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GLOUCESTERSHIRE ECONOMIC GROWTH SCRUTINY 
COMMITTEE

MINUTES of a meeting of the Gloucestershire Economic Growth Scrutiny Committee held 
on Wednesday 20 November 2019 at the Cabinet Suite - Shire Hall, Gloucester.

PRESENT:
Cllr Brian Robinson
Cllr Matt Babbage
Cllr Kevin Cromwell 
(Chairman)
Cllr Stephen Davies
Cllr Ben Evans
Cllr Kate Haigh (Vice-
Chairman)

Cllr Klara Sudbury
Cllr Paul McCloskey
Cllr Sajid Patel
Cllr John Murphy
Cllr Gina Blomefield

Substitutes: Cllr Thom Forester

Officers in attendance: Mike Dawson, Claire Edwards, Sophie Benfield, Simon Excell, 
Angela Presdee and Mally Findlater

Apologies: Cllr Nicky Packer, Cllr Jim Dewey, David Owen, Pete Carr and 
Colin Chick

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

No declarations of interest were made.

3. MINUTES 

The minutes of the meetings held on both 4 September 2019 and 18 September 
2019 were approved and signed by the Chair.

8. WORK PLAN 

8.1 The Chair requested, inline with the Council’s recent Scrutiny Review, that 
the work plan item to be considered first going forward.

8.2 Members confirmed the items as previously planned for the first two 
meetings in 2020.

8.3 On requesting any further items for considered, a member questioned 
whether there would be a second scrutiny item on the Local Transport Plan 
post its public consultation. Officers advised they were due to take an update 
to Cabinet on 20th December which they will share with this Committee. If 
there are significant questions after this, a further item can be considered.

ACTION: SIMON EXCELL
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5. MOBILE CONNECTIVITY 

5.1 The Chair requested to take item 5 first and invited Hamish Macleod, 
Director of Mobile UK, to present this item covering the 5G and 4G 
programmes and what localities can do to support the mobile network.  
Mobile UK is the trade association for 4 of the UK’s mobile network operators 
- EE, O2, Three and Vodafone. 

5G

5.2 The Committee heard that there are currently 90 million mobile connections 
in the UK and following the launch of 4G in 2012, 90% of the traffic on the 
network was now data as opposed to voice. 

5.3 Referencing the topic of health issues relating to 5G, Members were shown 
a picture of an Electro Magnetic Spectrum which highlighted the difference in 
frequency of mobile phone signals compared to visible light. 

5.4 It was advised that mobile frequencies were governed by the International 
Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) Guidelines 
which provided scientific advice and guidance for the design and use of 
mobile phone masts and Wi-Fi, for example.

5.5 These guidelines were currently going through a refresh process with a new 
version due in 2020.

5.6 Members were shown a screenshot images from a BBC news channel 
programme ‘Click’ which looked into the health effects of 5G. Slides 4 and 5 
showed two different frequency readings at a 30cm distance to a 3m 
distance away from the transmitter. The probe showed a significant drop in 
frequency levels from 551.6% to 6.23% the further away the probe was from 
the transmitter. A further decrease was shown in slide 6.

5.7 It was informed that the 5G connection had much higher data rates and 
capacity on the network, which had been struggling since the significant 
increase in traffic from 2012. It also had Lower Latency (reaction times), 
which could support specialised and mission critical applications and would 
have a significant innovative impact.

5.8 Members heard that West Midlands ambulance have already installed 5G in 
their vehicles allowing doctors to already begin treatment on patients on their 
way to hospital.

5.9 The Department for Digital, Culture, Media & Sport set up a number of 
‘Testbeds’ in 2017 in a range of geographic areas to explore the benefits and 
challenges of deploying 5G. Linking to Gloucestershire, it was reassured that 
a number of these ‘Testbeds’ were in rural areas.
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4G

5.10 As previously noted, 4G was still being rolled out in some areas. The 
Committee heard that in October, a joint enterprise was announced with the 
Government called the Shared Rural Network (SRN). This made £1 billion 
available to address issues faced in rural areas by poor mobile phone 
coverage. 

5.11 It was expected to bring a significant improvement of 4G access and take 
coverage of all 4 providers (o2, Three, EE and Vodafone) to 95% by 2025. 
This would be achieved by opening up and sharing existing masts and 
infrastructure between the providers. 

5.12 It was explained that all parties reacted well to the announcement and it on 
track to be up and running post the 2019 general election.

Local authority support

5.13 Members heard that the best way for local authorities to help with the 
development of successful mobile networks is to show it as a significant 
importance in policy, assets and planning.

5.14 In 2015, the electronics communication code was reformed to allow mobile 
phone operators an equal footing with power/water companies on installing 
and maintaining apparatus on public and private land. Operators currently 
spend about £300 million per year on site rent.

5.15 It was therefore important that all sectors within local authorities e.g. 
economic growth/property services provide access to their sites at ‘code 
value’.

5.16 Members were advised that planning applications were often more difficult 
for mobile phone infrastructure, there had been a request made to 
Government by the industry to relook at the planning legislation as it was 
currently easier to build new than enhance existing.

Member questions

5.17 A member questions the timescale for the 5G roll out. It was advised that the 
4G and 5G roll out was happening in tandem. Where the 4G was already 
available, the 5G upgrade would be overlaid on the existing infrastructure. As 
5G technology had yet to be certified by Ofcom, the timescale for wider roll 
out of investment across the UK was dependent on this and also on an 
area’s existing connectivity.

5.18 It was highlighted that where it stated 95% coverage on 5G, it tended to be 
that the remaining 5% was concentrated in one particular area. This was 
something the rural areas in Gloucestershire have experienced with digital 
connectivity. The Committee requested that Mobile UK fed back coverage 
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data for Gloucestershire. This information would be provided by Mobile UK 
when avaliable.

ACTION MOBILE UK/ANGELA PRESDEE

5.19 Comparing the difference between fibre and 5G, members were advised that 
due to its reliance on radio frequency, 5G does have restricted capacity 
where as fibre doesn’t. It was informed however that 5G would still have its 
place and was a viable alternative for areas who struggle to access a fibre 
connection. This was questioned by a member who explained that the 5G 
network uses fibre optic cables for data-transfer - and therefore, 5G could 
offer no improvements in terms of speed, over what was provided by direct 
fibre.

5.20 A member noted that there were still some areas that struggle to get 3G 
coverage or any service at all. It was advised that sometimes it was capacity 
issues rather than coverage but this was something the SRN would address. 

5.21 It was advised that the Government’s previous mobile network coverage 
scheme launched in 2011 (the Mobile Infrastructure Project) only pledged 
£150 million, as the SRN would have £1 billion, providers were confident 
there would be a significant improvement for these areas.

5.22 A member questioned whether the upgrade to 5G would have an effect on 
the energy demand on the system, and whether this was moving network 
providers in the right direction in terms of carbon neutrality. The Mobile UK 
representative agreed to provide a response to the Committee.

ACTION MOBILE UK/ANGELA PRESDEE

5.23 A member questioned what the envisaged timeline was for 6G becoming 
available. The Committee were informed that it is currently not confirmed 
whether 6G would be developed or whether there would just be continual 
evolution of 5G versions.

5.24 A member raised a concern about statements made regarding the health 
effects of 5G stating that the current ICNIRP guidelines relied on by Public 
Health were at present subject to scrutiny by scientists, academics and 
medical professionals. A member said that the safety guidelines were based 
primarily on research conducted in the late 1990’s and were determined 
solely on the ability of electromagnetic radiation to directly heat flesh, 
whereas there was now evidence which showed biological and health 
impacts at non-thermal levels as well.

5.25 In addition, a member highlighted that where 4G used a form of 
electromagnetic radiation, power levels would drop off exponentially the 
further it travelled away from the source, 5G transmitters however, used a 
‘phased array’ antenna allowing a far greater power-level to be transferred 
over a distance.
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5.26 It was suggested that the scrutiny committee seek independent scientific and 
medical advice on this issue, and not rely solely on industry representations, 
making reference to the earlier discussions within the Joint Committee 
regarding a co-dependent relationship between public health and economic 
growth. The Chair advised that looking at the health implications of 5G would 
not be within this Scrutiny Committees remit.

4. GLOUCESTERSHIRE ECONOMIC GROWTH JOINT COMMITTEE (GEGJC) 
UPDATE 

4.1 The Chair invited Cllr Patrick Molyneux as Chair of the Joint Economic 
Growth Committee to give members an update on the mornings meeting.

(Papers for the meeting can be viewed at the following link: 
http://glostext.gloucestershire.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=725&MId=
9096&Ver=4)

4.2 For the meetings first section, the Committee heard a summary of four 
presentations that were received as follows:

Fastershire Broadband Programme
 The Joint Committee had received an update on the programme delivery 

to date, and were advised that a revision of the current strategy to 2022 
would be brought to Cabinet in December for approval. This would 
include a new stage 5 procurement approach.

 It highlighted the up to date statistics and percentages of coverage from 
fibre to premise per district area, as well as highlighting those areas that 
still need to be enabled with faster broadband coverage.

 For the revised 2019-2022 strategy delivery plans, it was advised that it 
will focus on a more flexible approach of delivering solutions for those 
properties in rural areas that have no enabled.

Public Health Annual Report
 Linking public health to economic growth and the future of the county.
 Highlighting the ‘health and wealth cycle’; which suggested that being in 

good employment was good for health and what is good for health, is 
also good for business.

 Understanding health inequalities in the county and the need to work 
towards inclusive growth.

Local Nature Partnership Infrastructure Policy Pledge
 The Gloucestershire Local Nature Partnership has already created a 

Nature Recovery Network map which is a habitat connectivity and 
biodiversity map

http://glostext.gloucestershire.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=725&MId=9096&Ver=4
http://glostext.gloucestershire.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=725&MId=9096&Ver=4
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 The next stage would be to add data on ecosystem services and 
economic data to create a Natural Capital Baseline Map to identify the 
environmental constraints and opportunities in relation to growth side by 
side.

 This map would act as a robust, integrated evidence base for planners, 
enabling better, quicker decision making about proposed developments 
and strategic allocations. 

 The Committee heard this is another example of Gloucestershire being 
on the forefront of environmental issues.

Cyber Central Update
 This covered aspirations for the site going forward, the project needs to 

create an evidence of what it will deliver for the county and its economy.
 It is a project that fits well with the aspirations of Gloucestershire as a 

whole and the Local Industrial Strategy being produced by the GFirst 
LEP.

4.3 Members were informed that there had been two requests for funding 
approved from the Business Rates Pool which were; the Rail Investment 
Strategy and Cyber Central Project. The Joint Committee had agreed to 
defer the funding decision for both the City Region Board and the Natural 
Capital Mapping pending further information. An additional meeting would be 
arranged in January 2020, to consider these requests, as well as to consider 
agenda item’s 9 and 10 which were deferred due to time constraints.

4.4 Members of the Scrutiny Committee expressed their concern on issues they 
observed at the Joint Committee meeting that morning. Members highlighted 
that that there were people leaving the meeting before decisions had been 
made, additional items being added that weren’t on the agenda, 
inadequate/unavailable reports and confusion over who was proposing 
items. 

4.5 Members requested an update on actions taken to address this at the next 
meeting and that all papers are made available beforehand on both the Joint 
and Scrutiny Committee agendas. It was stressed that members are unable 
to properly scrutinise items when there were no papers available in advance.

ACTION: DEMOCRATIC SERVICES

4.6 In response, Cllr Molyneux fully accepted the observations and advised the 
Committee will be taking steps to formalise the process going forward. 

4.7 A member sought clarity of the decision making accountability for the district 
representatives to their own district Councils. It was advised district councils 
are required to appoint a representative to the Joint Committee who has the 
authority to make the decisions required.
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4.8 There was a discussion how the natural habitat mapping would be used 
once completed. It was advised that this project would be used to inform best 
decision for planning etc. going forward. Knowledge such as this would 
become increasingly important due to the climate emergency. It was also 
confirmed that the only potential to be explored in terms of monetising this 
project could be selling the information once the map is completed. There 
will be no plans to sell the natural habitats themselves. 

4.9 Referring to the Public Health report, a member requested that the Scrutiny 
Committee look into a piece of work to understand why the social mobility 
index gap is so wide between Stroud and other parts of the County.

ACTION: DEMOCRATIC SERVICES

6. GFIRST LEP - INVESTMENT PORTFOLIO 

6.1 The Chair invited Mally Findlater, Programme Manager at the GFirst LEP, to 
present the report on the Investment Portfolio.

6.2 The report was taken as read and the Committee were informed that it 
represented an early part of the process in anticipation for further clarity from 
government on the criteria and funding opportunities. It was a fairly uncertain 
picture from central government at the moment.

6.3 A member questioned the phrase ‘investment portfolio’ and whether it should 
be a ‘funding portfolio’ instead. In response it was advised that the LEP 
would only agree 3rd party funding if the project on offer would have an 
investment back into the county and therefore they saw ‘investment portfolio’ 
as better suited.

6.4 There was a discussion on timing for the Scrutiny Committee to be involved 
in the next funding allocation process. It was reiterated at this time, the 
picture is unclear, the criteria for projects has not been confirmed from 
Government and it is not known when this will happen. It was advised that it 
is not the Committee’s role to take part in the selection of projects but they 
request an opportunity to scrutinise what projects are eventually selected 
and the merits of that selection.

6.5 The Chair informed the Committee that following the previous meeting’s 
action, they are working with the LEP offline to understand how the 
Committee can improved its scrutiny. 

6.6 A member questioned where the funding for the LEP is drawn from within 
Government. Reiterating that the LEP are still unclear on the criteria for the 
next funding round, it was advised that it is usually drawn from Capital. It is 
envisaged that funds may be drawn from the UK Shared Prosperity Fund to 
replace the EU funding received currently.
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6.7 It was noted by a member that a lot of power lies in the first stage of project 
selection, effectively being the ‘gatekeepers’ of the project pipeline and relies 
on the discretion of a very small group of people. It was questioned whether 
this is a satisfactory way to being the selection process.

6.8 It was advised that the main decision made at this stage is removing projects 
that are not within the LEPs remit. In this circumstance, the LEP will send 
project proposals to the most appropriate area e.g. local district councils. 

6.9 In addition, this is the stage where the LEP may ask advice where there may 
be a wider strategy that needs looking into instead of them funding one 
individual project. The example given is if they had five separate cycling 
scheme projects, it would seek a view from Gloucestershire County Council 
on its cycling strategy and what would help the most.

7. GLOUCESTERSHIRE VISION 2050 UPDATE 

7.1 The Chair invited Mike Dawson, Chief Executive of Tewkesbury Borough 
Council, to present the item on Gloucestershire Vision 2050.

7.2 Members were reminded that they had requested an update in May of this 
year which is shown at Appendix 1.

7.3 It was advised that Leadership Gloucestershire have approved the Terms of 
Reference for the three boards established under the concordat (as shown in 
Appendix 2). Two boards have had their initial meetings but the Rural 
Ambitions Board is yet to meet.

7.4 The City Region Board submitted a request for funding to the Joint 
Committee that morning which was deferred pending further information.

7.5 A member questioned Publica’s role in this piece of work. It was advised that 
as a provider of resources jointly owned by the local authorities, it would be a 
decision for the individual authorities to decide their membership on the 
boards.

7.6 There was a question on the financial support for the boards. The Committee 
heard that the source for supporting the boards is yet to be determined. 
Given the size and importance of these projects, each will need to be 
properly supported and not just rely on the existing resource to expand its 
workload. 

7.7 As previously mentioned, one of the boards had submitted a funding request 
to the Economic Growth Joint Committee which is currently viewed as the 
most appropriate source at the moment.

7.8 There was a discussion about how the Committee will properly scrutinise the 
work of the boards, especially in relation to their environmental 
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impacts/policies. It was reiterated that it is still early days for the boards at 
the moment and the detail is still being developed.

7.9 It was noted that none of the boards are decision making bodies, their 
visions will steer and drive work within the county but decisions will remain 
with the appropriate bodies as they currently stand. 

7.10 Members were reassured that Economic Growth would be the Committee 
best placed to scrutinise the vision, work and finances of the boards once 
they were up and running. Members were especially keen to understand the 
funding process for work of the boards in advance to allow effective scrutiny. 
It was stressed that the democratic accountability of Vision 2050 is left 
behind.

7.11 The Chair requested that going forward, officers keep the Committee up to 
date with regular briefings on the Vision 2050 work. It was noted that Mike 
Dawson was only one of the lead officers involved with the boards and going 
forward, all lead officers should be involved with scrutiny updates.

ACTION: MIKE DAWSON/DEMOCRATIC SERVICES

CHAIR

Meeting concluded at 15:55


