30% below pre covid19 levels. The LTP therefore outlined a strategy on 
Interchange Hubs which would aim to integrate all modes of transport.

 Slide 14 summarised what was next for the LTP’s development.

Questions

2.2 A member asked if the LTP report made reference to air quality and the 20’s 
Plenty For Us campaign - which campaigned for a speed limit of 20mph to 
be normal on residential streets. It was advised that there was a specific 
policy that addressed air quality issues within the LTP. Additionally, it was 
stated that the 20’s Plenty For Us campaign was supported by the LTP but 
this needed to be tested on a local level to see if it was the right solution for 
individual localities. The key concern of enforcement was raised as the 
police were reluctant to enforce the campaign and installing road bumps was 
not always a suitable solution as this could disrupt bus journeys and cyclists.

2.3 There was a question concerning the possibility of more frequent 
opportunities to review the LTP. It was advised that there was no limit to how 
often the LTP could be reviewed. However, even a recent ‘light touch’ review 
took around two years. Any review would require a public consultation 
processes, an options assessment process and then adoption by full council. 
Officers were currently considering a set of documents which would sit 
underneath the LTP as a more agile and flexible way of reacting to emerging 
issues and needs, as opposed to reviewing the entire Plan. 

2.4 In relation to the LTP’s net zero target, it was clarified that 2041 was the 
horizon year for the LTP and 2045 was the target in the LTP to be carbon 
neutral. This year was chosen because GCC signed up to the UK100 
Pledge. It was added stated that there was an annual progress report 

https://www.carbon.place/
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published on the LTP website which provided detail on current progress 
against all targets.

2.5 A member highlighted the option of solar powered cars and how this could 
help transport in rural areas. Officers advised that the LTP referred to ‘zero 
emission cars’ which left it open to all technological solutions, not just electric 
vehicles. 

2.6 There was a clear ambition within the LTP to create a Mass Rapid Transit 
scheme, which was currently in the early stages of understanding the 
feasibility of such a major investment. This would identify any concerns such 
as population density and the hope was to make significant sums available 
over the next few years. The capital funding for such a project would likely 
require many millions, but the bigger problem would be identifying the 
revenue funding to run such services, sustainably into the future. 

2.7 A question was raised regarding the balance of resources distributed 
between urban and rural settings. It was advised that the criteria for funding 
bids required a strong business case, proving high usage and high benefit 
which was easier to prove in an urban setting where there was a higher 
population density. Looking forward the team were expecting more data to 
help them address rural transport issues and it was hoped that this will be 
followed by more national funding opportunities specifically for rural areas.

2.8 A member highlighted a contradiction between an aim to reduce CO2 
emissions (with more focus on this being done in rural areas), alongside a 
continued approach to improve road usage in urban areas. It was stated that 
CO2 emissions applied equally in both urban and rural areas but it was 
important to tackle the trips that generated the most CO2 emissions, which 
tended to be in rural areas due to the distances travelled. It was still 
important to address the significant congestion issues, such as the M5 
junctions, and in areas that were experiencing the most population growth. 

2.9 It was noted that the carbon reduction pathway data from Slide 9 highlighted 
an admirable ambition, but it was questioned what more was needed to 
achieve this incredibly robust target. It was agreed that many different types 
of projects would be needed to achieve such an ambitious target. EVs would 
be a big part of this and the Government ban on new petrol and diesel cars 
sales from 2030 would make a big difference. The key message remained 
that EVs were not the sole solution to this, there would also need to be a 
considerable shift to active transport, public transport, shorter trips and 
working from home, for example.

2.10 A member asked if there would be a fully costed plan that accounted for the 
expected reduction in carbon emissions and exactly how to reach the net 
zero ambition.  It was clarified that this was not yet available and was quite 
some way off. It would require further consultation with colleagues and other 
authorities. 
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2.11 There was a question on the current progress of the LTP policy in terms of 
rural buses and the Bus Service Improvement Plan (BSIP). The hope of 
Government funding opportunities was reiterated to tackle rural transport, 
noting the recent £1.3m of funding which had been awarded to invest in 
demand responsive transport. It was added that the Bus Back Better 
Strategy (BBBS) hinted that there may be future opportunities for funding. 

2.12 Government had recently announced £3bn to be invested in buses across 
the UK, but it was not currently clear on how to access this. Government had 
also announced the potential of pilot projects in relation to BBBS and the 
team would be keen to apply for these if they could. Other things that were 
mentioned in the BBBS were better ticketing, better information, effective 
coherent messaging, increased frequency and, better buses that are 
decarbonised.

2.13 The breakdown of funding contributions for the Cheltenham to Gloucester 
Cycle Spine were clarified as follows:
 Highways England Design Contribution of £1,165,000
 Highways England Construction Contribution of £5,000,000 (Subject to 

legal agreement and final confirmation)
 Gloucestershire County Council Contribution £3,000,000 
 DfT Tranche 1 contribution of £322,000
 DfT Tranche 2 contribution of £864,750

2.14 It was questioned how the planned cycle routes linked in with local plans. 
Members noted that GCC, as a statutory consultee and partner, heavily 
engaged with local plan development, not just in terms of transport and 
highways, but also more broadly. Future growth needed to involve 
sustainable transport and the council took this role seriously.

2.15 A member enquired if the Cycling Advisory Liaison Group had been 
disbanded. It was confirmed that it had not been disbanded and was 
currently being reassessed Officers felt that the group had not been effective 
in the way it was running and a more positive and diverse forum was 
needed.

2.16 The availability of EV charging points was noted by a member who 
highlighted that there seemed to be desserts in centres of sizeable 
settlements e.g. Fairford, Winchcombe, Tewkesbury. It was advised that in 
September, the Cabinet approved the Ultra-Low Emission Vehicle Strategy 
which aimed to deliver 500 additional charging points across the county. 
Officers were currently working on identifying priority locations. It was added 
that GCC was not itself a planning authority and could therefore only 
encourage and remind district authorities of their responsibility to add EV 
infrastructure into new developments, there was no enforcement mechanism 
available and they did not have to adhere to any suggestions/advice given by 
the County as a consultee. 

ACTION: To provide pinpointed locations of EV charging points
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2.17 A member noted that from a town council planning perspective, there was a 
problem of residents running cables across streets and the safety hazards 
associated with this. It was advised that GCC were aware of the difficulties 
involved in the practicalities of on street EV charging. It is hoped that in rural 
areas with more space available, there would be more possibility to charge 
cars on properties. However, for blocks of flats for example, this would not 
be possible. Therefore, other solutions such as rapid charging points, would 
be more suitable in urban areas. 

2.18 A member highlighted the importance of stating the difference between lift 
sharing and car sharing as two different modes of transport. If car sharing 
was made more available in the locality, this could be beneficial for many. It 
was noted that GCC were promoting both options and Car Share 
Gloucestershire currently had 3,000 members.

3. GFIRST LEP ITEM 

3.1 The Chair welcomed Neil Hopwood (Projects and Infrastructure Manager for 
GFIRST) to present this item and Members noted the following points:

 The Getting Building Fund Programme was a government initiative which 
aimed to ‘kick start’ the economy following the first COVID-19 lockdown. 
GCC were able to bid for this funding and put forward the following five 
projects for grant funding:

o Minster Innovation Exchange
o Cyber Incubation Units – Gloscol
o Gloucestershire Applied Digital Skills Centre – Cirencester
o Digital Innovation farm – Hartpury
o Construction Skills Accelerator Centre – AccXel

 Slide 3 summarised the 5-year output targets for the Getting Building 
Fund Programme which included a focus on creating jobs, commercial, 
education and skills floor space, plus providing better support to new 
learners and businesses looking to grow.

 Slide 4 summarised the Getting Building Fund Programme Project 
Investment figures.

 The Minster Innovation Exchange project at St Mary’s Church in 
Cheltenham was outlined. The scheme would create a Growth Hub for 
Cheltenham which would include an incubation and business 
development space, broadly orientated to the cyber sector. It also 
intended to have an incubation space for the creative industries which 
would see the development of an auditorium space to seat 300. Slide 7 
outlined the objectives for this project.

 The Cyber Incubation Units project at Gloucestershire College 
(Cheltenham Campus) opened in September 2021 and was designed to 
work in harmony with the institute of technology. 

 The Applied Digital Skills Centre at Cirencester College was outlined. It 
was noted that this will transform Cirencester College’s capacity in 
supporting new T-Levels. The centre was expected to open in March 
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2022 and would look to be enrolling 450 students a year in digital T-
levels. 

 The Digital Innovation Farm at Hartpury looked at integrating traditional 
farming practices with digital technology. 

 The AccXel Construction Skills Centre in the Forest of Dean would be 
one of probably only two facilities that would exist in the UK that could 
provide initial skills and up to Level 3 Operator skills in the construction 
industry.

 The GREEN Skills Centre (SGSC) provided the opportunity to build on 
the Science & Engineering Legacy of the Magnox Programme. Slide 14-
16 outlined the grant funding for the GREEN Skills centre. Slide 17 
summarised the evolution of the project so far, and finally Slide 18 
outlined the challenges involved in this project.

3.2 There was a question on how officers ensured they got value for money 
during competitive tendering. It was advised that throughout the process, 
there were a number of requirements that officers must meet when selecting 
projects to fund. A key part of this being that, even though the LEP through 
its Board and Investment Panel selected the projects most suitable for the 
funding in question, the actual funds sat with the Accountable Body (GCC). 
This meant that each decision was subject to significant legal process. 

3.3 In recent years there had been more emphasis on the need to meet social 
value requirements within funding allocation. The Merry walks (Five Valleys) 
Scheme in Stroud that was funded through the Local Growth Fund was a 
good example of this where social benefit conditions were written into the 
funding agreements, and thus were bound to deliver. This had also been the 
case for environmental benefits; many recent projects had been conditioned 
to achieve the ‘Building for Nature’ standard. A good example of this was the 
Golden Valley Scheme.

4. WORK PLAN 

The Chair requested that if members had any areas they wished to suggest for 
future consideration to contact Democratic Services.

CHAIR

Meeting concluded at 16:00


