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COUNTY COUNCIL – 8 September 2021
PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

1. Questioner’s name: Alick Miskin Respondent’s name: Cllr Vernon Smith

How many 20mph limits/zones were introduced between 2009 and 
2013 and where were they in Gloucestershire?

How many 20mph limits/zones were introduced between 2013 and 
2017 and where were they in Gloucestershire?

How many 20mph limits/zones were introduced between 2017 and 
2021 and where were they in Gloucestershire?

How many 20mph limits/zones were introduced in the Stroud District 
and where were they, between 2017 and 2021?

How many of the 20mph limits/zones, introduced between 2017 and 
2021 (when its Think Travel Policy, 'designed to help people consider 

There were five 20mph limits introduced in this timeframe, for 
roads in Cirencester, Rodborough/Minchinhampton, Painswick, 
Stroud and Gloucester City.

During the same period one 20mph zone was introduced for 
several roads in Lydney

There were eight 20mph limits introduced in this timeframe, for 
roads in Innsworth/Churchdown, Bisley, Southrop, Blockley, 
Stroud, Cirencester, Gloucester, and  Bourton on the Water. 

During the same period two 20mph zones were introduced for 
several roads in Randwick, Whiteshill, Ruscombe, Rodborough 
and  Minchinhampton.

Three 20mph limits were introduced in this timeframe, they 
include various roads in Stow on the Wold, Moreton in Marsh and 
Longborough.

In this period none were introduced in Stroud District.

20mph limits are an important tool to help deliver safer roads but 
can be used to deliver a range of broader objectives including 
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their travel choices and encourage use of more sustainable modes of 
transport', had been running for 2 years) were focused on 
encouraging Active Travel and 'behavioural change' in its residents, 
rather than the perceived economic benefits of tourism and safer 
shopping?

supporting economic regeneration and place making. Maintaining 
the viability of rural villages can help to maintain local businesses, 
employment and reduce the need for longer distance car travel. 

2. Questioner’s name: Claudia Williams Respondent’s name: Cllr David Gray

What action has been taken in relation to each of the 
Recommendations made by the Scrutiny Task Group in their 
November 2020 report on single use plastics 
https://glostext.gloucestershire.gov.uk/documents/s67610/FINAL%20
report.pdf?

The Scrutiny Task Group on Single-Use Plastics made a number 
of recommendations within its Nov 20 report. An update on 
progress against each of the actions follows:

1. The waste management team, supported by the 
communications service held a “Clear on Plastics” 
communications campaign in March/April 21. This was 
delivered jointly with district councils through the 
Gloucestershire Resources and Waste Partnership 
(GRWP) and included information for residents on how to 
reduce and recycling plastics, and outlined the importance 
of doing so.

2. Within GCC’s maintained schools the policy is that food is 
no longer served in SUP containers.  Clingfilm is no longer 
used in school kitchens.  Children also pre-order their food 
in advance to reduce food waste. Any food waste is sent 
for recycling to produce energy.

3. An update on progress on the procurement toolkit is 
scheduled for the next meeting of the Corporate Overview 
and Scrutiny Committee.

4. Information on compostable packaging was added to the 
Gloucestershire Recycles website as part of the “Clear on 
Plastics” campaign.

5. AMPS provided a briefing at the following meeting on 16 
January 2020

https://glostext.gloucestershire.gov.uk/documents/s67610/FINAL%20report.pdf
https://glostext.gloucestershire.gov.uk/documents/s67610/FINAL%20report.pdf
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The Task Group has presumably been dissolved after making its 
recommendations, but clearly the issues around single use plastics 
remain (and have worsened with the pandemic) - what is the council's 
plan to help reduce the use of disposable plastic across the county 
from this point on? Who will be taking the work forward in the 
council?

6.   An annual communications plan has been developed with 
partners within the GRWP, which includes the promotion of 
waste reduction messages at key holiday dates throughout 
the year (this includes plastics as well as other commonly 
generated wastes).

7.   The action to set up a competition for the best SUP 
reducing initiatives has not yet been taken forward, but will 
be considered as part of our waste reduction campaign 
planning for 2021/22.

The council remains committed to working with district council 
partners through the Gloucestershire Resources and Waste 
Partnership on this issue. The partnership has committed to 
developing and delivering an annual communications plan that 
encourages residents to reduce, reuse and recycle as much as 
they can. The council’s waste management team continues to 
lead on this work. 

AMPs continues to work with its suppliers and contractors to 
remove single use plastics from use in its cleaning and catering 
contracts. A requirement has been included in all future contract 
tenders to reflect this and is subsequently monitored by GCC 
staff. Ongoing dialogue with the rural/farming community is 
underway in order to reduce single use plastics on the GCC farm 
estate.

Ongoing dialogue with the rural/farming community is underway 
in order to reduce single use plastics on the GCC farm estate.
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3. Questioner’s name: Jane Robertson Respondent’s name: Cllr David Gray

In a recent enquiry by Wild Justice, 43 local authorities were asked 
about their use of glyphosphates, their policies on pesticide reduction 
and the instructions they give to contractors. All LAs act under the 
same regulatory framework but compliance with the regulations, and 
practice on the ground differ enormously between LAs. Some 
authorities have moved very strongly away from use of glyphophates 
and have outstanding examples of good practice – Glastonbury and 
Frome, along with others, were given as examples. Other LAs are in 
the process are making changes.
I wonder what Gloucestershire CC position is on the use of 
glyphosphates? Is a significant reduction in pesticide use and 
improving practice on the ground being actively investigated or have 
changes already been made?  

We have actively moved away from the use of glyphosates and 
have identified an alternative product for weed control of noxious 
weeds (knotweed, giant hogweed etc.) which will eliminate the 
use of glyphosates.

4. Questioner’s name: Caroline Sherwood Respondent’s name: Cllr David Gray

Both Gloucestershire County Council and Cheltenham Borough 
Council have passed climate emergency motions. Cheltenham 
Borough Council is also committed to making Cheltenham ‘net zero’ 
by 2030. Does the county council recognise that this ‘net zero’ target 
requires there to be zero transport emissions in Cheltenham by 
2030? If so, will you work urgently with Cheltenham Borough Council 
towards making Cheltenham a zero transport emissions zone by 
2030? 

Cheltenham Borough Council didn’t engage with us before setting 
their target of 2030.

The county council recognises the importance of the public sector 
working together to tackle critical issues such as climate change. 
This is why we were instrumental in proposing and jointly funding 
the appointment of a countywide climate change coordinator to 
help achieve this.

This year we have also commissioned Atkins to benchmark our 
transport generated carbon emissions. The second phase of this 
project, which is underway, will inform decisions on setting a 
trajectory for reaching net zero by 2045. This is our target for 
Gloucestershire and a date adopted by many other members of 
the UK100 Countryside Council Network.
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5. Questioner’s name: Caroline Sherwood Respondent’s name: Cllr Vernon Smith

In light of the need to encourage people away from private transport 
and encourage active travel by making cycling safer (the way to do 
that being through segregated cycleways and a network), if CBC 
produced a design for a segregated cycle way, would you work with 
them to implement this urgently?

We strongly encourage Cheltenham Borough Council to engage 
with county officers in the development of the Local Cycling and 
Walking Infrastructure Plan. The government has made it clear in 
Gear Change and in LTN 1/20, two recent publications on cycling 
strategy and network design, that major new investment in cycle 
infrastructure proposals must be included in the LCWIP to stand 
any chance of securing funding.

6. Questioner’s name: Paul Barker Respondent’s name: Cllr Lynden Stowe

The council agreed that land on Paygrove Lane would not be built on. 
two documents obtained from Gloucestershire Archives state that the 
council would not build on them following the school closure.

I would ask for the council to immediately stop the sale and honour 
their agreement with the community not to build on this land.

The documents referred to are 33 and 35 years old and are 
minutes of a governors meeting held about the possible closure of 
the secondary school that used to occupy this site and a 
Headteacher’s report. In the final Headteacher’s report prior to the 
school closing he reported that this land would remain to serve 
the new junior school. This has not been required as the school 
has significantly more playing field land that it needs or could ever 
use. This land has been unused for many years now and on 11th 
September 2013 the Council declared the land surplus to its 
requirements and agreed to its sale.

7. Questioner’s name: Chas Townley Respondent’s name: Cllr Vernon Smith

I applied to add a public right of way to the Definitive Map on 26 April 
2008 [file reference :573/11/214(9)], which was determined on 18 
July 2016 to be added as a footpath, resulting in a Definitive Map 
Modification Order being made on 12 October 2016; As an objected 
order can the Cabinet Member advise, what is the current target date 
for this order to be referred to the Secretary of State for decision and, 

There is no statutory time frame for the referral of orders to the 
Secretary of State for decision. There is currently no target date 
for this action.
We currently have a number of orders which have been submitted 
to the Secretary of State for decision. Until we receive direction 
from the Secretary of State in respect of those, which may require 
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apart from funding, what is holding up the order being referred to the 
Secretary of State? 

Public Inquiry, we do not propose to submit further cases.

8. Questioner’s name: Chas Townley Respondent’s name: Cllr Vernon Smith

The Cabinet Member for Highways and Flooding will be no doubt be 
aware I emailed him on 15 August 2021, setting out considerable 
concerns about the process of updating the Definitive Map of Public 
Rights of Way, including the backlog of 30 opposed orders made 
more than 2 years ago (including 14 orders made between 10 and 20 
years ago and 3 which were made more than 20 years ago) which all 
require referral to the Secretary of State for determination; in 
response, does he 

(a) Accept the analysis of the resource gaps in this statutory duty 
service of the council, including likely demand in the years 
leading up to the “cut-off date” legislation in 2026, and ;

(b) If not, why not; and
(c)  what medium term financial strategy growth item(s) are 

currently under consideration for the 2021-2022 annual budget 
making process to ensure that Definitive Map Modification 
Orders, including opposed orders, can be completed within a 
reasonable timeframe?

Officers have replied directly to you on this matter. The Council 
has many demands made upon its limited resources. A bid for 
additional funding has been submitted as part of the Council’s 
budgeting process for the next financial year. 

9. Questioner’s name: Chas Townley Respondent’s name: Cllr Vernon Smith

I wrote by email to the Cabinet member for Highways on 29 July 2021 
concerning the fact that over 5 miles of the 40 year old cycleway in 
the Stroud Valleys are not formally adopted as Public Highway; what 
action is the Council proposing to take, including an envisaged 
timescale, to include all of this route as adopted highways under the 
Highways Act 1980 and record them as Public Rights of Way in 
accordance with the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981? 

The process for adding paths to the definitive map involves 
consultation, and in this case informal consultation has revealed 
unease amongst some local councils about the proposal to add 
the route as a bridleway. We are therefore considering alternative 
options.
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10. Questioner’s name: Chas Townley Respondent’s name: Cllr Vernon Smith

The County Council’s Rights of Way Improvement Plan was 
approved in 2011; what plans are there to review and update it and 
when will it be the subject of public consultation?  

A light touch review of the Rights of Way Improvement Plan is 
underway working with the Gloucestershire Local Access Forum, 
a formal statutory advisory group representing users and 
landowners. No date has been set for public consultation.

11. Questioner’s name: Chas Townley Respondent’s name: Cllr Vernon Smith

On 27 June I emailed the Council about the possible obstruction of a 
public right of way in Painswick Parish, recorded on the Council’s on-
line mapping as a Restricted Byway MPA 140, when I recently 
received an update I was advised that it is currently under internal 
investigation. Accounts that I have been given by other path users 
suggest it has been reported to the Council on various occasions 
over the last 15 years, in addition to being raised at meetings of the 
Gloucestershire Local Access Forum, with offers of funding for new 
gates by an amenity organisation; why hasn’t this matter been 
satisfactorily resolved in a timely and efficient manner and what 
action is now intended to be taken?

This restricted byway has been obstructed for many years; we are 
presently in discussions with the landowners affected about 
resolving the problem and that process is ongoing. 

12. Questioner’s name: Chas Townley Respondent’s name: Cllr Dom Morris

The Chair of the Environment Scrutiny Committee will be aware that I 
emailed  him on 15 August 2021, to which I have had no reply, setting 
out considerable concerns about the process of updating the 
Definitive Map of Public Rights of Way, including the backlog of 30 
opposed orders made more than 2 years ago (including 14 orders 
made between 10 and 20 years ago and 3 which were made more 
than 20 years ago) which all require referral to the Secretary of State 
for determination; In response what action does the Chair intend to 
take to ensure that the issues raised in the briefing paper, attached to 

The Environment Scrutiny Committee is meeting on 9th 
September and item 6 on the agenda is the Work Plan for the 
Committee. It is for members of the committee to decide whether 
these issues are taken forward in the Work Plan. I would also 
make you aware the Council has a Commons and Rights of Way 
Committee (CROW) details of which can be found on the Council 
website. 
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my email, are considered by the Environment Scrutiny Committee?

What scrutiny enquiries has your Committee (or its predecessor 
bodies) undertaken into the processing of applications for Definitive 
Map Modification Orders resulting in formal recommendations to the 
Council’s Cabinet in relation to executive functions under Section 9FE 
of the Local Government Act 2000 (which came into force during 
2012) or under Section 21 in relation to the preceding period or in 
relation to non-executive functions of the Council?

If there have been any formal recommendations made in answer to 
the question above, what responses have been given to the Scrutiny 
Committee on the matters raised?

What performance management information does your committee 
receive and consider on the processing of Definitive Map Modification 
Orders on a routine and regular basis?

The Committee has asked for, and received, several updates on 
this work area. Following these changes were introduced in 2019 
to the way that officers manage DMMOs in order to increase 
capacity and productivity.

There have been no formal recommendations from the 
Environment Scrutiny Committee or its predecessors to the 
Council’s Cabinet on this matter.

Please see above.

The numbers of applications for DMMOs and their current status 
have been regularly reported as part of the Commissioning 
Director’s report to the committee. 
The number of undetermined DMMO applications is one of the 
performance indicators for Environment, Economy & 
Infrastructure Directorate.

13. Questioner’s name: Chas Townley Respondent’s name: Cllr Colin Hay

The Chair of the Audit and Governance Committee will be aware that 
I forwarded him the email I sent  to named members of the Council 
on 15 August 2021, setting out considerable concerns about the 
process of updating the Definitive Map of Public Rights of Way, 
including the backlog of 30 opposed orders made more than 2 years 
ago (including 14 orders made between 10 and 20 years ago and 3 
which were made more than 20 years ago) which all require referral 

The role and powers of the Audit and Governance Committee are 
set out in the Council’s constitution and include reference to the 
role of Internal Audit.  It is for the committee itself to determine 
whether or not this warrants further investigation, but I am happy 
to refer it to the committee at our next meeting.
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to the Secretary of State for determination; In response what action 
does powers of investigation does the Council’s internal audit service 
have; and what steps he and his committee can do to arrange for an  
internal audit investigation, taking account of the likely demands on 
the Council as a result of the “cut off” date legislation which could 
extinguish many miles of rights of way unless the council has a well-
resourced DMMO team within the Council?

14. Questioner’s name: Jan Mallett Respondent’s name: Cllr David Gray

We understand from the Examination of the Tewkesbury Borough Plan, that 
the Tewkesbury Garden Town concept plan is to now form part of the JCS 
review. 

In response to the Inspector’s question under Matter 3.1 “The TBP does not 
consider potential allocations in the Northway/Ashchurch area, leaving this 
to the ongoing strategic planning process which forms part of the JCS 
review. What is the area covered by these emerging strategic proposals?” , 
TBC provided a revised and much expanded map of the concept plan to 
show the area covered. This was published on their dedicated website but 
was quickly removed and replaced with a revised document which had the 
original map of the concept plan. We’ve been advised that this was a 
’clerical error’. Our questions are;

What is the status of the revised map?

What is the current timetable for the JCS review and specifically for the 
concept plan to go to Regulation 18 public consultation?

We note that the dedicated JCS website is back up but there is no up to 
date information, news or timescales. When will the website be updated?

This question should be addressed to Tewkesbury Borough 
Council.

This question should be addressed to the three JCS authorities – 
namely Cheltenham Borough Council, Gloucester City Council 
and Tewkesbury Borough Council.

This question should also be addressed to the three JCS 
authorities – namely Cheltenham Borough Council, Gloucester 
City Council and Tewkesbury Borough Council.
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15. Questioner’s name: Jan Mallett Respondent’s name: Cllr David Gray

Why did TBC include the original concept Masterplan schematic in 
their submission to the Planning Inspectorate [see “Matter 3A Written 
Statement”] and then substitute a significantly different version after 
the Inspector provided his review findings on 16th June? Is the 
Planning Inspector aware that TBC have radically altered the concept 
Masterplan?

The updated concept Masterplan reflects a reduction in available 
MoD land for housing (c70-80 hectares) but why is this over-matched 
by circa three times with new land allocations (142 ha of new housing 
& 65 ha for employment development) beyond originally declared 
boundaries to the East of the B4079?

Why does the Tewkesbury Borough Plan exclude the area of 
Ashchurch/Northway from the housing/employment allocations, 
leaving this to the ongoing strategic planning process which forms 
part of the JCS review.?

These questions should be addressed to Tewkesbury Borough 
Council.

16. Questioner’s name: Jan Mallett Respondent’s name: Cllr David Gray

Western Gateway/GCC are expected to shortly publish proposed 
routes for a new A46 Ashchurch bypass with submission of a 
business case for DfT funding approval in Spring 2022.  Have Atkins 
and Highways England been shown the updated concept Masterplan 
and, if so, how can the route for a new bypass be decided before 
there has been any public consultation on proposed land allocations 
for a new Garden Town?

GCC and Atkins staff are working closely with Tewkesbury 
Borough Council and Highways England on the M5 J9 & A46 
Ashchurch Transport Scheme and are having ongoing 
discussions around the emerging work on the concept 
masterplan.

17. Questioner’s name: Jan Mallett Respondent’s name: Cllr David Gray

In May, TBC published a Garden Town update that stated “To This question should be addressed to Tewkesbury Borough 
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support the vision, an innovative Concept Masterplan has been 
drawn up in collaboration with many stakeholders and specialists”. 
Why has this collaboration not included any consultation with Parish 
Councils or residents?

Council.

18. Questioner’s name: Peter Wormington Respondent’s name: Cllr David Gray

‘Active travel’ is a key part of GCC’s strategy for transport but is 
currently trumped by the need ‘to maintain traffic flow’. We do not 
know what that means in practice so at the last meeting of the full 
GCC Council in June 2021 I asked if the council would convene an 
‘Active Travel’ forum to bring all the individual organisations that are 
working on active travel together to relate and share our problems 
and to help us understand GCC’s position. In his reply to my June 
question Councillor Gray did not refer to this suggestion for a forum: 
please would he now answer my question? 
  
The format of the forum might be similar to Stroud MP Siobhan 
Baillie’s online ‘Stroud Cycling Forum’ that has been very useful in 
getting different groups talking to each other on issues related to 
local cycling. 
  

Since my appointment to the Cabinet I have held discussions with 
the Executive Director for EE&I on the benefits of refreshing the 
Cycling Advisory Liaison Group to bring together advocates of 
cycling from across the county and members and officers of the 
council. I hope to be able to announce more details shortly.

19. Questioner’s name: Peter Wormington Respondent’s name: Cllr David Gray

‘Active travel’ is a key part of GCC’s strategy for transport and in the 
reply to my question of June 21 Councillor Gray said that GCC is 
expanding capacity ‘to engage communities on Active Travel’. How 
long does GCC guesstimate that it will take to roll out schemes to 
support Active Travel across the whole county, what percentage of 
rural communities does GCC guesstimate will be covered by 2035 and 
by 2050 and is this compatible with GCC’s overall transport strategy? 

In my response in June I referred to our bid to the DfT Local 
Authorities Capability Fund. Since then there has been further 
correspondence with the DfT to clarify some matters and we are 
now hopeful of receiving a green light very shortly. This funding is 
for the next year only but is likely to be continued in future years 
as part of the government’s pledge to invest more in walking and 
cycling. Without more certainty about funding I am not able to 
extrapolate from 2021 and make projections about our service 
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delivery in 2035.

Investment in supporting Active Travel will focus on the areas with 
greatest opportunities for making a difference, and this does not 
necessarily mean only urban areas. Active travel can also be a 
viable and attractive option for residents of market towns and 
other rural communities.

20. Questioner’s name: Peter Wormington Respondent’s name: Cllr David Gray

A recent Chalford Climate Action Network survey of local residents 
found that the safety of the existing road network was the major 
factor deterring them from Active Travel. To improve road safety 
Chalford Parish Council would like to introduce an extensive 20mph 
limit in the parish. In his June 21 reply to my question Councillor 
Gray said that such schemes must pass through the hurdles of ‘clear 
evidence of need, such as a road safety collision history, air quality 
management area, form part of a coherent plan to enable more 
walking and cycling trips and will be enforced by the police’. What 
grounds do GCC have for insisting on these criteria in rural areas and 
villages? 

Further to this question, what stops GCC from simplifying their 
approach to 20mph schemes - why could they not accept, at least in 
principle, all such schemes that are shown to be supported by a 
significant majority of local residents; and then use whatever capacity 
they have to support the relevant parish councils to implement the 
schemes and associated traffic orders?

The Environment Scrutiny Committee is considering the issue of 
20mph speed limits at it’s meeting on 9th September. In the report 
being presented to that committee it is recommended that 
Chalford be one of a group of “test sites” to enable us to explore 
how such limits can be introduced more easily in a range of 
different locations including both rural and urban.

Please see my answer above.

Councils are required to follow statutory processes and guidance 
when consulting upon and introducing Traffic Regulation Orders. 
These require that the Police are formally consulted as 
enforcement is a police matter which cannot be delegated or 
contracted out.  Whilst it is important for schemes to have public 
support this is insufficient in itself to justify implementing a 20mph 
limit if there are other significant objections. 

Wider priorities and resources must also be taken into account, to 
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ensure that priority is given to improving safety on roads where 
people have been killed and seriously injured.

21. Questioner’s name: Peter Wormington Respondent’s name: Cllr David Gray

Given the council’s preference for making Cam and Dursley a 
transport hub for the Stroud district rather than developing a new 
Stroudwater station, what plans do the council have to improve 
access to this station from Stroud? 
  
For reference: Cam & Dursley station is 8 miles from Stroud and the 
proposed Stroudwater station would be 4 miles from Stroud.   It 
currently (August 25) takes an hour and 10 minutes by bus to travel 
from Stroud to Cam & Dursley (including a 10 minute walk from the 
main road to the station), 40 minutes by bike and 20 minutes by car, 
on narrow roads and passing through several villages. 

I fully agree that a new rail station in Gloucestershire on the 
Gloucester to Bristol line is needed (alongside additional 
significant other investment in the Birmingham to Bristol line) and 
a new rail station south of Gloucester is proposed in the County 
Council’s recently adopted Local Transport Plan (LTP). GCC 
continues to look at the most suitable location for a new 
station and we are currently building a multi modal model to help 
us assess this. In the meantime, Cam and Dursley station 
remains the only rail station on the Bristol to Birmingham line in 
Stroud District. 

As set out in the LTP, GCC will work with partners and lobby for 
improved services at Cam and Dursley station which has the 
potential to accommodate additional MetroWest rail services 
which would provide a half hourly service to Bristol. The LTP 
states that, in the short term, Cam and Dursley station needs 
additional car parking, electric vehicle charging points and 
improved highway, bus and cycle links.

As a long term ambition, the LTP refers to significant 
improvements to Cam and Dursley station, including a high 
quality station building to support its role as a strategic multi-
modal interchange with improved and enhanced walking, cycling 
and bus accessibility. In order to achieve this, the LTP proposes 
the following 3 scheme priorities:

 Access improvements for Cam and Dursley ‘Active Travel 
Route’ to Railway Station;
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 Park and Interchange hub at Cam and Dursley Railway 
Station; and  

 Cam and Dursley Railway Station enhancements.

In the last few years, GCC has successfully bid to Stroud District 
Council for Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) funding to 
improve the station and has invested in car parking expansion 
and cycle stands. We are currently in the process of bidding for 
further CIL funding towards the active travel route between Cam 
and Dursley and the station. 


