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MINUTES OF COUNTY COUNCIL MEETING 

DATE: Wednesday, 22 January 2014  TIME: 10am 

VENUE: Council Chamber, Shire Hall, Gloucester 

 

Present  

 

Cllr Phil Awford (Vice-

chairman) 

Cllr Dorcas Binns 

Cllr Robert Bird 

Cllr Tony Blackburn 

Cllr David Brown 

Cllr Jason Bullingham 

Cllr Chris Coleman 

Cllr John Cordwell 

Cllr Iain Dobie 

Cllr Bernard Fisher 

Cllr Andrew Gravells 

Cllr Colin Guyton 

Cllr Tim Harman 

Cllr Mark Hawthorne 

Cllr Colin Hay 

Cllr Tony Hicks (Chairman) 

 

Cllr Jeremy Hilton 

Cllr Paul Hodgkinson 

Cllr Barry Kirby 

Cllr Richard Leppington 

Cllr Sarah Lunnon 

Cllr Stephen Lydon 

Cllr Steve McHale 

Cllr Paul McLain 

Cllr Paul McMahon 

Cllr Tracy Millard 

Cllr Patrick Molyneux 

Cllr Nigel Moor 

Cllr Graham Morgan 

Cllr Brian Oosthuysen 

Cllr Shaun Parsons 

Cllr Alan Preest 

 

Cllr David Prince 

Cllr Nigel Robbins 

Cllr Vernon Smith 

Cllr Norman Stephens 

Cllr Lynden Stowe 

Cllr Klara Sudbury 

Cllr Mike Sztymiak 

Cllr Ray Theodoulou 

Cllr Brian Tipper 

Cllr Pam Tracey 

Cllr Robert Vines 

Cllr Kathy Williams 

Cllr Lesley Williams 

Cllr Roger Wilson 

Cllr Will Windsor-Clive 

 

Honorary Alderman 

 

Barry Dare 

 

  

 

  

 

   

Apologies: Councillors Jasminder Gill, Joe Harris, Stan Waddington, Simon Wheeler, 

Bill Whelan and Suzanne Williams. 

  

Honorary Aldermen Bill Crowther, Paul Drake, Jackie Hall  Bill Hobman, 

Terry Parker, John Sewell and Gordon Shurmer. 

 

1. MINUTES  

 

The minutes of the meeting held on 20 November 2013 were confirmed and signed 

as a correct record. 
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2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  

 

A copy of the declarations of interest is attached to the signed copy of the minutes. 

 

 

3. ANNOUNCEMENTS  

 

a) Queen’s New Year Honours 

The Chairman congratulated the people living in Gloucestershire who received 

awards as part of the Queen’s New Year Honours.  Members made special 

mention of the three people from Gloucestershire County Council and a former 

officer of Gloucestershire Constabulary who had been honoured:  

 

Councillor Mark Hawthorne who had received an MBE for services to local 

government. 

 

Commander Chris Martin who had received an MBE for services to fire and 

rescue. 

 

Mike Houghton who had received a BEM for services to the fire and rescue 

service in the community of Tetbury. 

 

Martyn Hillier who had received the Queen’s Police Medal for distinguished 

service, particularly in the field of motorcycle training. 

 

b) Swedish visit  

Representatives from Sweden’s National Insurance Agency, Employment 

Service and the City of Stockholm would be visiting the county in February.  

They would have an opportunity to see and hear about successful employment 

projects for people with learning disabilities.  These included Future Clean and 

Gloucestershire Voices Quality Checking Service.   

 

c) Gloucestershire first for UK disability campaign  

The County Council had been announced as the first local authority partner in 

the national Disability Confident Campaign.  The campaign, launched by the 

Prime Minister in 2013, helped businesses to take a more proactive approach 

to employing disabled people. Other partners included Barclays Bank and 

KPMG. 

 

d) Members’ ICT 

Significant changes were being made to members’ ICT to allow the Council to 

meet the national Public Services Network (PSN) Standards.  Members would 

no longer be able to use their own PCs and laptops and would only be able to 
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connect to the Council network via tablets and smart phones or a Council 

supplied laptop.  The Rt Hon Francis Maude MP, Minister for the Cabinet 

Office, had been lobbied to provide a workable solution for members who need 

ICT access away from Shire Hall. 

 

 

4. PUBLIC QUESTIONS  

 

Three public questions had been received.  A copy of the questions and answers 

was circulated and is attached to the signed copy of the minutes. 

 

The following supplementary question was asked: 

  

Question 1 – Cllr Marion Winship, Forest of Dean District Council, asked 

 

'I use the road several times a week and a lot of large vehicles override onto the 

verge. Long vehicles have to swing out over the white line in face of oncoming 

traffic to turn left towards Bream. This is an accident waiting to happen, the junction 

badly needs to be remodelled. 

 

Does the Council hold the contractors to account for work that needs to be 

repeated, or is the cost paid for by the public purse?’ 

 

Cllr Vernon Smith responded that this was a safety issue in this area had been a 

hot spot. So far the road safety scheme reduced incidents. He was happy to meet 

with the member, representatives from the area and the Local Highways Manager 

to understand the genuine concerns.   

 

 

5. MEMBERS' QUESTIONS  

 

Thirty eight member questions were received.  A copy of the questions and 

answers was circulated and is attached to the signed copy of the minutes.   

 

The following supplementary questions were asked: 

 

Question 1 – Cllr Iain Dobie suggested that some schools were not using the Pupil 

Premium money in targeted ways. He asked whether Gloucestershire County 

Council sought to share advice on best practice with schools to optimise Pupil 

Premium. He stated that the importance of this was emphasised by the gap in 

achievement for those who received school meals and their peers being wider than 

the national average.  
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Cllr Paul McLain asked members to provide evidence to him of any instances 

where the Pupil Premium was not being appropriately used. There were well-

established networks in place, including the Schools Forum that discussed issues 

such as these.  

 

Question 2 – Cllr Nigel Moor asked whether the weekly digest of applications would 

still be provided and whether the comments being made by officers on applications 

could be brought to the attention of members in local areas. Members needed to be 

provided with the information when attending town and parish council meetings.  

 

Cllr Will Windsor-Clive confirmed that members would be provided with the 

information. He stated that there were two separate IT systems in place providing 

information and their use depended on which district was involved.  

 

Question 3 - Cllr Bernard Fisher asked whether the figures quoted on the sale of 

items relating to libraries were before costs had been taken account of or after. 

 

Cllr Dorcas Binns replied that she would check the figures and get back to the 

member.  

 

Question 4 – Cllr Bernard Fisher referred to the national specification for highways 

repairs and expressed concern about repairs that lasted only a matter of months.  

 

Cllr Vernon Smith responded that he was excited about the new contract and new 

technology that allowed photographs to be taken during repair work and after 

completion allowing for greater monitoring. Best practice was being followed.  

 

Question 5 – Cllr Bernard Fisher asked what the shortest period of time a repair 

would last was. He referred to bus lanes where repairs did not last for very long. 

  

Cllr Vernon Smith replied that the length of time a repair would last depended on 

the road, the weather conditions and the method of repair carried out. Best practice 

was for a repair to last at least ten years, but it was difficult to gauge it because of 

changing conditions.  

 

Question 6 – Cllr Paul Hodgkinson stated that his question related to the pension 

deficit for Gloucestershire. In 2007 it had been at 25.9% and in March 2013 it had 

gone up to 30%. He suggested that the fund had a ‘black hole’, and asked whether 

the member was aware that the Centre for Policy Studies had produced a report 

that detailed the average deficit for pension schemes in the country was 23%. He 

stated that the Gloucestershire scheme's deficit was above the average of other 

schemes. 
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Cllr Ray Theodoulou replied that this was about a deficit and not a ‘black hole’.  The 

authority provided for this deficit over a period of 20 years. There were a number of 

ways to categorise deficits. The ranking the member referred to did not compare on 

a like for like basis.  

 

Question 7 – Cllr Paul Hodgkinson asked why the pension information booklet did 

not include details of the deficit. He asked when the members of the pension 

scheme would receive details of the deficit.  

 

Cllr Ray Theodoulou stated there were regular meetings with members of the 

scheme and that they were kept informed.  At the time the document was produced, 

the actuarial valuation up to end of March 2013 had not been completed. It was 

expected to take place in February and would then be featured in accounts for the 

current year.   

 

Question 12 – Cllr Colin Hay asked why a figure could not be produced for the 

damage to highways caused by this year's bad weather as government had 

produced a figure of what it had caused across the country. He asked whether the 

repairs needed as a result of the bad weather would come from the existing 

highways budget or from reserves. 

 

In response, Cllr Vernon Smith outlined that it was early days and that there were 

still flooding issues that highways were dealing with. The 2007 extreme weather 

had led to an estimated cost of around £20m. He stated that the Council would be 

considering whether there was a need to seek funding from the Department for 

Transport or Europe. Extra money had been put into highways by the administration 

previously and that would also help.  

 

Question 14 – Cllr Klara Sudbury stated that Cheltenham Borough Council had 

approved the Cheltenham Transport Plan.  In reference to the congestion caused 

by the partial closure of Boots Corner, she asked whether it was worrying that 

residents had not been considered as stakeholders until now.  

 

Cllr Vernon Smith replied that this was an emotive and difficult issue and that there 

had to be a compromise. He was listening to the views of Cheltenham Borough 

Council and he stated that there could not be a ‘one size fits all’ modelling system. 

He was happy to meet with the member and listen to views of all groups.  

 

Question 15 – Cllr Klara Sudbury asked, with the increase in congestion, would an 

experimental Traffic Regulation Order be a sensible and transparent course of 

action? 
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Cllr Vernon Smith noted the points raised by the member and would look at the best 

way to move forward in relation to the difficult issue.  

 

Question 18 – Cllr Jeremy Hilton, referring to the percentage of children from 

Gloucester attending Gloucester grammar schools, stated that there was a time 

when Gloucester schools were for Gloucester children, he asked whether the 

current situation was fair. 

 

In response, Cllr Paul McLain stated that he did not agree with the premise. He 

asked whether this was a suggestion to close Gloucester’s excellent grammar 

schools or a suggestion to open more elsewhere. 

 

Question 19 – Cllr Jeremy Hilton stated that 15% of children from GL1 postcode 

were in receipt of free school meals and only 1% of these were in some grammar 

schools. He asked whether those from a more modest background were being 

denied places at grammar schools. 

 

Cllr Paul McLain stated that this was about accessibility rather than young people 

being denied places. This was an important issue that was being worked on 

nationally.  

 

Question 20 – Cllr Jeremy Hilton referred to the proposed budget for Trading 

Standards and asked whether the administration had listened to the Liberal 

Democrats and protected the service. 

 

Cllr Will Windsor-Clive replied that he disagreed with the member. 

 

Question 22 – Cllr Jeremy Hilton asked whether the link to the Department for 

Energy and Climate Change website with the map of the country with areas for 

consideration could be provided. He emphasised the importance of members 

understanding where potential work could be carried out. 

 

Cllr Will Windsor-Clive emphasised that this map was only referring to exploration 

areas and these required investigation from the private sector. The link would be 

provided. 

 

Question 23 – Cllr Barry Kirby asked, given the government contribution, what 

amount would industry be expected to contribute to the Strategic Economic Plan? 

 

Cllr Mark Hawthorne stated that the Council was fully engaged with working with 

Gloucestershire First on the plan. There was a need for the plan to go into more 

detail and that included seeing what the private sector could bring to the table. 

Spokespersons would be kept informed of developments.  
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Question 24 – Cllr Barry Kirby asked in relation to youth unemployment how many 

of the 28,000 employers had signed up to YES scheme. 

 

Cllr Mark Hawthorne explained that he did not have the figure to hand. He said it 

was not just about employers but also about schools. He referred to the valuable 

experience provided by apprenticeships and the need for careers advice to improve 

the numbers of those who found out about apprenticeships by schools.  

 

Question 25 – Cllr Barry Kirby asked how redundancies in the Environment Agency 

might affect the Gloucestershire capability around flooding.  

 

Cllr Vernon Smith outlined that it was important to have an efficient service in times 

of funding reductions and that he did think savings could be made to the agency 

without affecting frontline services. There were still more things that could be done 

to help reduce flooding, such as dredging of rivers.  

 

Question 26 – Cllr Barry Kirby referred to union discussions with the Fire Minister 

and the statement that a Fire and Rescue Authority would not sack a fire fighter 

who failed a fitness test. Given the shortage of 'desk jobs' to transfer into, what was 

the plan for those fire fighters who fell under the fitness threshold? 

 

Cllr Will Windsor-Clive stated that there were ongoing discussions in this area 

nationally. Up to this point, no fire fighter in Gloucestershire had failed the fitness 

test and, in the event that they did, each case would be taken on its own merits. 

They would be helped to regain fitness to carry on working.  

 

Question 28 – Cllr David Brown sought reassurance around the continued 

existence of the ‘Find and Fix’ scheme. 

 

Cllr Vernon Smith stated that the scheme was in place and was very successful as 

'Fix First Time', which were now referred to as ‘Impact Days’. It was up to local 

members to work with highways managers to deliver a programme for their 

residents.  

 

Question 29 – Cllr David Brown sought clarification around the two budgets relating 

to highways, including funds for the Highways Local and the pothole repairs 

budgets. He asked whether there was room for negotiation between the two 

budgets. 

 

Cllr Vernon Smith commented that 131 miles of road had been repairs. He 

suggested that there could be room for negotiation, but reiterated that the Highways 

Local Scheme was looking to empower communities to have work carried out that 
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might not be part of the Council's Highways system.  He provided examples of road 

resurfacing schemes that had been carried out.  

 

Question 30 - Cllr David Brown asked the Cabinet Member whether the nine weeks 

taken to fix a faulty manhole as detailed in his original question was an acceptable 

amount of time. He asked the member to support him in looking to improve the 

process and bring down the timescales. 

 

Cllr Vernon Smith responded that members needed to be proactive in getting work 

carried out in their local areas, working with highways managers to make changes. 

 

Question 31 - Cllr Colin Hay asked for a better evidence base to be provided to 

members in their divisions to support the use of schemes such as ‘Active Together’. 

He was surprised that an item was being considered as part of the budget without 

assurances that the money would be spent in the right areas. He suggested a role 

for the Audit and Governance Committee to see how money was spent at a 

divisional level to ensure that it met equalities responsibilities and addressed areas 

of deprivation. He felt that without the detail it was a big ask to support the 

additional money in without any criteria on how it would be spent.  

 

Cllr Dorcas Binns stated that she was pleased that the member was supportive of 

'Active Together' and that it was all about Localism. It was important that members 

went into their communities, understood what they wanted and then worked with 

officers to make decisions around where the money should go. Communities would 

benefit from the additional money.  

 

Question 33 - Cllr Colin Hay stated that the appointment of a permanent Director of 

Public Health was an important process and asked if the Cabinet Member could 

explain the process and how it would involve the Appointments Committee. 

 

Cllr Dorcas Binns replied that she would be happy to circulate the process to Group 

Leaders. She was happy with the process to date and was grateful to the officers. 

The appointment would be undertaken in a timely manner.  

 

Question 34 - Cllr Steve Lydon asked whether the Cabinet Member could confirm 

reductions in funding from Central Government of around £37 million over the next 

three years. 

 

Cllr Ray Theodoulou replied that the detail had not been provided that far in 

advance.   
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6. PETITIONS  

 

No petitions were received. 

 

 

7. MOTIONS  

 

The Chairman advised that at the Council briefing Group Leaders had agreed the 

indicative times to be spent on each motion.   

 

Motion 694 - Javelin Park Inquiry (30 minutes) 

Before the start of the debate, the Chief Executive provided some background 

information for members.  The Planning Committee on 21 March 2013 had rejected 

the application to build an Energy from Waste (EfW) facility on the grounds of its 

impact on the landscape, amenity and heritage, and nothing else.  The decision 

was not related to the need or to the technology proposed in the application.   

 

The Council delegated its powers for determining planning applications to the 

Planning Committee.  The Planning Committee was therefore ‘the Council’ for that 

purpose.  The applicant had appealed against the Planning Committee’s decision, 

and the Council was robustly defending the Planning Committee’s position.   

 

The purpose of the Chief Executive’s briefing was to set out any implications of a 

debate on this subject happening in parallel to the live Planning Inquiry, and to pose 

the question of whether this could be inappropriate, or even lead to a perverse 

outcome.   

 

Because the proposers of the motion had shared in advance a draft with the Chief 

Executive, this had offered an opportunity to seek advice from an external planning 

barrister on the implications of debating such a motion. 

 

This advice included the need for caution such that a Council debate was not seen 

as reopening the reasons for rejecting the Javelin Park application. With the 

Planning Inquiry now taking place, which was a quasi-judicial process, further 

discussion by the Council on the planning application would be a breach of 

propriety.   

 

The second issue concerned how the Planning Inspector might receive such 

second thoughts by the Council.  The risk was that the Council might transmit the 

message that the existing grounds for rejection were insufficient, hence it was trying 

to strengthen them.  The advice was that this could weaken the current defence of 

the appeal. 
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Lastly was the issue as to where any Council approved motion should be sent.  For 

instance, the planning appeal would be determined by the Secretary of State, and a 

letter containing the motion that was sent separately to the Secretary of State would 

be outside of normal process and potentially increase the risk of challenge.   

 

The motion as presented for debate had carefully steered through these issues and 

did not, in itself, expose the Council to these risks, but amendment or debate 

regarding planning conditions might well do so. 

 

A member queried why the advice was being given by the Chief Executive on the 

day.  Another member felt that this comment was unfair as the Chief Executive had 

been asked to provide advice to one of the political groups in drafting the motion.   

 

Answering a question regarding future planning applications at Javelin Park, the 

Head of Legal Services stated that members would need to consider any 

applications on their merits at that time.  She said that it was for individual members 

to decide whether they should participate in the debate. 

 

Cllr Robert Vines stated that he was a member of the Planning Committee and 

would take no further part in the debate.  He left the Council Chamber. 

      

Cllr Barry Kirby moved and Cllr Brian Oosthuysen seconded the following motion:  

 

This Council notes that the inquiry into the siting of an Energy from Waste facility at 

Javelin Park is underway. This is a consequence of this Council’s own Planning 

Committee’s unanimously rejecting the original application, and is in line with the 

public opposition to the incinerator proposed.  

 

This Council therefore resolves to: 

 

a) Note the strength of feeling within the community who are opposed to 

incineration of residual waste within Gloucestershire; 

 

b) Reiterate its instruction that legal representatives robustly defend the 

Planning Committee’s decision against the appeal being mounted by 

Urbaser Balfour Beatty (UBB); and 

 

c) Endorse the view of the Planning Committee given on 21 March 2013 and 

instructs our Chief Executive as part of the inquiry process to write to the 

Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government to strongly 

reiterate that view.  
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In moving the motion, Cllr Barry Kirby questioned why the Council had decided to 

buy the site at Javelin Park and to enter into a contract with Urbaser Balfour Beatty 

before planning permission had been granted. He said that the whole issue was 

proving to be an embarrassment for the Council with over 4,000 objections received 

to the planning application.  He was anxious that the Council’s legal representatives 

robustly defended the decision of the Planning Committee to refuse the application.   

 

In seconding the motion, Cllr Brian Oosthuysen stated that he had been strongly 

opposed to an incinerator since 2005.  He was concerned that the agreement 

between the legal teams on common ground had resulted in the Council’s legal 

representatives being severely constrained in defending the Planning Committee’s 

decision. 

 

A member spoke strongly against the motion.  He said that the inquiry was nearing 

its end and the Council, the applicant and other parties had been given an 

opportunity to present their case.  The Planning Inspector would make a judgement 

based on the evidence presented and he believed that it was wrong for the council 

to be debating the issue at such a late stage.  

 

Cllr Colin Hay moved and Cllr Jeremy Hilton seconded the following amendment 

(changes highlighted in shaded text): 

 

This Council notes that the inquiry into the siting of an Energy from Waste facility at 

Javelin Park is underway. This is a consequence of this Council’s own Planning 

Committee’s unanimously rejecting the original application, and is in line with the 

public opposition to the incinerator proposed. 

 

This Council also notes the disappointment that the previous Cabinet entered a 

contract, which means that this Council is now paying for both sides of the enquiry.  

 

This Council therefore resolves to: 

 

a) Note the strength of feeling within the community who are opposed to 

incineration of residual waste within Gloucestershire; 

 

b) Reiterate its instruction that legal representatives robustly defend the 

Planning Committee’s decision against the appeal being mounted by 

Urbaser Balfour Beatty (UBB); and clarifies the statement given to the inquiry 

that incinerator is the preferred option and should have included that the 

technology neutral position of the Waste Core Strategy should be 

maintained. 
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c) Endorse the view of the Planning Committee given on 21 March 2013 and 

instructs our Chief Executive as part of the inquiry process to write to the 

Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government to strongly 

reiterate that view.  

 

Cllr Colin Hay believed that it was important that the decision of the Planning 

Committee to refuse the application was robustly defended.  He was anxious that 

the position was clarified in respect of any statements made by the Council’s legal 

representatives at the inquiry that an incinerator was the ‘preferred’ technology. An 

officer from Legal Services had subsequently confirmed to a member that 

combustion EfW was not ‘preferred technology’ and the Council’s position remained 

technology neutral.   

 

In seconding the amendment, Cllr Jeremy Hilton stated that the project had been a 

disaster and if an incinerator was built it would result in a £500 million liability for the 

Council.     

 

Following an adjournment, the Chief Executive said that he was not convinced that 

a mistake about the technology had been made at the inquiry.  He had been 

advised that combustion EfW had been referred to as the ‘preferred’ technology 

only for the purposes of the inquiry, that is the technology of the application, and 

the Council’s position remained technology neutral.  This matter would be made 

clear in the closing statement by the Council’s barrister at the end of the inquiry. 

 

On being put to the vote, the amendment was not supported. 

 

A member referred to the history of the project.  The Waste Local Plan had been 

adopted by the Council in 2004 under a Labour and Liberal Democrat 

administration.  Javelin Park had been identified at that time as the only site 

suitable for all forms of residual waste disposal.  In 2006, the Council had embarked 

on a technology neutral project to find a solution for the disposal of residual waste.  

The Government had decreed that for Private Finance Initiative (PFI) credits to be 

awarded an authority had to provide a site and so in 2009 the Council had 

purchased the Javelin Park site.  In 2012, the Council adopted a Waste Core 

Strategy following a public inquiry.  In March 2013, the Planning Committee had 

refused the application for a residual waste facility at Javelin Park, none of which 

were based on technology. The applicant had subsequently appealed against the 

decision and the Council’s defence was based on the reasons given for the refusal.   

 

He questioned the value of the motion when the planning inquiry was underway.  

The independent Planning Inspector was expected to submit their report in May 

2014 and the Secretary of State would then determine the application.   
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Another member raised concerns regarding the proposal for an incinerator at 

Javelin Park.  She said that it would not be possible to use the residual heat 

generated, the technology proposed was not the best in terms of carbon dioxide 

emissions, the outline business case had identified two different technologies, 

waste arisings were falling and there was over-capacity for residual waste disposal 

in the South West. 

 

The original motion was put to the vote and it was 

 

RESOLVED that  

 

This Council notes that the inquiry into the siting of an Energy from Waste facility at 

Javelin Park is underway. This is a consequence of this Council’s own Planning 

Committee’s unanimously rejecting the original application, and is in line with the 

public opposition to the incinerator proposed.  

 

This Council therefore resolves to: 

 

a) Note the strength of feeling within the community who are opposed to 

incineration of residual waste within Gloucestershire; 

 

b) Reiterate its instruction that legal representatives robustly defend the 

Planning Committee’s decision against the appeal being mounted by Urbaser 

Balfour Beatty (UBB); and 

 

c) Endorse the view of the Planning Committee given on 21 March 2013 and 

instructs our Chief Executive as part of the inquiry process to write to the 

Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government to strongly 

reiterate that view. 

 

 

Motion 695 - Rewiring Local Government Funding (15 minutes) 

Cllr Lesley Williams moved and Cllr Steve Lydon seconded the following motion: 

 

This Council notes that by the end of this Parliament Local Government will have 

been cut by 33 per cent. In comparison, Whitehall departments will have faced 

reductions of 12 per cent. This Council further notes the Chancellor’s intention to 

cut a further 10 per cent from the Department for Communities and Local 

Government resource budget as outlined in the Government’s Spending Review for 

2013.  

 

This Council agrees with the Conservative Local Government Association Chair, Sir 

Merrick Cockell, that “This cut will stretch essential services to breaking point in 
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many areas.” This Council also recognises the concern raised by the Society of 

Local Authority Executives that has stated local authorities are “running out of ways 

to save money, and that puts the future of local services on the line”.   

 

The Council believes that devolving money from Whitehall to local areas will 

increase cooperation between public agencies, save money and improves services. 

 

This Council therefore resolves to support the LGA's case made in Rewiring Public 

Services for local government finance to be put on a sustainable and independent 

footing in the future and will work with the LGA to achieve that. 

In moving the motion, Cllr Lesley Williams stated that local government could not go 

on with continual reductions in funding and it was time to take a stand.  She noted 

the effect on the Council with around 2,500 staff fewer staff and a significant 

funding gap still to be met in coming years.  Cllr Steve Lydon expressed serious 

concern that local government powers and finance were being increasingly limited.  

He  believed that it was time for an all party campaign to show the value of public 

services. 

 

A member referred to the democratic deficit and the need for the role of councillors 

as local representatives to be recognised.  Other members noted the efficiency 

savings achieved by local government over a long period and they believed that it 

was time for the Government to look towards other departments for savings. They 

hoped that this message would be reinforced by Members of Parliament in 

Gloucestershire.  A member suggested that there might be some value in 

undertaking a piece of work to look at how well public agencies worked together 

and the action which could be taken to accelerate shared working arrangements. 

 

The following resolution received unanimous support. 

 

RESOLVED that 

 

This Council notes that by the end of this Parliament Local Government will have 

been cut by 33 per cent. In comparison, Whitehall departments will have faced 

reductions of 12 per cent. This Council further notes the Chancellor’s intention to 

cut a further 10 per cent from the Department for Communities and Local 

Government resource budget as outlined in the Government’s Spending Review for 

2013.  

 

This Council agrees with the Conservative Local Government Association Chair, Sir 

Merrick Cockell, that “This cut will stretch essential services to breaking point in 

many areas.” This Council also recognises the concern raised by the Society of 
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Local Authority Executives that has stated local authorities are “running out of ways 

to save money, and that puts the future of local services on the line”.   

 

The Council believes that devolving money from Whitehall to local areas will 

increase cooperation between public agencies, save money and improves services. 

 

This Council therefore resolves to support the LGA's case made in Rewiring Public 

Services for local government finance to be put on a sustainable and independent 

footing in the future and will work with the LGA to achieve that. 

 

Motion 696 - Oversight for the Strategic Economic Plan for Growing 

Gloucestershire (15 minutes)  

Cllr Lesley Williams moved and Cllr Barry Kirby seconded the following motion: 

 

This Council recognises the importance of developing and delivering a Strategic 

Economic Plan (SEP) for the people of Gloucestershire and their businesses.  

 

This Council notes that Gloucestershire’s SEP was submitted to Government on the 

19 December 2013 in draft form; further notes the creation of a Statutory Joint 

Committee comprised of Local Authority Leaders and Chief Executives to work with 

the Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) to deliver the SEP.  

 

This Council resolves to create a cross county scrutiny committee to evaluate and 

monitor the work and progress of the LEP and the Statutory Joint Committee in 

delivering the SEP.   

 

Cllr Lesley Williams believed that a scrutiny committee similar to the Health and 

Care Scrutiny committee with county and district representatives, would provide an 

effective means of monitoring the work of the LEP and the Joint Statutory 

Committee in delivering the SEP. 

 

In seconding the motion, Cllr Barry Kirby referred to the importance of the SEP with 

90 per cent of government funding in future years being channelled through the 

LEP.  He said that the Council needed to have confidence in how the money was 

being spent and the scrutiny committee would provide an important ‘check and 

balances’ by elected members.   

 

Other members spoke in support of the motion, recognising that it was important to 

ensure that a robust scrutiny process involving county and district councillors was in 

place.  They noted the significance of the SEP in terms of land use planning and 

developing the county’s skills base. Some concern was expressed at the poor 
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quality of careers’ advice in the county and it was hoped that steps would be taken 

to address this at the earliest opportunity.   

 

One member noted that under the proposals for developing the SEP some people 

would have more than one role.  She believed that in the first instance a scrutiny 

group should be set up to consider who should be represented on the various 

bodies associated with developing the SEP.   

 

The following resolution received unanimous support. 

 

RESOLVED that 

 

This Council recognises the importance of developing and delivering a Strategic 

Economic Plan (SEP) for the people of Gloucestershire and their businesses.  

 

This Council notes that Gloucestershire’s SEP was submitted to Government on the 

19 December 2013 in draft form; further notes the creation of a Statutory Joint 

Committee comprised of Local Authority Leaders and Chief Executives to work with 

the Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) to deliver the SEP.  

 

This Council resolves to create a cross county scrutiny committee to evaluate and 

monitor the work and progress of the LEP and the Statutory Joint Committee in 

delivering the SEP. 

 

 

Motion 697 – River dredging to reduce the risk of flooding (15 minutes)  

Cllr Vernon Smith moved and Cllr Shaun Parsons seconded the following motion: 

 

This Council recognises the excellent work of Gloucestershire County Council and 

other public sector staff during the recent flooding.  This Council further notes the 

continuing impact of the Council’s decision in 2007 to invest in flood protection 

measures across the county, which, last year, the Environment Agency attributed 

with preventing over 500 Gloucestershire houses from flooding.   

 

However, as a Council it is important we keep working to improve flood protection 

for local people, along with partners like the Environment Agency.  Rivers like the 

Severn continue to play a key role in flooding.  Given the increased role that fluvial 

flooding is playing, not only in Gloucestershire, but across the country, this Council 

mandates the Chief Executive to write to the Secretary of State for the 

Environment, asking him to reassess the Environment Agency’s long-standing 

policy of not using river dredging as a means to reduce the risk of flooding.   
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Cllr Vernon Smith stated that the ditch and gully clearing and flood alleviation 

schemes supported by the County Council had made a real difference in preventing 

flooding over recent weeks.  He noted the good work of the Environment Agency in 

providing flood defences and weather alerts, but he felt that more could be done, 

particularly relating to main river dredging.  Dredging was common practice in the 

US, France, Holland and Belgium where the funding for the equivalent of the 

Environment Agency was significantly less.  He said that the normal depth of the 

Mill Avon in Tewkesbury was around 32 feet but that had significantly reduced in 

recent years.  River dredging allowed faster flows and if it was undertaken in the 

right places it would alleviate flooding.   

 

In seconding the motion, Cllr Shaun Parsons stated that the motion was not a 

universal call for river dredging but was asking the Environment Agency to reassess 

its long-standing policy of not using dredging.  He recognised that dredging would 

be more effective in some areas than others so every case would have to be 

considered on its merits.  He called for the Environment Agency to reinstate flood 

defences to ensure that homes were protected.   

 

A member paid tribute to Council staff and those working for other agencies who 

had been dealing with flooding incidents over recent weeks. 

 

Another member doubted whether the necessary funding would be made available 

to allow the Environment Agency to begin river dredging.  He said that his biggest 

concern was simply that not enough money was being spent on flood defence 

schemes.  He questioned how the Environment Agency could advise developers on 

new housing schemes if their resources were being cut back.  Referring to 

sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDS), he noted that their effectiveness 

depended on regular maintenance and some local schemes had not received any 

attention for more than 10 years. 

 

Other members recognised the need to involve other government departments 

such as DEFRA so that the impact of farming practices could be considered. They 

noted that local people doing their bit in clearing water courses and drainage 

ditches was important in preventing flooding.  In supporting the motion, they 

recognised that the potential impact of increasing river flows on downstream areas 

needed careful consideration. Serious concern was expressed at the impact of new 

development on flooding. 

 

RESOLVED that 

 

This Council recognises the excellent work of Gloucestershire County Council and 

other public sector staff during the recent flooding.  This Council further notes the 

continuing impact of the Council’s decision in 2007 to invest in flood protection 
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measures across the county, which, last year, the Environment Agency attributed 

with preventing over 500 Gloucestershire houses from flooding.   

 

However, as a Council it is important we keep working to improve flood protection 

for local people, along with partners like the Environment Agency.  Rivers like the 

Severn continue to play a key role in flooding.  Given the increased role that fluvial 

flooding is playing, not only in Gloucestershire, but across the country, this Council 

mandates the Chief Executive to write to the Secretary of State for the 

Environment, asking him to reassess the Environment Agency’s long-standing 

policy of not using river dredging as a means to reduce the risk of flooding. 

 

 

Motion 698 – Badger cull (30 minutes - refer to motion 700) 

Cllr Paul McMahon moved and Cllr Graham Morgan seconded the following motion: 

 

This Council notes that the Government’s badger cull has now ended. In 

Gloucestershire 921 badgers have been culled, 32% of the Government’s target. 

For each badger shot, it has cost the tax payer £4,121.  

 

This Council further notes that the badger cull has placed a significant strain on 

local communities and the Police and it has caused considerable animosity 

between farmers and animal welfare campaigns.  

 

To establish the social and economic impact of the cull on Gloucestershire and to 

identify lessons that should be learnt, this Council resolves to create a Badger Cull 

task group that will invite evidence from individuals, communities, the Police and 

other groups affected by the cull in order to compile a report that will be presented 

to full Council and the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. 

 

In moving the motion, Cllr Paul McMahon stated that a task group would provide a 

valuable opportunity to learn from the experience of the recent cull.  He believed 

that the Council needed to do this following concerns expressed by the local 

community.   

 

Cllr Graham Morgan noted that it had come to light that tests for Bovine TB were 

not always accurate.  He said that it was right for a county council covering one of 

the pilot cull areas to look into the issue.   

 

Cllr Paul Hodgkinson moved and Cllr Colin Hay seconded the following amendment 

(changes highlighted in shaded text): 
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This Council notes that the Government’s badger cull has now ended. In 

Gloucestershire 921 badgers have been culled, 32% of the Government’s target. 

For each badger shot, it has cost the tax payer £4,121.  

 

This Council further notes that the badger cull has placed a significant strain on 

local communities and the Police and it has caused considerable animosity 

between farmers and animal welfare campaigns.  

 

This Council is aware of the disruption caused and the high policing costs that 

resulted from a badger cull which failed to achieve the expected outcomes.   

This Council resolves to write immediately to the Secretary of State for the 

Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs and the Minister of State for 

Agriculture and Food requesting that last year’s badger cull is not extended to other 

areas and that Gloucestershire should not be used as a trial area again. 

 

Cllr Paul Hodgkinson stated that the cull had failed, millions of pounds had been 

wasted and the result might even be a wider spread of Bovine TB.  Statistics 

indicated that only 5.7 per cent of outbreaks of Bovine TB were the result of 

badgers.  Vaccination and better bio-security offered the best ways forward.  As the 

member for Bourton and Northleach, he said that he represented a very rural area 

and farmers he had spoken to recognised that culling was not the right approach.  

Time was of the essence as the Government had invited areas to come forward for 

the next cull.  He believed that the Council should be sending a strong message to 

the Government that the trial had failed and no further culling should take place. 

 

In seconding the amendment, Cllr Colin Hay stated that it was clear that the cull 

had failed.   He said that it was not necessary to set up a scrutiny task group to find 

out information that everybody already knew.  He questioned how the task group’s 

findings could change government policy.  He believed that unless the Council sent 

a strong message to the Secretary of State now it would miss its opportunity.   

 

A member who had initially supported the trial cull said that he had subsequently 

changed his mind because it was clear that it had failed.   

 

Another member said that the Government had lost the argument on the cull,  both 

in terms of the science behind it and the level of infection.  

 

Other members believed that there was value in setting a scrutiny task group.  This 

would allow members to gain a better understanding of all the issues and provide 

an opportunity to gather evidence to form the basis of a report to the Secretary of 

State.     

   

On being put to the vote, the amendment was not supported and it was 
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RESOLVED that 

 

This Council notes that the Government’s badger cull has now ended. In 

Gloucestershire 921 badgers have been culled, 32% of the Government’s target. 

For each badger shot, it has cost the tax payer £4,121.  

 

This Council further notes that the badger cull has placed a significant strain on 

local communities and the Police and it has caused considerable animosity 

between farmers and animal welfare campaigns.  

 

To establish the social and economic impact of the cull on Gloucestershire and to 

identify lessons that should be learnt, this Council resolves to create a Badger Cull 

task group that will invite evidence from individuals, communities, the Police and 

other groups affected by the cull in order to compile a report that will be presented 

to full Council and the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. 

 

 

Motion 699 – Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service (15 minutes) 

 

Councillor Jeremy Hilton moved and Councillor Nigel Robbins seconded the 

following motion, the wording of which was revised following the Council briefing 

(changes highlighted in shaded text): 

 

This Council notes that under the Fire & Rescue Services Act 2004, a non-

metropolitan county council is the fire and rescue authority for that county. In 

Gloucestershire, this means Gloucestershire County Council is the fire and rescue 

authority. 

This Council notes the innovative and collaborative approach that Gloucestershire 

Fire & Rescue Service has pioneered with volunteer organisations such as SARA, 

British Red Cross and Raynet, as well as the other two blue light services in the 

county and with neighbouring fire and rescue services, whilst retaining its 

independent governance. 

This Council confirms its intention to continue to improve the effectiveness of its fire 

and rescue service, supporting close collaboration with volunteer organisations, 

other blue light services and fire and rescue services where this can provide a 

better response to emergencies. 

Moreover, this Council notes that a new Chief Fire Officer will soon be in post and 

agrees to give them the assurance that GCC will support them in delivering an 

effective service and to implement the lessons learned out of the recent Fire 

Service Peer Review; and that the Council notes the current strength as provided 

by the county fire and rescue service model as operated in Gloucestershire. 
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Cllr Jeremy Hilton believed that the Council should be proud of its Fire and Rescue 

Service which was recognised as one of the most efficient and effective in the 

country.  He said that there were significant benefits of the service staying within 

the control of the Council and working alongside the other bluelight services at the 

Tri-service Centre at Waterwells. 

 

In seconding the motion, Cllr Nigel Robbins noted that in other areas, the loss of 

local control and merger with neighbouring services had resulted in poor response 

times.  He believed that it was vitally important that the Fire and Rescue Service did 

not lose the managerial control of the Council. 

 

Other members referred to the efficiency and effectiveness of the service with its 

dedicated staff and excellent leadership.  They noted that innovative partnerships 

had been made with volunteer organisations such as the Severn Area Rescue 

Association, the British Red Cross and Raynet.  The Council would need to look at 

the best way of providing the service in future years including opportunities arising 

to work with partner organisations.   

 

The following resolution received unanimous support. 

 

RESOLVED that 

 

This Council notes that under the Fire & Rescue Services Act 2004, a non-

metropolitan county council is the fire and rescue authority for that county. In 

Gloucestershire, this means Gloucestershire County Council is the fire and rescue 

authority. 

This Council notes the innovative and collaborative approach that Gloucestershire 

Fire & Rescue Service has pioneered with volunteer organisations such as SARA, 

British Red Cross and Raynet, as well as the other two blue light services in the 

county and with neighbouring fire and rescue services, whilst retaining its 

independent governance. 

This Council confirms its intention to continue to improve the effectiveness of its fire 

and rescue service, supporting close collaboration with volunteer organisations, 

other blue light services and fire and rescue services where this can provide a 

better response to emergencies. 

Moreover, this Council notes that a new Chief Fire Officer will soon be in post and 

agrees to give them the assurance that GCC will support them in delivering an 

effective service and to implement the lessons learned out of the recent Fire 

Service Peer Review; and that the Council notes the current strength as provided 

by the county fire and rescue service model as operated in Gloucestershire. 
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Motion 700 – Badger cull  

At the Council briefing, it had been agreed that this motion would be dealt with as 

an amendment under motion 698.  The motion proposed by Cllr Paul Hodgkinson 

and seconded by Cllr Nigel Robbins was therefore withdrawn. 

 

 

8. CORPORATE PARENTING  

 

Cllr Paul McLain, the Cabinet Member for Children & Young People and Strategic 

Commissioning provided an update on the latest position.  He reported that, as of 1 

January 2014, 509 children were being looked after by the Council.  He noted that 

86 per cent of looked after children in Gloucestershire were in foster placements 

and this compared favourably with other areas.  He paid tribute to the Adoption 

Team with the Council being one of only 36 local authorities to meet the national 

adoption scorecard target. 

 

Cllr McLain encouraged members to attend the ‘Fabruary’ event on 20 February 

2014 at the Bentham Country Club when they would have the opportunity to meet 

looked after children.  The event would run from 10am to 3pm but would be run as 

a drop-in session so members could come and go as they pleased. 

 

 

9. CABINET DECISION STATEMENT  

 

RESOLVED to note the Cabinet Decision Statements for the decisions taken on 27 

November and 11 December 2013. 

 

 

10. INDIVIDUAL CABINET MEMBER DECISION STATEMENT  

 

RESOLVED to note the Individual Cabinet Member Decision Statement for the 

decisions taken over the period 9 November to 31 December 2013. 

 

 

11. OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY REPORT  

 

Cllr Brian Oosthuysen, Chairman of the Overview and Scrutiny Management 

Committee, advised members that the Local Government Structure Task Group 

had completed its work.  He said that a session had been held with the district 

councils and only one council had indicated support for unitary local government.  A 

recommendation would be made to the Overview and Scrutiny Management 
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Committee on 29 January 2014 that there should be no further discussion regarding 

local government reorganisation at the present time. 

 

Answering a question regarding the allocation of Public Health funds by members, 

Cllr Dorcas Binns, the Cabinet Member for Public Health and Communities, stated 

that the scheme was subject to approval as part of the Council budget.   

 

RESOLVED to note the report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAIRMAN 

 

 

The meeting ended at 2pm. 

 

 


