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MINUTES OF COUNTY COUNCIL MEETING
DATE: Wednesday 18 May 2022 TIME:  10.00 am
VENUE: Quayside House, Shire Hall, Gloucester GL1 2TZ

Present
Membership:

Cllr Carole Allaway-Martin
Cllr Phil Awford
Cllr Matt Babbage
Cllr Paul Baker
Cllr John Bloxsom
Cllr David Brown
Cllr Linda Cohen
Cllr Stephen Davies
Cllr David Drew
Cllr Ben Evans
Cllr Stephan Fifield
Cllr Bernard Fisher
Cllr Andrew Gravells MBE
Cllr David Gray
Cllr Terry Hale
Cllr Rebecca Halifax
Cllr Tim Harman

Cllr Joe Harris
Cllr Mark Hawthorne MBE
Cllr Colin Hay
Cllr Alex Hegenbarth
Cllr Jeremy Hilton
Cllr Stephen Hirst (Vice-
Chair)
Cllr Paul Hodgkinson
Cllr Nick Housden
Cllr Beki Hoyland
Cllr Mark Mackenzie-
Charrington
Cllr Chris McFarling
Cllr Dr Andrew Miller
Cllr Graham Morgan
Cllr Dom Morris
Cllr Emma Nelson
Cllr David Norman MBE
Cllr Sajid Patel

Cllr Alan Preest (Chair)
Cllr Philip Robinson
Cllr Steve Robinson
Cllr Vernon Smith
Cllr Lisa Spivey
Cllr Lynden Stowe
Cllr Wendy Thomas
Cllr Brian Tipper
Cllr Chloe Turner
Cllr Robert Vines
Cllr Roger Whyborn
Cllr Kathy Williams
Cllr Susan Williams
Cllr Suzanne Williams
Cllr Dr David Willingham

Apologies: Cllr Cate Cody, Bill Crowther (Honorary Alderman), John Cordwell 
(Honorary Alderman) and Gordon Shurmer (Honorary Alderman)

73. ELECTION OF CHAIR 

Chief Executive, Pete Bungard, invited nominations for the position of Chair of the 
Council for 2022/23

Cllr Alan Preest was proposed and seconded. 

There being no other nominations it was: 

RESOLVED that Cllr Alan Preest be elected as Chair of Council for the 2022/23 
civic year. 

Cllr Alan Preest made the Declaration of Acceptance of Office.

Cllr Preest thanked members for their support during the past 12 months. He felt it 
a tremendous honour for the division he represented and thanked Cllr Stephen 
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Hirst for his first-class support as Vice-Chair. He also paid thanks to the 
Registrations team whom he worked closely with on the Citizenship Ceremonies, 
Democratic Services, particularly Michelle Pidgeon and friends and family for their 
continued support. As the now re-elected Chair, he  looked forward to a progressive 
and positive year for Gloucestershire.

Cllr Hodgkinson thanked Cllr Preest for his support and impartiality as Chair in the 
previous year.

74. ELECTION OF THE VICE-CHAIR 

The Chair invited nominations for Vice-Chair of Council for the 2022/23 civic year. 

There being no other nominations it was

RESOLVED that Cllr Stephen Hirst be appointed Vice-Chair of Council for the 
2022/23 civic year. 

Cllr Hirst made the Declaration of Acceptance of Office. 

Cllr Hirst thanked members for their continued support and hoped to offer his 
support to members again over the next 12 months.

75. MINUTES 

The minutes of the meeting held on 17 March 2021 were confirmed and signed as a 
correct record, subject to Cllr Hilton being marked as present.

76. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

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

Cllr David Willingham declared a non-prejudicial interest as a member of 
Cheltenham Borough Council who would also be appointing to the bodies in item 
10.

77. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

a) Cllr Pam Tracey
The Chair congratulated Cllr Tracey who has been a Gloucester City 
Councillor for 30 years.  Pam is catching up with Cllr Andrew Gravells who 
has now served on the City Council for 37 years.

b) All members were reminded of the requirement to make a return as part of 
the Council accounts.

c) Members’ Matter



Minutes subject to their acceptance as a 
correct record at the next meeting

- 3 -

Key information including details of upcoming meetings and training 
resources are available in Members Matter

d) Forest Green Rovers
The Chair congratulated Forest Green Rovers on their promotion from 
Division 2 to Division 1 of the Football League.

e) Mark Preece
Mark was congratulated on his recent appointment as Chief Fire Officer and 
Executive Director of Community Safety.

f) Levelling-up Conference
Members were reminded that the conference would be held at Quayside 
House the following day.

g) Queen’s Platinum Jubilee
The Chair congratulated the Queen on the celebration of her Platinum 
Jubilee.

78. PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

Twenty-one questions had been received. The following supplementary
questions were asked:

Question 14 - Chas Townley noted that one application that had been submitted 32 
years ago and was still unresolved. He asked whether the Cabinet member was 
aware of any other processes where member would accept such a delay?
Cllr Vernon Smith replied that the team were concentrating on the first part of the 
process - bringing orders to the committee. 

Question 15 – Chas Townley asked, regarding 4.16 of the Rights of Way 
improvement plan, what could a member of the public do about bringing forward a 
modification order to an unmapped area?
Cllr Vernon Smith replied regarding the 1983 Act, a County definitive map was 
published which would include the city areas. He was happy to speak to the 
individual in more detail.

79. COUNCIL COMMITTEES 

Members noted that the attached report was in two parts.

The first part outlined an updated list of appointments to each County Council 
Committee.

RESOLVED to adopt the committee memberships as listed.
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The second detailed the Chair and Vice-Chair for each Committee, shown at 2.2 of 
the report.

On questioning, it was clarified that the constitution had changed to reflect the 
recognition that the Audit and Governance Committee did not sit within the scrutiny 
‘family’ and therefore the appointment of its Chair and Vice-Chair became a matter 
for the Committee itself, rather than full Council.

RESOLVED to elect the Chairs and Vice-Chairs as listed.

80. CORPORATE PARENTING 

Cllr Stephen Davies, Cabinet Member for Children’s Safeguarding and Early Years, 
presented the corporate parenting report. He restated that the results of the recent 
Ofsted inspection had moved the County’s service to a rating of ‘requires 
improvement’ across the board. This was positive progress and he paid thanks to 
all staff involved for their hard work. The overall objective remained to get to a 
‘good’ rating and beyond. 

He noted that challenges remained on GCC’s journey and in particular, the need to 
ensure consistently good practice across the board. 

The one-page Corporate Parenting profiles had now been loaded to a secure 
website which could be accessed by children in care when working with their social 
workers. He highlighted it was currently Foster Care Fortnight and there remained a 
pressing need for more foster carers in the county.

Questions

Several members echoed their thanks and congratulations to staff for achieving the 
improvement recognised by the recent Ofsted inspection. They also stressed 
however that efforts needed to continue until the Council had reached its target 
rating of ‘good’ and beyond.

It was questioned what the resource implications would be for 2.4 of the report in 
terms of revenue and capital cost to deliver. It was advised that there was no 
additional cost as Trevone House 2 had already been budgeted for in this financial 
year.

A member requested whether it would be possible for all members to examine, 
debate and discuss the next steps of the Council’s Ofsted journey in a full Council 
style forum. 

ACTION: Cllr Stephen Davies

ACTION: Cllr Stephen Davies, to follow up on a question from last council re: 
work experience at GCC

81. PETITIONS 
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Cllr Nick Housden presented a petition relating to the closure of Elms Care Home in 
Stonehouse to Cllr Carole Allaway-Martin, Cabinet Member for Adult Social Care 
Commissioning.

Cllrs Joe Harris and Rebecca Halifax presented a petition relating to the resurfacing 
of Victoria Road in Cirencester to Cllr Vernon Smith, Cabinet Member for Highways 
and Flood.

82. MOTIONS 

Motion 900 - Inquiry into GCC’s handling of the Covid-19 Pandemic

Cllr Jeremy Hilton proposed, and Cllr Lisa Spivey seconded the motion included on 
the agenda. 

Cllr Hilton began by paying thanks to all the public sector workers who worked so 
hard to help the community during the height of the pandemic and beyond. He also 
thanked all the community groups, individual volunteers, and councillors. He noted 
that 98% of the public now had immunity through natural infection or vaccinations, 
hospitalisations had reduced dramatically, and statistics showed only 3 per 1 million 
of the population were now in Intensive Care Units. 

Despite these improvements, Covid-19 remained endemic. It had affected every 
resident in one way or another and 1,535 people lost their lives in Gloucestershire. 
This motion therefore called for a local inquiry in Gloucestershire for all 
organisations to examine and understand what went well, what was ok and what 
could be done differently next time. It was likely that there would be another 
pandemic, maybe of a different kind, but it was vital that emergency plans evolved 
in response to lessons learnt on Covid-19. The motion was not attempting a ‘blame 
game’ but was a positive request to help services learn and better protect residents 
next time.

Noting that a public inquiry was not within the Council’s gift, the proposer changed 
the motion as follows:

This Council therefore resolves to: 

 Ask Corporate Scrutiny to identify the most appropriate format for a public 
independent inquiry into Gloucestershire’s response to the Covid-19 
Pandemic.

Cllr Spivey seconding the motion stressed how important it was to bring ‘lesson 
learning’ back to a local level, rather than just relying on the national inquiry. 
Gloucestershire took some very positive actions during the Pandemic, such as 
setting up the Covid-19 Hub the model that was now being used to respond to the 
Ukrainian refugee crisis. These were the sorts of actions that should be celebrated 
and formalised, passing on our knowledge to future generations. The inquiry would 
also give an opportunity to residents to speak about their experiences. Cllr Spivey 
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concluded that the impact of the Pandemic had been devastating and now was the 
time to learn lessons, good and bad.

Cllr Harman, Cabinet member for Public Health and Communities, echoed how 
tragic the Pandemic had been for everyone and noted that the death toll across 
geographical Europe was estimated to have passed 2 million. He could not 
however support the motion. He highlighted the financial and organisational cost 
that an inquiry would have, not only on GCC staff who were already under 
pressure, but also needing to employ external, independent people. It would turn 
the council in on itself at a time when it needed to be outward looking, the Public 
Health team alone had many challenges ahead that needed their focus and 
resource. 

It was added that it was naïve to suggest that Covid was over, and that any form of 
local inquiry at this stage was short sighted, as efforts should remain on supporting 
our health and care workers who remained under extreme pressure and in 
response mode. The Council would fully support the national inquiry where 
required, which was being chaired by a strong and experienced Baroness. It was 
recognised that the Council had a cross-party scrutiny structure in place which 
should be allowed to operate in this space and provide scrutiny at the appropriate 
time.

Cllr Hawthorne stressed that the Council had no power to compel people or 
organisations to give evidence and that the key organisations would be engaging 
with the national inquiry through their national body representatives. It was noted 
that things such as care home discharge guidance came from central Govt. so that 
was the best place to review it, not at a local level with organisations who were 
following national guidance. He echoed the capacity and resource argument and 
that all the organisations we would want to invite were all as busy as council 
employees (Public Health, NHS, Adult Social Care etc.)

Cllr Gray added that it was difficult to separate the emotion from such issues but 
realistically, in order to learn anything from the Pandemic, there would need to be 
huge data sets, the scale and complexity of which would take an incredible amount 
of resource. It would be a much better process to leave the inquiry to take place at 
national level and then draw down lessons and conclusions to a local level through 
scrutiny. This was a global pandemic and therefore looking at an inquiry on a local 
level was simply the wrong scale.

Cllr Hodgkinson, speaking in support of the motion, stressed that the motion was 
about showing effective leadership to the county’s residents. It was aimed at 
identifying and celebrating the good practice that happened, but also taking a step 
back to reflect and learn. There were clear issues with the Cheltenham races going 
ahead in March 2022, from testing capacity and from care home discharges. There 
was concern as to how Public Health would review and learn from what had 
happened as there was no clear process in place. These points were echoed by 
Cllr Bloxsom.
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Summing up, Cllr Hilton did not understand why this would be a contentious issue 
to agree upon, and why the administration was averse to carrying out a ‘deep dive’ 
into the outcomes. He stated that to suggest other organisations and partners 
would not want to engage with a local inquiry was disrespectful.

On being put to the vote the motion was lost.

Motion 901 - Road Safety in Gloucestershire

Cllr Paul Hodgkinson proposed, and Cllr Roger Whyborn seconded the motion 
included on the agenda. 

Cllr Hodgkinson stated that road safety had always been a big concern for residents 
in Gloucestershire who simply did not feel safe enough on our roads. Since the 
beginning of this year, 14 people had lost their lives on the county’s roads, statistics 
that were increasing, when nationally they were decreasing. He welcomed recent 
work undertaken by the council in this area, for example, the road safety member 
workshops, the hiring of additional staff and working to refresh its Road Safety 
Policy. 

He and other members however were concerned that the recently established Road 
Safety Forum had resulted in a closed forum with no public participation or 
engagement. Cllr Hodgkinson stressed the real need to go out into communities 
and work with residents on what their local issues were, rather than just reacting to 
the data. The Road Safety Policy needed to become more proactive and move 
away from the culture of finding reasons why action should not be taken, due to the 
data not supporting residents’ views.

Cllr Whyborn echoed the proposers great concern for the number of recent deaths 
on the county’s road, as well as serious injuries. It was advised that the 
Parliamentary Committee statistics on KSIs described the difference between the 
best performing authorities over a decade where KSIs were down 40-50%, and 
worse performing authorities (of which Gloucestershire was one), where they were 
up 27%, as ‘staggering’. He suggested that close investigation was needed on 
vehicle speeds, which were generally too high in the county and were one of the 
major factors determining the seriousness of an accident.

Cllr Whyborn added that he was very concerned about how the council worked out 
where to concentrate its efforts on road safety improvements. The mechanisms for 
passing on valuable, local knowledge had been lost and it was clear that the current 
suggestion of a Road Safety Forum would not fill that gap, although noting these 
actions were no doubt well-intentioned. 

It was summarised that the current data-led policy led to near-miss incidents, with 
no personal injury, being discounted and would therefore not be considered when 
assessing the danger level of a particular junction, for example. A more design-led 
and safe system approach was surely needed, rather than waiting to collect KSI 
data and essentially playing catch up on where to act.
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Cllr Dave Norman proposed the following amendment, seconded by Cllr Mark 
Hawthorne:

This Council notes:

 That 2022 has seen a significant number of incidents with motor 
vehicles in Gloucestershire, resulting in 96 serious injuries and 14 
deaths in just the first four months.

 That Gloucestershire’s road safety record has actually worsened over 
the last decade, with our county in the bottom 5 per cent of local 
authorities in Britain for reducing the number of people killed or 
seriously injured between 2011 and 2019.

This Council believes that road safety needs to be proactively managed, with 
the emphasis on preventing deaths and serious injuries, and should not wait 
until tragedy strikes for changes to be made.

This Council welcomes the road safety policy review being undertaken but is
concerned at the loss of County Council-led road safety partnerships across 
the county and districts – to be replaced by a much less transparent and 
more centralised Road Safety Forum held behind closed doors.

This Council welcomes the road safety policy review being undertaken, 
which will involve county wide consultation, seeking responses from District, 
Town and Parish Councils.  Interested road safety groups and residents will 
be encouraged to respond.  Safer Gloucestershire will receive regular input 
from the Road Safety Forum, provided by officers who have a statutory 
responsibility for road safety. This dialogue will be open and transparent. 
County Councillors will be encouraged to work with their Parish, Town and 
District colleagues, ensuring that local voices are heard regarding county 
road safety.

This Council resolves to:

 Ask officers to provide Environment Scrutiny and Fire and rescue 
Scrutiny with a thorough briefing on recent accidents and their 
causations.

 Call on Cabinet to ensure that communities and all levels of 
governance in Gloucestershire are thoroughly consulted on the 
refreshed Road Safety Policy.

 Call on Cabinet to work with Environment Scrutiny and Fire and 
rescue Scrutiny to develop a policy of ongoing dialogue with our 
residents to see road safety measures proactively installed in our 
communities.

Cllr Norman, the proposer of the amendment, echoed that everyone wanted to see 
a reduction in KSI statistics. Realistically, there would only be a reduction however, 
if all partners with statutory responsibility worked together, collaboratively with the 
public to address the issues. The Road Safety Forum would allow all partners, 
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organisations and residents to be heard through consultation, any dialogue on 
issues would be open and transparent, and all county councillors should continue to 
engage with residents and bring forward concerns. The Forum had already 
engaged with the work of the Gloucestershire Rural Community Council who would 
now be establishing public meetings across the county. 

Officers involved to date in the Forum’s work were now working to evolve it into a 
Gloucestershire Road Safety Partnership which would report quarterly to Safer 
Gloucestershire, as well as the Cabinet Member responsible for road safety 
providing updates to both Environment and Fire Scrutiny at GCC when requested. 
Cllr Norman encouraged members to support the amendment to help the county 
move forward in its work on road safety and towards reducing the very concerning 
statistics as they existed today.

Cllr Hawthorne seconded the amendment but reserved his right to speak.

Echoing comments from Cllr Norman, Cllr Housden reiterated that the recently 
launched Community Speedwatch Safety Fund put residents and community 
groups at the heart of bidding for road safety funding. This was something that had 
not been done before and was a good example of a proactive and progressive 
refresh of the county’s focus on road safety.

Speaking against the amendment, members were concerned that there was no 
formal mechanism for the Forum and future Partnership to engage properly with 
local residents and community groups. It was suggested that current GCC policy 
often blocked requests from localities for road safety improvements because they 
did not tick the right boxes, and things that should be considered in the decision-
making process were not e.g., the health and wellbeing of residents.

Cllr Hilton echoed that often policy prevailed when it came to road safety 
improvements, and engagement with the council was what often put residents off 
from pursuing changes. The Local Highways Managers did a brilliant job in their 
localities but were often overworked and curtailed by policy. There was willingness 
across the board, but the council needed to make it easier for communities to affect 
change and put more funding into this area.

Members responded that there was a huge amount of frustration in local 
communities who were simply receiving no dialogue for months after they had 
reported major concerns. It was requested that the Cabinet Member considered 
adding one person from each party to the Partnership membership to help with the 
flow of information cross-party.

Having reserved his right, Cllr Hawthorne highlighted that claims from the 
opposition that the amendment had fundamentally undermined the original motion 
were false. The amendment had made one minor change to the resolutions, but the 
outcome had remained the same. He felt the time spent discussing the amendment 
would have been better used on the remaining two motions on the agenda that 
would not now be heard.
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The proposer of the amendment echoed these comments stating his desperate 
disappointment that the slight amendment tabled may not result in unanimous 
support. It was added that the reason there had not been recent examples of 
community consultations on road safety was because the previous Police and 
Crime Commissioner had shut down the then Road Safety Partnership. 

Cllr Hodgkinson responded that the suggestions made of ‘time wasting’ were 
appalling.

On being put to the vote, the amendment was carried and became the substantive 
motion.

The substantive motion was then put to the vote. It was unanimously

RESOLVED that

This Council notes:

 That 2022 has seen a significant number of incidents with motor 
vehicles in Gloucestershire, resulting in 96 serious injuries and 14 
deaths in just the first four months.

 That Gloucestershire’s road safety record has actually worsened over 
the last decade, with our county in the bottom 5 per cent of local 
authorities in Britain for reducing the number of people killed or 
seriously injured between 2011 and 2019.

This Council believes that road safety needs to be proactively managed, with 
the emphasis on preventing deaths and serious injuries, and should not wait 
until tragedy strikes for changes to be made.

This Council welcomes the road safety policy review being undertaken, 
which will involve county wide consultation, seeking responses from District, 
Town and Parish Councils. Interested road safety groups and residents will 
be encouraged to respond. Safer Gloucestershire will receive regular input 
from the Road Safety Forum, provided by officers who have a statutory 
responsibility for road safety. This dialogue will be open and transparent. 
County Councillors will be encouraged to work with their Parish, Town and 
District colleagues, ensuring that local voices are heard regarding county 
road safety.

This Council resolves to:

 Ask officers to provide Environment Scrutiny and Fire and rescue 
Scrutiny with a thorough briefing on recent accidents and their 
causations.

 Call on Cabinet to ensure that communities and all levels of 
governance in Gloucestershire are thoroughly consulted on the 
refreshed Road Safety Policy.
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 Call on Cabinet to work with Environment Scrutiny and Fire and 
rescue Scrutiny to develop a policy of ongoing dialogue with our 
residents to see road safety measures proactively installed in our 
communities.

83. MEMBER QUESTIONS 

Forty-four questions had been received. The following supplementary
questions were asked:

Question 1 – Cllr Paul Hodgkinson asked for a single point of contact to make this 
simpler for people and suggested that as the strategic flood authority, the County 
Council should be that one point of contact.
Cllr Vernon Smith suggested that a spokesperson from the Cotswold District Team 
communicate outcomes to stakeholders. 

Question 2 – Cllr Colin Hay asked for some idea of the cost to GCC and benefits 
that would come from having the Tour of Britain in Gloucestershire. He asked that 
the information be shared.
Cllr Mark Hawthorne replied there was work underway by the Tour to capture the 
economic benefits and once the work was completed he would be happy to share.

Question 4 - Cllr Roger Whyborn asked whether the cabinet member could assure 
members that the resurfacing for the Tour of Britain route was not coming from the 
highways repairs budget?
Cllr Vernon Smith replied that the Tour of Britain in Gloucestershire was welcome 
news. He noted the previous schemes carried out on the road network and the work 
that was continuing with highways managers and the programmes already in place.

Question 5 - Cllr Roger Whyborn asked what indications had the DFE given to the 
County Council about any future rounds of funding for public transport?
Cllr Philip Robinson replied that the County Council had received an extensive letter 
and it made it clear that this was not a final ‘no’. The letter encouraged the council 
to maintain its ambition around bus services. There were further rounds of funding 
likely to be committed in the future.

Question 6 - Cllr Paul Baker asked about the cost of pedestrian crossings.
Cllr Vernon Smith replied that crossings were only one of the measures that could 
be put in place to help road safety. Some pedestrian crossings were part of 
schemes so it was difficult to have a complete picture. 

Question 8 - Cllr Paul Baker stated that tarmac was often used to fill paving and he 
asked for a policy on replacing the paving slabs with the same material.
Cllr Vernon Smith replied that in an ideal world you would replace a paving slab 
with the same material. It was important, though, to make the location safe in an 
emergency, and that materials were not always readily available. They would then 
be put back correctly within a 6-month period to replace ‘like for like’.
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Question 9 - Cllr Paul Baker asked for a more stringent policy around contractors 
failing to reinstate paving.

Question 10 - Cllr Paul Baker asked for the decision to be revisited around 
Leckhampton school and the lack of a walking and cycling audit.
Cllr Vernon Smith replied that he had looked at the location for a crossing and he 
advised the member to talk to his local highways manager.
 
Question 12 - Cllr Lisa Spivey noted that for the current year less than 1% has been 
paid. She stated that this suggested that 99% of claims were made falsely.  She 
asked if the member had considered that this might indicate the system was not 
correct?
Cllr Vernon Smith replied that the facts and figures showed variations across other 
local authorities. Each case was looked at on an individual basis. 

Question 13 - Cllr Lisa Spivey asked whether the member thought more people 
were making false claims in Gloucestershire regarding issues on the road.
Cllr Vernon Smith replied that he did not understand what the member was basing 
her conclusions on.
 
Question 14 - Cllr Lisa Spivey asked whether the member could look at the system 
around pothole repairs because it was not working in rural areas.
Cllr Vernon Smith replied that the member should raise the issue with the risk 
manager and local highways manager on individual cases.

Question 15 - Cllr Lisa Spivey stated that since the booking system for Household 
Recycling Centres had been implemented there had been a doubling in fly tipping. 
She asked was the responsibility being pushed towards the districts?
Cllr David Gray replied that understanding why fly tipping had increased was 
something that needed to be looked at and that it was a district council 
responsibility. He noted that there had been a change in people’s behaviours and 
urged district councils to prosecute those that were caught fly tipping. 

Question 22 – Cllr Alex Hegenbarth asked for additional resources for highways 
managers.
Cllr Vernon Smith replied that there had been long term sickness and noted that the 
councillor was benefitting from the £100m investment in highways. 

Question 25 – Cllr Linda Cohen asked why the Levelling Up conference was only 
scheduled to be two hours long.
Cllr Mark Hawthorne replied that this session was only part of the discussion with 
further debates and meetings going forward.
 
Question 26 – Cllr David Willingham asked whether the fact that the County Council 
was investing in a 26 mile cycling spine rather than making local areas more cycle 
friendly suggested that the balance of funding was not quite right?
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Cllr Vernon Smith replied that this was good news for the County - £14m 
investment in cycling. This spine represented a strategy for Gloucestershire where 
other routes would join up to it. 

Question 28 – Cllr David Willingham asked as the underground cabling to the street 
lighting was owned by Western Power Distribution what escalation route was there 
if the cabling was not being maintained?
Cllr Vernon Smith replied that he understood residents’ frustration about the lack of 
upgrading and suggested the member speak to the local highways manager to help 
make contact with Western Power Distribution

Question 30 – Cllr David Willingham asked whether Cheltenham Conservatives 
couldn’t support their pledge for fixing Cheltenham’s High Street because of the 
County Council.
Cllr Vernon Smith replied that he did not agree with this and made suggestions on 
how to gain funding for this.

Question 33 – Cllr John Bloxsom asked for clarification on whether the DfT did not 
support the bid through a lack of ambition or too much ambition.
Cllr Philip Robinson replied the letter from DfE asked the Council to maintain 
ambition and the cabinet member would send the letter to him.

Question 34 – Cllr John Bloxsom asked what plans were in place to address the 
gap between ambition and resources available.
Cllr Philip Robinson replied that the lack of DfE funding was disappointing but the 
letter encouraged the Council to continue with the areas it could progress with and 
that further rounds of funding would be available to bid for. The Cabinet Member 
outlined some of the initiatives where funding was in place. 

Question 35 – Cllr John Bloxsom asked about the support grant ending in 
November. What action would be taken?
Cllr Philip Robinson replied that a lot of action was being taken to protect bus 
services. Cross party work initiatives were put in place to overcome problems and if 
problems arrived in the future the Council would step up. An emergency funding 
model was not the way to proceed. 

Question 37 – Cllr John Bloxsom asked, given the importance placed on public 
engagement, would it have been beneficial to engage the local member at an 
earlier stage?
Cllr Stephen Davies apologised and explained that he had spoken to the local 
member for continued involvement.

Question 38 – Cllr John Bloxsom asked that given the Cabinet had made a decision 
in March to proceed with the project what was the message to residents about the 
validity of the public engagement process?
Cllr Stephen Davies replied that the public consultation had begun and the council 
was working through the questions received.  A community liaison group would be 
set up to address any community concerns. 
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Question 39 – Cllr John Bloxsom asked whether the questions in the consultation 
were ‘loaded’ and would lead to a flawed outcome. He provided some examples.
Cllr Dave Norman replied that he did not agree and he was comfortable with the 
consultation document and he looked forward to a positive conclusion.

Question 44 – Cllr David Willingham noted the backlog of considering DMMO 
claims and asked when the 168 cases would be cleared?
Cllr Vernon Smith replied that additional members of staff would be added to the 
team, but that there would always be a backlog because cases were being brought 
forward all the time. The first stage of moving cases to committee was the priority. 

84. CALENDAR OF MEETINGS FOR 2023 

RESOLVED to approve the calendar of meetings for 2023 as shown at Agenda 
Item 13 of the minutes.

A discussion on the timings of meetings would be taken up at Group Leaders.

CHAIRPERSON

Meeting concluded at 14:00


