
MEMBER QUESTIONS 

CABINET MEETING – 21 July 2021

1

Question 1: Cllr Chloe Turner Respondent: Cllr David Gray

Agenda Item 13

Do the council’s ambitions for the Arle Court Transport Hub extend to 
net biodiversity gain? I’d very much hope so, but while the “key 
aspects” at paragraph 6 refer to some decarbonisation aspects of the 
build, they make no mention whatsoever of biodiversity, which is very 
concerning. Reference is made in paragraph 17 to some future 
“further assessments on biodiversity and ecology”, which provides 
little reassurance - can the Cabinet member for the Environment & 
Planning give any indication of what green infrastructure (green and 
blue spaces) is proposed for the site please, in line with the 
Gloucestershire Local Nature Partnership’s “Building with Nature” 
standards (to which the council has pledged)?

The Arle Court Transport Hub scheme is committed to achieving a 
biodiversity net gain, with a target set out for an improvement of 
10%. Work is ongoing to calculate the baseline biodiversity levels for 
the site and highlight specific areas which will add the most value. 
Space within the extents of the site has been allocated for 
biodiversity and ecology improvements. 

As part of the wider M5 Junction 10 scheme, discussions have also 
taken place with the Local Nature Partnership around the 
implementation of biodiversity enhancements. 

Question 2: Cllr Chloe Turner Respondent: Cllr David Gray

Agenda Item 13

Has the embedded carbon cost of the construction at Arle Court 
Transport Hub been calculated, and has it been included in the 
assessment that the “Carbon Emissions Implications” of this scheme 
are “positive”?

The Arle Court Transport Hub scheme aim is to achieve net zero 
carbon from day to day operations and following confirmation of the 
concept design proposals a series of carbon assessments are due 
to take place during the next stage of design. These include building 
regulations assessment, full operational energy and embodied 
carbon calculation and a lifetime carbon assessment.  
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Question 3: Cllr Jeremy Hilton Respondent: Cllr Vernon Smith

Agenda Item 14

Page 161 highlights the project to resurface the north service road of 
Estcourt Road. It’s part of the concrete road renewal programme.

Residents who live on the southern side of Estcourt Road want to 
know when their service road is also going to be resurfaced. 

Can you give me a date?

There are currently no plans to treat this road. We received 
additional funding for the concrete roads package following a 
successful bid. It was not however sufficient to treat all of the 
concrete roads in the County therefore they were all visited and 
priority assessed based on condition and historic defect data.  The 
side that has just been resurfaced was in very poor condition when 
compared to the remaining side.

Question 4: Cllr Jeremy Hilton Respondent: Cllr Mark Hawthorne

Agenda Item 11

Agenda item 11 reports on the launch of a new elected member 
community fund which allocates £40,000 to each county division to be 
spent on community development schemes.

Is it appropriate to be so partisan as to name the fund the same as 
the Gloucestershire Conservative’s 2021 manifesto?

It is for the Cabinet to decide on the names of schemes.

Question 5: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent: Cllr Mark Hawthorne

Agenda Item 11

£265k of the Contain Outbreak Management Fund was sourced from 
the Liberal Democrat budget amendment in February. Can the 

The Containment Outbreak Management Fund is grant funding 
allocated by the Department of Health and Social Security.

As highlighted in the report £13.337 million of the 20/21 allocation 
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Cabinet Member please confirm the remaining total of the Contain 
Outbreak Management Fund, the sources into this fund and when this 
funding was provided?

was unspent so was carried forward to 21/22 and in addition a 
further allocation of £2.974 million has been allocated in 21/22. This 
funding must be spent in line with the detailed grant conditions.  

Question 6: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent: Cllr Mark Hawthorne

Agenda Item 11

£1.06 million is proposed to be used from “unringfenced Covid 
monies”. Can the Cabinet member please confirm the amount of 
unringfenced Covid monies the council has at its disposal, and when 
this funding was received?

As detailed in the report £22.472 million of unringfenced COVID 
Emergency Grant was not used in 20/21 so carried forward into the 
following financial year. In addition, a further allocation of £11.526 
has been made for 21/22.

Question 7: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent: Cllr Mark Hawthorne

Agenda Item 11
You are proposing to take £530k from the “general fund reserves”. 
Can the Cabinet member please confirm where the general reserves 
stood at in February?

The MTFS report that went to Council in February reported a 
General Reserve Fund balance of £18.846 million. Annex 5b of this 
MTFS report detailed a General Reserve risk analysis showing that 
£17.8 million was the prudent level for this reserve – so the General 
Fund Reserve had a surplus of £1m at this date. In addition, a 
further £3.153 million was transferred to this Reserve following 
approval by Cabinet of the Outturn Report on 23rd June.

Therefore, the current General Fund Reserve stands at £21.999 
million well in excess of the amount recommended by the risk 
analysis approved by Council in February 2021. Therefore the 
proposed allocation of £530k from this Reserve is considered to be 
prudent.
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Question 8: Cllr Ben Evans Respondent: Cllr Stephen Davies

Agenda Item 6

As well as reviewing services is there going to be a refocusing of the 
budget towards more preventative work, and if so will preparatory 
work for this be completed and scrutinised well in advance of this time 
next year?

The wider work that will be undertaken as part of Children 
Services Transformation programme will focus on the whole 
prevention and early intervention agenda for Gloucestershire this 
work will include budget profiling and also consideration of what 
services and budgets can be pooled into the Family Hub model to 
provide a more preventative model of Early Help across 
Gloucestershire for children and their families. 

Question 9: Cllr Ben Evans Respondent: Cllr Stephen Davies

Agenda Item 7

When was the first contract with Prospects signed, and what was the 
original expected contract length?

The first contract with Prospects commenced on 3rd April 2013 for an 
expected contract length of 7 years.  

Question 10: Cllr Ben Evans Respondent: Cllr Stephen Davies

Agenda Item 7

How many times has the existing contract with Prospects been 
extended without a competitive retendering process?

The existing Prospects contract has been extended on two previous 
occasion without competitive retendering;

i) The contract was varied for one year from April 2020 to 
March 2021 to allow time for a redesign of Youth support and 
wrap-around services.

ii) A further 12 month direct contract award was agreed by 
Cabinet from April 2021 to March 2022 in direct response to 
changes in priorities for young people enforced by the COVID 
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pandemic.

Question 11: Cllr Alex Hegenbarth Respondent: Cllr David Gray

Agenda Item 13

What standard of EV charging is envisaged at Arle Court. Will it 
enable fast charging so that, for example, short-stay visitors can 
expect a fully recharged car upon their return?

The electric vehicle charging strategy for Arle Court has initially 
proposed the use of 7kW Fast Chargers. The proposal aligns with 
the narrative that most people using the Transport Hub will park for 
a significant proportion of the day and therefore the use of more 
powerful super-fast chargers would not represent most efficient use 
of the technology. It is worth noting that 7kW chargers allow for a 
significantly greater number of charging spaces to be provided when 
compared to more powerful options when using the same electricity 
grid supply. The 0-100% charge time for a 7kW charger is 9.5 hrs 
and so the majority of users parking at the site will receive a 
significant charge. 

Question 12: Cllr Alex Hegenbarth Respondent: Cllr David Gray

Agenda Item 13

What studies have been carried out to assess the number of active 
travellers that will make use of the site?

An active travel demand forecasting assessment has been 
completed for the site. This included a review of previous and 
emerging studies, best practice guidance and produced demand 
estimates for both walking and cycling. The outcomes of the study 
have been used to develop the scope of proposals for active travel 
users of the site. 
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Question 13: Cllr Alex Hegenbarth Respondent: Cllr David Gray

Agenda Item 13

Can the Cabinet Member please define what “enhanced storage” of 
active vehicles would look like?  Would any time-limits or charges be 
imposed on access to these storage options?

The current proposals include a cycle hub with a range of cycle 
parking and storage options to accommodate a range of user types. 
The aim is to provide suitable secure parking for both “first mile” and 
“last mile” users as per the recommendations of the Active Travel 
Study. The proposals include a varied mix of proprietary hoops, 
shelters, lockers and Cycle Hub provision required to attract different 
user groups.  Any charging or time limiting models are yet to be 
finalised. 

Question 14: Cllr Alex Hegenbarth Respondent: Cllr David Gray

Agenda Item 13

The report references the sustainability credentials in design and 
construction, but only provides examples of sustainability in operation.  
What materials are being considered to minimise the emissions from 
the construction phase, and what will be done to ensure any 
unavoidable emissions are offset so that the construction is carbon 
neutral?

Offsetting embodied carbon in the construction is challenging for 
even the most energy efficient buildings. We are actively reviewing 
the materials used in construction to identify ways of reducing 
embedded carbon emissions and considering how materials could 
be reused at the end of life. Unlike most developments this site is 
being developed with the explicit aim of reducing third party 
greenhouse gas emissions by encouraging people to switch from 
cars to public transport for trips into Cheltenham and Gloucester and 
also for longer distance journeys by coach.

Question 15: Cllr Alex Hegenbarth Respondent: Cllr David Gray

Agenda Item 13

The report references the use of photovoltaic cells to charge electric 

The electric vehicle strategy will look to utilise as much of the energy 
generated on site as possible, with early design estimates 
suggesting up to half of the initial allocation of EV spaces could be 
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vehicles.  How many cars could realistically be charged by the 
envisaged photovoltaic cells planned?

powered by a full array of photovoltaic cells in favourable conditions.

Question 16: Cllr Alex Hegenbarth Respondent: Cllr David Gray

Agenda Item 13

Will Environment Scrutiny be fully briefed on the plans prior to the 
submission of the planning application so that councillors can input 
into the design?

The Arle Court Transport Hub team have undertaken a period of key 
stakeholder engagement to harness the views of a range of 
stakeholders which has been used to influence the concept design 
progressed to date. Commencing in January 2021, over 25 
stakeholder groups were engaged including the Business and 
Business Groups, Disability, Environmental, Travel and Transport 
Interest Groups and Local Authority / Government Groups. This 
included a scheme briefing issued to MPs and GCC and CBC 
members providing an overview of the scheme and opportunity for 
comment. Targeted engagement has also taken place with 
members of the public who live adjacent to the site. Further targeted 
engagement will take place in advance of the planning application 
submission. 

Question 17: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent: Cllr David Gray

Agenda Item 13

100 EV chargers are anticipated in the first tranche of building works, 
with the potential for a further 50 should the demand be there.  In 
advance of the additional EV chargers being installed at Arle Court, 
will GCC ensure that EV chargers are installed in areas with 
immediate demand, such as in Chedworth within my division?

We are happy to consider the potential for EV charging at other 
locations in the county where this can help residents who do not 
have off road parking and charging facilities. Please email us at 
electricvehicles@gloucestershire.gov.uk with more details and a 
member of staff will get in touch.

mailto:electricvehicles@gloucestershire.gov.uk
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Question 18: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent: Cllr David Gray

Agenda Item 13

Will the existing EV charging points in Arle Court be repurposed on 
site or, if not, can local councillors and communities bid for these to 
be relocated to suitable sites?

The technologies have moved on since these were installed so the 
chargers will need to be inspected before a decision can be taken. 
Ideally they can be reused in which case we would explore doing 
this.

Question 19: Cllr John Bloxsom Respondent: Cllr Stephen Davies

Agenda Item 5

Will the proposed commissioning strategy take into account market 
capacity amongst providers of these services and the need, referred 
to in the report, for the size and timing of the services purchased 
under the framework to be sufficient to enable providers to recruit and 
retain staff?

Our intentions is to respond to market capacity by ;

a) Developing a timetable that allows for successful bidders to 
recruit and train staff in time for the ending of the current 
direct provision contracts by 31 March 2022. This will require 
the new contracts to be let by 31 Dec at the latest.

b) dividing services into ‘Lots’, either by service type or by 
locality in order to enable providers to consider the most 
appropriate contracts to bid for.  

Question 20: Cllr John Bloxsom Respondent: Cllr Stephen Davies

Agenda Item 6

Will the commissioning work undertaken during the period of the 
proposed extension include a process of market testing and 
consideration of the merits of market development to bring other 
potential providers forward, including assessment of the option of 

Market testing and market development events are planned to take 
place later in the year and will consider offering advice on 
consortium bids to offer smaller organisations to come together to 
bid for lots. 3 lots will be offered to allow for a mixed economy of 
providers to bid. Consideration for an in-house provision will be 
explored through the transformation agenda. 
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provision becoming in house by GCC?

Question 21: Cllr John Bloxsom Respondent: Cllr Stephen Davies

Agenda Item 7

Will the commissioning work undertaken during the period of the 
proposed extension include market testing and assessment of the 
option of provision becoming in house by GCC?

The Commissioning work undertaken will include market testing and 
provide Members with an option of provision coming in-house as 
part of the range of possible options.

Question 22: Cllr John Bloxsom Respondent: Cllr Stephen Davies

Agenda Item 7

What action is being taken in response to the recommendation of the 
Youth Strategy Task Group that there be, as a minimum, one full time 
qualified youth worker, supported by at least five part-time workers, in 
each district to enhance outreach and street-based youth work?

The recommendations of the Youth Strategy Task Group remain at 
the forefront of the proposed Youth support restructure. Children’s 
commissioned an independent Youth agency to model street-based 
outreach youth work across County. The findings and 
recommendations of the ensuing report will contribute to the Youth 
support remodelling options paper presented to Cabinet in due 
course.

Similarly the recommendation of one full time qualified youth worker, 
supported by at least five part-time workers in each district will be 
given due consideration within the options paper; by placing greater 
emphasis on the merits of peripatetic youth work, thereby ensuring 
that young people in more remote communities receive acceptable 
 levels of youth support.
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Question 23: Cllr John Bloxsom Respondent: Cllr Stephen Davies

Agenda Item 8

Given the risks of social isolation from education, family and friends 
caused by placements out of county why are 77% of placements 
outside Gloucestershire and will the commissioning strategy ensure 
that in the future young people are enabled to remain within or close 
to Gloucestershire?

The whole reason for the paper is to provide provision locally either 
in Gloucestershire or neighbouring authorities, to enable any new 
placements to be local and also offer some of our young people 
placed away at a distance the opportunity to return home to 
Gloucestershire. 

Question 24: Cllr John Bloxsom Respondent: Cllr Stephen Davies

Agenda Item 8

The report confirms that Gloucestershire has ceased to maintain its 
own in-house, non-disability related residential provision, thereby 
becoming dependent on private providers that seek to maximise 
profitability and fails to meet need sufficiently. Will the option of in-
house provision and non for profit providers be considered?

Gloucestershire’s model is to work in partnership with the market, 
where we encourage not for profit providers to develop the provision 
that our children and young people need. 

Question 25: Cllr John Bloxsom Respondent: Cllr Kathy Williams

Agenda Item 10

Is consideration being given to the need for more bed spaces, in 
particular to support those with more complex needs, who are 
reported to be going out of county as it can be virtually impossible to 
find suitable spaces within Gloucestershire?

The Local Partnership Board considered a range of support options 
when making its recommendations for investment of the MHCLG 
Grant; some of these are included in the initial investment options 
and others are longer term options which require more scoping and 
engagement with partners than was possible in the timeframe.



MEMBER QUESTIONS 

CABINET MEETING – 21 July 2021

11

Within the recommendations there is funding identified for the 
districts to commission an additional 12 places of safety. This would 
build on the success of our current places of safety, which provides 
self contained temporary accommodation for victims of domestic 
abuse. As the accommodation is self contained it is accessible to a 
wider range of victims including; some complex needs, male victims, 
larger families, victims with teenage sons and pets.

We have also recommended funding for 8 units of dispersed refuge 
accommodation.  There are currently none of these in the county but 
they are safe (secure and dedicated to supporting victims of 
domestic abuse), shared units of accommodation (2 units of four 
with separate bedrooms and ensuite bathrooms but shared living 
and kitchen areas) with specialist domestic abuse support provided.  
These units may be more suitable for victims who are unable to stay 
in a refuge and could include victims with more complex needs. 

The conditions of the MHCLG Grant do not allow us to use the 
funding to develop accommodation, only the support in 
accommodation (which has to be domestic abuse specific).  We are 
dependent on providers and registered social landlords to bring 
forward any development of new units of accommodation.  There 
does not appear to be a surplus of accommodation in 
Gloucestershire that could be rebadged as DA at the moment. Work 
would be needed to seek investment for capital expenditure in the 
longer term i.e. Homes England which requires a multi agency 
approach probably led by the districts working with housing 
providers.

A longer term option which will be considered after we have the 
recommendations from our needs assessment (as part of the whole 
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county’s approach to addressing complex needs) is the Housing 
First, or Housing Led model which may be appropriate for domestic 
abuse victims with complex needs (including mental health and 
substance misuse) who DA services have previously found difficult 
to engage. These clients may be more difficult to place in traditional 
refuge placements and may find a dispersed refuge or place of 
safety offer difficult to manage. High intensity support would be 
provided to secure a long term tenancy, while noting that the model 
does not require the client to engage with support. A multi agency 
wrap-around flexible, responsive support package would be 
provided to adjust to the specific needs of victims over time, while 
ensuring that they have the security of their own accommodation 
which continues even after the need for support ends. Housing 
would typically be offered through social landlords so that there is an 
offer of permanent housing, and an affordable rent. This approach 
does require having providers who are willing to deliver to this model 
and would be jointly commissioned.  It was felt that this option is 
something to be considered in the longer term once the DA needs 
assessment and strategy have been completed.

The draft Domestic Abuse Statutory Guidance for Local Authorities  
includes a requirement to clearly detail within our strategy how we 
will ensure appropriate support is available should a victim present 
with complex needs in our area.  They also note that where there 
are low levels of individuals with complex needs, this could include 
working collaboratively with neighbouring authorities to agree a joint 
approach, for example by pooling funding to commission support 
services which covers a wider geographic print than a standalone 
Tier One authority area.

The multi-agency LPB is committed to working together to identify 
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solutions to meet the needs of all victims/survivors of domestic 
abuse in our county including those who experience multiple 
disadvantage.

Question 26: Cllr John Bloxsom Respondent: Cllr Mark Hawthorne

Agenda Item 11

Can the Cabinet Member provide an assurance that the 
arrangements for awarding these grants will ensure proper probity, 
transparency and openness in order that no scheme in which an 
elected member has a pecuniary interest shall receive assistance?

Yes.


