
COUNTY COUNCIL – 18 February 2015
Members’ Questions 

1. Questioner’s name: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent’s name: Cllr Paul McLain

To: Cllr Paul McLain

Small rural primary schools in Gloucestershire manage their 
finances very well but are under great pressure. Funding of these 
schools is a real concern for governors and parents. For instance, 
the per pupil deficit for Gloucestershire is £386 when compared to 
neighbouring counties. Small schools in our county are 
significantly less well funded than their neighbours and the Lump 
Sum allocation is also well short in comparison. 
Do you believe this is fair and if not what are you doing to change 
this situation?

Schools are funded according to a formula that was agreed in 2004 
following extensive consultation with schools. The Schools Forum is 
currently reviewing the formula and is due to agree recommendations 
in September 2015.  Small primary schools are a key feature of the 
education system in Gloucestershire and their needs will be fully 
taken into account in the review.  

2. Questioner’s name: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent’s name: Cllr Mark Hawthorne

To: Cllr Mark Hawthorne:

Is the Leader aware of the plight of residents who live around the 
Air Balloon roundabout and have endured poor air quality since 
readings were taken 8 years ago? The latest readings from 
Cotswold District Council show that EU targets for air quality have 
been missed yet again for the area. Levels of Nitrogen Dioxide are 
year on year above the annual mean which are deemed 
acceptable. Given that you have budgeted cash for improvements 
to the traffic blackspot, what help can you give to these long 
suffering residents?

Cotswold District Council declared an Air Quality Management Area 
(AQMA) in 2008 in respect of nitrogen dioxide at the Air Balloon 
Roundabout junction on the A417.  The elevated levels of nitrogen 
dioxide pollution are due to traffic emissions at the Air Balloon 
roundabout junction on the A417 trunk road.  The congestion and 
emissions experienced at this location are due to the ‘Missing Link’; 
the only stretch of unimproved highway between the M5 and M4 
motorways.  The A417 is part of the A419/A417 Swindon to 
Gloucester strategic trunk route, which links the M5 and M4 
motorways.  The road is managed under the Government’s Design, 
Build, Finance and Operate (DBFO) programme, although the overall 
responsibility remains with the Highways Agency.  

Cotswold District Council is responsible for monitoring air quality 
within the district and as a result has produced an Air Quality Action 
Plan (AQAP).  The AQAP contains a number of options for reducing 
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the impact of the emissions at the Air Balloon junction, including the 
construction of the Cowley to Brockworth dualling improvement.  The 
Government announced in the Autumn Statement on 1 December 
that it would commit to funding the dualling road scheme.  The 
construction of the Missing Link road scheme would have a direct 
benefit for the AQMA, and will very likely reduce emissions to below 
the national limit.

The County Council fully supports the proposal to improve the 
Missing Link, and as a result is proposing to commit an additional 
£1m of County Council revenue as a contribution to the work that the 
Highways Agency will undertake preparing the scheme for 
Development Consent Order (DCO) planning permission.  The £1m 
would be used to bring forward aspects of the preparatory work to 
ensure that the construction of the road scheme is undertaken at the 
earliest opportunity.  This will reduce the air quality impacts currently 
experienced by the residents living within the AQMA boundary.

3. Questioner’s name: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent’s name: Cllr Mark Hawthorne

To: Cllr Mark Hawthorne

A National Audit Office report has revealed that the rollout of faster 
broadband to rural areas will cost at least £92m less than BT had 
originally said. The Government has said that the spare cash 
would be ploughed back into offering fast broadband to more 
remote areas. How will this Council use this extra cash to get 
faster broadband into the many rural homes which are still waiting 
for it?

The Government’s ongoing commitment to investing in faster 
broadband is to be welcomed and one the Council shares through its 
own investment in Fastershire.

As money is made available nationally the Council will continue to bid 
for resources and enable delivery in accordance with its ‘Fastershire 
Broadband Strategy 2014-18’, adopted at September 2014’s Cabinet 
meeting.

4. Questioner’s name: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent’s name: Cllr Paul McLain

What discussions has the cabinet member responsible had with 
the Government about the future of the local welfare assistance 
scheme?

Following the judicial review of Welfare Reform Assistance schemes 
and the government pledge to review the closure of the fund, the 
council responded to the government consultation on the impact of 
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changing the funding method for 2015-16.

I have already provided Cllr Williams with our response.

I also spoke, at his request, to Richard Graham MP on this issue who 
I am confident will have represented our views to Government.

I am pleased that the Government has now made provision for us to 
be able to continue the scheme.

5. Questioner’s name: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent’s name: Cllr Paul McLain

What assessment has the cabinet member responsible for 
troubled families made of recent trends in the number of 
households being found homeless but not in priority need?

Levels of homelessness in the county remain reasonably static.

DCLG figures show non- priority homelessness, in Gloucestershire, 
 has reduced substantially since quarter Oct-Dec 2013

6. Questioner’s name: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent’s name: Cllr Paul McLain

Can the cabinet member responsible for Children and Families 
Budget explain why he is cutting £446k from the Vulnerable 
Children and Families Budget?

These savings represent efficiencies in current budgets – for example 
reducing the residence order budget as these orders are now rarely 
used. 
I would also point out that we are investing £0.966m in children’s 
budgets which includes resourcing the multi-agency safeguarding hub 
and a CSE coordination.

7. Questioner’s name: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent’s name: Cllr Kathy Williams

Can the cabinet member responsible for the Supporting People 
Budget that has been cut by £688k explain what will ‘more flexible 
community based services’ look like and can he further explain 
how he hopes to achieve these changes?  

The previous Labour Government decided that Supporting People 
funding should be phased out over time. Community based support 
services can be delivered to anyone in need, irrespective of their type 
of accommodation.  This means that people do not have to move to 
specified units of accommodation in order to receive support, but can 
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remain in their own home and connected to their local community 
activities and support networks.

Short term intensive support can be delivered through one to one 
home visits, running drop in sessions at local community venues and 
group work activities. 

These changes have been delivered through the investment in 
specific community based services.  Former  accommodation based 
services have also remodelled, e.g. sheltered housing, to create drop 
ins, open up community facilities for activities to be open to non 
residents,  with support staff reaching out and support individuals in 
the local neighbourhood.

8. Questioner’s name: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent’s name: Cllr Paul McLain

The Special Educational Needs (SEN) Reform Grant has gone 
from £698k in 2014/15 to £0 in 2015/16 can the cabinet member 
responsible for special educational needs in the county assure this 
council that the Building Better Lives strategy has now been fully 
implemented?

The SEN Reform Grant was intended as one off, new funding 
provided to assist councils with developing their local response to the 
national SEN reforms.  For 2015/16 a new SEND Implementation 
grant is being provided, with Gloucestershire’s allocation totalling 
£331k for 2015/16.  This is needed to support the implementation of 
Gloucestershire’s 5 year SEN Strategy.

The Building Better Lives policy was approved by Cabinet in July 
2014 and implementation plan in September 2014.  This is a 10 year 
strategy to drive change across the system and improve outcomes for 
disabled people. I can assure Cllr Williams that the plan is being 
actively implemented e.g. with the % of people with LD who have jobs 
has risen from 5% to 19% since 2013.

9. Questioner’s name: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent’s name: Cllr Paul McLain

It is noted that the Adoption Reform Grant has gone from £499k in 
2014/15 to £0 in 2015/16, can be cabinet member explain what 
impact that massive cut will have on the council’s ability to attract 

The government was always clear that the Adoption reform grant was 
intended to assist LAs in improving performance in this area.
Because the council already agreed to invest an additional £1m into 

4



potential adopters and as part of his answer can he remind 
councillors how many children are in care in Gloucestershire?

adoption in 2013, I am pleased that we will be able to maintain current 
levels of investment in 2015/16.

10. Questioner’s name: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent’s name: Cllr Paul McLain

Can the cabinet member tell me why the Special Educational 
Needs Implementation grant has been cut from £445k in 2014/15 
to a forecasted £331k in 2015/16?  

A higher level of funding was provided in 2014/15 to fund the planning 
and development costs of local responses to the national SEN 
reforms.  The level of funding allocated in 2015/16 reflects the 
completion of this first phase, and provides sufficient resources to 
ensure Gloucestershire continues to successfully implement the 
reforms and improve outcomes for children and young people with 
SEN.

11. Questioner’s name: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent’s name: Cllr Mark Hawthorne

Can the cabinet member responsible for the council’s customer 
programme explain how he aims to achieve more effective 
customer access routes?

We are currently reviewing customer access routes across the council 
and seek to make these more effective for customers, by reviewing 
the way in which customers make contact and how this is dealt with 
when it is received. This involves looking at our access channels 
(online, telephone and face-to-face), and the processes that sit 
behind these. 

12. Questioner’s name: Cllr Lesley Williams Respondent’s name: Cllr Andrew Gravells

Can the cabinet member responsible for Public Health tell me how 
much of the ring fenced budget will be used in other services areas 
and which service areas are they?

Public Health (PH) activity occurs throughout the council and funding 
is distributed accordingly based on outcomes that were agreed 
following transfer of Public Health to the Council in 2013/14.  

By the end of 2014/15, out of a total PH grant of £21,793,000, it is 
forecast that £1,092,903 will be spent in ‘other GCC service areas’ as 
indicated in the table below.  The 2015/16 budget with reflect this 
pattern, with the exception of the two non-recurring areas of spend 
indicated below. 
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Purpose Public health 
outcome

Amount in 2014-
15

Civil protection Public health 
emergency 
planning and 
health 
protection

£36,459

Strategic needs 
analysis team

Public health 
intelligence

£197,850

Communications Public health 
communication
s and social 
marketing

£36,459
Non-recurring

Pensions support Public health 
team 
restructure

£26,000

Executive support Support to 
Director of 
Public Health

£26,999

School meals Public health 
weight and 
nutrition

£50,000
Non-recurring

Young people’s 
substance misuse

Alcohol and 
drug misuse

£122,000

Young people 
specialist 
substance misuse

Alcohol and 
drug misuse

£193,000

Gloucestershire 
Healthy Living 
and Learning

To support 
public health 
activity in 
schools

£76,000

Children’s 
Centres

Public health 
service e.g. 
promotion of 
breastfeeding

£168,195

Mental health Mental health £88,000
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Trading 
standards

Illegal tobacco 
control

£72,000

13. Questioner’s name: Cllr Steve Lydon Respondent’s name: Cllr Ray Theodoulou

On the 19th January I asked the cabinet member for waste the 
following question regarding the cabinet’s plan to build an 
incinerator at Javelin Park. On Tuesday 10th February I was still 
waiting for a reply. Will the cabinet member responsible provide 
me with an explanation as to why he did not provide information 
when requested and will he now provide the necessary information 
which will address the following issues:

(a)    A clear statement of the capital and revenue costs over the 
next 25 years (including the cost of borrowing) of the current 
Incinerator proposal;

 
(b)    The assumptions on which these numbers are calculated 

(including, of course, assumptions as to the amount of non 
recyclable/reuseable waste);

 
(c)    The amount of compensation payable if the contract were 

terminated;
 
(d)   The assumptions on which this sum is calculated.

a) £500m.

b) That is the contract price.

c) The final sum cannot be accurately calculated prior to any 
cancellation, which is why councillors have been provided with 
estimates. There is a risk that publishing more detailed 
information would undermine the council’s legal position in the 
event of any cancellation.

d) Best assessment of professional officers and advisers.

14. Questioner’s name: Cllr Steve Lydon Respondent’s name: Cllr Mark Hawthorne

I note with interest that the County Council Network (CCN), whose 
response to the autumn statement, has criticised the lack of 
opportunities for progressing county regions. County Councils 
have argued for ‘county region’ powers and resources akin to 
cities. Some (e.g. Essex) have proposed single county CAs. Most 

Following the December 5 Gloucestershire Economic Growth Joint 
Committee meeting the Leaders of Council had a development 
discussion about the future direction of the Committee. One of the 
actions identified was to Commission some initial work on Combined 
Authorities and Economic Prosperity Boards. The draft will be shared 
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recently (16/12/14) Northamptonshire, Buckinghamshire and 
Oxfordshire County Councils have floated the concept of a tri-
county CA – perhaps recognising that many county councils singly 
lack the scale of a city region CA. What discussions /progress if 
any has this Council had /made in progressing County Region 
powers for Gloucestershire? 

with Leaders for comment and will be discussed at the March 18 
GEGJC meeting.

15. Questioner’s name: Cllr Steve Lydon Respondent’s name: Cllr Dorcas Binns

The Burstow Commission on the Future of the Home Care 
Workforce, chaired by the Rt Hon Paul Burstow , MP, former 
Minister of State, Department of Health was established by the 
Local Government Information Unit to look at workforce issues and 
produced clear recommendations on 2 December 2014. The 
Burstow Commission warned that 

“As publicly funded care continues to be squeezed the danger is 
that good providers are driven out, and those providers who make 
a profit by exploiting workers thrive.  The price of poor care is paid 
for by the most frail and vulnerable in our community, and by the 
care workers they rely on who get a raw deal.” 

The Commission further stated

 “We must make care work a career of esteem, where a living 
wage is paid, staff are trained and recognised as valued key 
workers who contribute a huge amount to society.  This will 
inevitably come at a price, but the cost of doing nothing will be 
even greater.”

What does the cabinet member responsible for this area propose 
to do to address these recommendations? 

The Council has been engaging for some time with the care sector 
over the retendering of its domiciliary care service as the current 
contracts cease in April 2016.  We have already highlighted that one 
of the key issues for the Council in that process will be determining 
how best to ensure that there are sufficiently well-trained and fairly 
rewarded staff engaged in this area recognising its crucial importance 
in helping more people living independently in their own homes.  As a 
part of this we are also seeking to better understand what makes for 
cost effective provision so that providers are both able and 
incentivised to deliver a quality produce that than rely on the 
inappropriate cost cutting measures referred to.  Initial discussions 
particularly with the Gloucestershire Care Providers Association have 
been positive indicating there is much common ground on which to 
base future proposals and ensure we have the workforce we need for 
the future.
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16. Questioner’s name: Cllr Tracy Millard Respondent’s name: Cllr Dorcas Binns

Will the cabinet member responsible for adult social care provide 
councillors with a breakdown of complaints the council has 
received regarding the care by each care provider procured by the 
County Council?

We have this information but as it identifies individual businesses I will 
brief Cllr Millard personally.

17. Questioner’s name: Cllr Barry Kirby Respondent’s name: Cllr Will Windsor-Clive

Will the cabinet member responsible for public transport provide a 
breakdown of the public subsidy that each subsidised bus route in 
Gloucestershire receives?

A table showing GCC subsidised bus services January 2015 was 
distributed via Members Matter in response to actions from Full 
Council 26 November 2014.
 

18. Questioner’s name: Cllr Barry Kirby Respondent’s name: Cllr Will Windsor-Clive

Can the cabinet member explain how he will encourage 
commercial bus operators to engage more effectively with 
communities before they make changes to bus services and how 
confident is he that companies like Stagecoach will actually listen 
to our communities?

We certainly share your frustrations with the notice period that 
commercial operators are required to give us of changes to significant 
services.  We will keep both lobbying them, and regulators, so that 
we’re given as much notice as possible of significant changes so that 
we are able to engage with communities about how the impact of 
changes might be mitigated.

19. Questioner’s name: Cllr Barry Kirby Respondent’s name: Cllr Will Windsor-Clive

Will the cabinet member responsible for the Gloucestershire Fire 
and Rescue Service explain why the £0.575 million Fire Service 
capital grant has been disbanded and can guarantee that the 
county’s Fire and Rescue Service will receive the capital funding 
that it was allocated in the original budget proposal back in 
December?

The Fire Service Capital Grant (FSCG) was superseded by the 
Transformation fund in 2015/16.

The Service has received significant investment (capital) over the 
previous financial years knowing that the ring fenced capital grant 
would be superseded by the TF. The Service has 4 new fire stations 
(PFI) and also new fire engines. The fleet is relatively young and can 
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now sustain a couple of years of non-investment.

The proposal is that there will no longer be a £0.575m capital 
expenditure in 2015/16.

The discussions are now taking place on how the fire and rescue 
service access the wider county council capital expenditure. These 
discussions have not identified conclusions as yet. 

The changes are borne out of the Sir Ken Knight Review. 

Finally, it is not known what the funding mechanisms will look like in 
2016/17 (not sure if the TF will continue or there will be a reversion 
back to the pro-rata capital to fire and rescue authorities).

20. Questioner’s name: Cllr Brian Oosthuysen Respondent’s name: Cllr Paul McLain

Can the cabinet member responsible provide information about the 
support primary schools receive to help assess and support pupils 
with Dyslexia and Dyspraxia in Gloucestershire and can the 
cabinet member tell me how long pupils have to wait before being 
assessed?

The council has an extensive training programme available to schools 
to support them in the identification of individual pupil needs in 
accordance with the new SEN Code of Practice.  Additional guidance 
has been produce by professionals across education, health and care 
services in Gloucestershire and is widely available to schools – with 
updates provided as part of the School Special Educational Needs 
Co-ordinator cluster meetings.

Schools can use their delegated budgets to fund support and also call 
upon the expertise of the Advisory Teaching Service and Educational 
Psychology Service as necessary.

Once a request has been made for statutory assessment of need, the 
council is required to complete this process within a maximum of 6 
weeks.  A decision will then be taken as to the appropriateness of 
issuing an Education, Health and Care Plan, which if agreed, must be 
completed within a maximum of 20 weeks (inclusive).
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21. Questioner’s name: Cllr Brian Oosthuysen Respondent’s name: Cllr Kathy Williams

Can the cabinet member tell me what percentage of deaf students 
in Gloucestershire receive 5 GCSEs (A*to C) and how does this 
compare to the percentage achieved by deaf students nationally?

77.8% of deaf students in Gloucestershire achieve 5 or more GCSEs 
(A* to C), compared to 64% nationally.

22. Questioner’s name: Cllr Brian Oosthuysen Respondent’s name: Cllr Paul McLain

Can the cabinet member tell me what percentage of children social 
work positions remain vacant over the last 5 years?  

No position has been vacant for the last 5 years. I can provide you 
with the vacancy rates for children’s social workers each year for 
2010-2014. These figures reflect an average rate of 8.1% over the 
last 5 years. Coincidentally, this is the same as our current rate.
2010 – 3.9%
2011 – 9.6%
2012 – 6.4%
2013 – 9.8%
2014 –10.5% 
January 2015 – 8.1%

23. Questioner’s name: Cllr Paul McMahon Respondent’s name: Cllr Dorcas Binns

Can the Cabinet member responsible provide me we with a 
breakdown of Meals on Wheels usage in Gloucestershire over the 
last 5 years and will she remind councillors what is the average 
cost per week of using the county’s meals on wheels service?

The number of meals delivered by the RVS in Gloucestershire over 
the last few years is detailed below.  Approximately half of the 
reduction is largely due to the growth in availability of alternatives 
over the same period, most notably Lunch Clubs, with the other half 
related to the reduced use of meals within day centres (itself linked to 
the reduced use of centres as people again access a wider range of 
community based support).

2010/11: 237,710
2011/12: 226,023
2012/13: 216,823
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2013/14: 197,910
2014/15  190,000 (estimate)

Hot meals, which account for some 95% of all meals, cost people 
£3.50 and a frozen meal £2.50.  With the average number of meals 
per week at just over six (although there is great variation as whilst 
the majority have the meal seven days some only have it once or 
twice) this equates to an average cost per user of circa £21 per week. 
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