
County Council – 14 September – Supplementary Questions

Public Questions

23.  Questioner’s name: Graham Ayre Respondent’s name: Cllr Stephen Davies

In response to the question regarding the anonymised results 
of the Outcome Stars for the residents of Trevone House 
(Question 23) Councillor Davies stated "The Outcome Star, 
when completed is bespoke to each child and reviewed on a 
regular basis. Taking account of this and the small number of 
the cohort of young people involved, it would not be appropriate 
to share such information, even on an anonymised basis, as it 
involves the risk of identifying individuals". However, in 
response to the question submitted by Councillor Linda Cohen 
relating to measures of success of Trevone House (Question 2) 
Councillor Davies provides details of the number of "recent 
successes" for residents as follows: "4 young people gaining 
employment, 2 of whom have progressed to their own tenancy; 
1 young person commencing college after many years in 
hospital; All young people registered with a GP alongside the 
local GP service being actively involved with Treone; 1 young 
person returning home to live with their family - with no further 
episode of care after 8 months". Will he explain this 
inconsistency in the provision of information, particularly as the 
response to Councillor Cohen's question increases the risk of 
identifying individuals as it refers to single cases?

What regulations is Councillor Davies relying on for refusing to 
disclose the information requested? Will he provide verbatim 
extracts from those regulations which justify his refusal? For 

Under Article 6 of UK GDPR, we must have a legal basis for 
processing a young person’s data – in this case, sharing the 
data would fall within the definition of ‘processing’.

The Outcome Star is a bespoke tool, that captures each young 
person’s needs, risks and circumstances and how these can 
change over time.. The information is personal to each young 
person’s  journey to independence and will inevitably cover 
some very sensitive topics.  As previously stated, the bespoke 
nature of the completed outcomes star introduces the risk of 
identifying individuals.

This is distinguished from the success information which we 
are able to provide as we regularly talk to the young people 
about using their anonymised stories, when appropriate, to 
promote and celebrate the development of Trevone House.

So, in the case of the success information, we are relying on 
the consent of the individual young people as the legal basis for 
sharing their data.  No such consent has been obtained with 
regard to the Outcome Star data



the avoidance of doubt, I want to see direct extracts from the 
relevant regulations, not interpretations or opinions, unless the 
interpretation has been made in a court of law and sets a legal 
precedent.    

Question 26: Paul Aldridge Respondent’s name: Cllr Stephen Davies

Can you confirm how much of this annual payment is for 
additional staff costs and how much is equipment.

The additional payments are set out below.

2021/22 
·         Staffing £20,701 
·         Equipment/other £9,659 

Total Additional costs: £30,460

 
2022/23 (Year to date)

·         Staffing   £77,316
·         Equipment/ other £460

Total Additional costs: £77,776



Member Questions

Question 2: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent’s name: Cllr David Gray
When will you be able to give me the figure for the 
final total costs to the Council of sponsoring the Tour 
of Britain? 

The costs of sponsoring the Tour of Britain are effectively made up of the 
cost of hosting the event and the cost of the operational arrangements 
that the Council needed to put in place to ensure the event could run 
safely and effectively.

As you are aware, the very difficult and sad circumstances that we were 
all facing following the death of Her Majesty the Queen meant that the 
event was cancelled by the organisers at 9pm the night before the event 
was due to take place in Gloucestershire.

As you can appreciate the timing of the cancellation has created a 
complex and unprecedented situation relating to both the hosting cost 
and the operational costs.  These are not straightforward to resolve 
contractually and I anticipate that the highways, legal and procurement 
teams will be involved in resolution discussions for some time.  As such I 
am unable to provide a timescale for when I will be able to provide a 
definitive figure.

Question 3: Cllr Paul Hodgkinson Respondent’s name: Cllr Dom Morris
Are you saying that all the roads which were 
resurfaced recently for the Tour of Britain were 
already in the programme for resurfacing? I’ve 
already been told that just one road in the Cotswolds 
being resurfaced cost £400k so I’m at a loss to 
understand why you can’t give me the total figure for 
all the works now?

The route agreed by the Council and the organisers was specifically 
chosen to use roads where road condition was already good or roads 
where there was already an identified need for resurfacing.  As such no 
roads have been resurfaced that would not otherwise have been in the 
Council’s forward / future programme, and all roads resurfaced have 
contributed to an improvement in the overall asset condition of the 
County’s roads.



Based on your local knowledge of the Cotswolds, I expect you will agree 
that all the roads resurfaced in your constituency were ones where there 
was a clear need and ones that have been raised by and were hence well 
received by the parishes and local communities. 

Individual schemes that are substantially complete typically take a few 
months to undertake snagging works, final measuring and agreement of 
final invoices with contractors, and as such works undertaken over the 
summer would remain as estimated costs.

The overall estimated costs of schemes that were undertaken ‘on’ the 
route is £2.98m.  This has required some rescheduling of the Council’s 
resurfacing programme but no cancellation of existing programmed 
schemes. It is useful to see this figure in the context of the overall 
resurfacing programme which, subject to financial approvals is anticipated 
to be around £100m over the next 4 years (including this year) and 
includes the additional £40m that the Council are putting in to supplement 
Central Government funding.

It is also important to remember that all schemes that ‘form part of’ the 
route were designed to tackle the road condition in that general location in 
the most cost effective way as part of the single mobilisation of the 
scheme, so include for example, continuation along a road (‘off’ the Tour 
of Britain route) or continuation into adjacent side roads where resurfacing 
was needed; junctions with adjacent main and side roads; both sides of 
splitter islands or roundabouts etc.  i.e. these are not cost solely related to 
those sections that were ‘part of’ the riders route.

Question 13: Cllr Paul Baker Respondent’s name: Cllr Phil Robinson
Thank you Phil but sadly you have not answered my 
question which specifically relates to the catchment 

A very detailed assessment of traffic and pedestrian movements was 
undertaken in the locality surrounding the school site prior to the 
submission of the planning application for the new school.  This was 



area to the east of the new school in my division of 
College and Charlton Park.
This is not covered by any Parish Council. All the 
infrastructure works for the new school are in its 
immediate vicinity.
So precisely what analysis has been done and what 
infrastructure improvements have been planned or 
implemented for students who live to the east of 
Leckhampton Road? This is where a large number of 
students will be coming from.

reviewed and commented on by the GCC Highways department to ensure 
it met the requirements in the area and the local community in the 
surrounding wards were invited to comment at open evenings and 
planning public events during that period. 

Details of the traffic assessment can be found on the planning portal for 
the scheme at 19/0058/CHR3MJ | Construction of a new 6 forms of entry 
secondary school building, with a new all-weather pitch, sports playing 
fields, a multi-use games area, onsite parking and other associated 
works. | Land Between Farm Lane/Kidnappers Lane Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire  A simplified map which was published on our website 
and was shared with prospective parents showing the anticipated 
improvements to highways, footpaths and cycle routes is provided also 
(see attachment).

To provide the appropriate off-site highway improvements, a methodology 
was established and agreed with GCC Highways that identified a 
theoretical catchment area of the new Secondary School (it should be 
noted that at the time of the assessment, a confirmed catchment was not 
available). 

Pupil postcode data provided by GCC Education (sourced from the 
October 2017 School Census), contained the number of pupils currently 
attending Primary School in Year 5 to Reception that would be due to 
start Secondary School between 2019 and 2024 within the local area. 
This provided over 1,000 postcodes as a sample. An assessment of this 
catchment area, including person distribution, was undertaken and the 
pupil postcode data was divided into 10 different postcodes within 
Cheltenham, which showed that most potential pupils would be travelling 
from the four distinct postcode areas GL53 0, GL53 7, GL53 9 and GL52 
6 postcodes. The data indicated that the majority of potential pupil 

https://planning.gloucestershire.gov.uk/publicaccess/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=externalDocuments&keyVal=PVT9H0HN01600
https://planning.gloucestershire.gov.uk/publicaccess/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=externalDocuments&keyVal=PVT9H0HN01600
https://planning.gloucestershire.gov.uk/publicaccess/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=externalDocuments&keyVal=PVT9H0HN01600
https://planning.gloucestershire.gov.uk/publicaccess/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=externalDocuments&keyVal=PVT9H0HN01600
https://planning.gloucestershire.gov.uk/publicaccess/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=externalDocuments&keyVal=PVT9H0HN01600


pedestrian, cycle and car trips were likely to access the new Secondary 
School via the A46 Shurdington Road, Kidnappers Lane, as most pupils 
would likely live to the east/north-east/ south-east of the site and, as such, 
these areas were targeted for improvements. 

There are no infrastructure improvements planned to the east of 
Leckhampton Road as this was outside of the theoretical catchment, 
agreed through the planning process, and financial constraints meant that 
unlimited improvements could not be implemented across the entirety of 
the catchment area.

There has been extensive consultation on this matter in the community 
and was agreed through the planning process and the documentation can 
be found on the Council’s website at The High School Leckhampton - 
Gloucestershire County Council 
You will need to click on the Archive link on the webpage to access 
historic documents. 

There is a limit to how far the school development can be asked to 
provide highway improvements and to what extent the School’s Capital 
Programme can fund them. In normal circumstances, schools’ funding is 
allocated by the Department for Education and is specific to schools on 
site development. A lengthy consultation was undertaken with Highways 
about the areas of improvement that could be included to support the 
majority of routes to the school and where the majority of children would 
be travelling from. Currently the vast majority of children attending the 
school live within a 1 mile radius, the furthest distance this year being 
1.19 miles from the school, with the majority coming from Leckhampton. 

Whilst there may be some children that attend from locations outside the 
school’s catchment area, priority will always be given to those that live 
within it.  In 2021 you asked for information about the priority admissions 

https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/high-school-leckhampton/
https://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/high-school-leckhampton/


boundary set by the Multi Academy Trust (not GCC). Information can be 
found by clicking on the attached link 
https://www.hsl.gloucs.sch.uk/attachments/download.asp?file=5&type=pdf

The attached map shows the catchment areas for Cheltenham Bournside, 
High School Leckhampton and Balcarras schools.  You will see that all 3 
schools encroach into your division.  

This project has included £3.4m of schools’ capital allocation to fund 
associated new highways improvements as required necessary by GCC 
Highways.  Education does not have funding for further highways 
improvements in the area, other than the agreed works deemed 
necessary.  To do so could jeopardise the delivery of other much needed 
school projects. 

Any further requests you may have for footpath and highway related 
works within your division would need to be addressed to GCC Highways 
for consideration.  

Question 15: Cllr Roger Whyborn Respondent’s name: Cllr David Gray
Thank you Councillor Grey. I appreciate the difficulty 
of being specific about the County’s expectations for 
mass rapid transit at this early stage of evaluation. 
However given the distinctly downbeat recent 
reportage in the media, I would ask the cabinet 
member to define what he thinks are the minimum 
expectations for a “mass rapid transit system” to be 
so named. Would he agree that a system based on a 
30 minute journey from Gloucester to Cheltenham 
(based on conventional bus lanes) is well outside 
that definition, and what sort of minimum daytime 

Mass transit is the movement of people using public transportation; it has 
become a short-hand phrase for new types of urban-specific segregated 
transportation synonymous with light rail, tram and bus ways. We feel that 
a Mass Rapid Transit scheme needs to provide: 

 high quality, high-capacity vehicles;
 high levels of priority/segregation from other traffic through 

congested areas;
 high quality transit-focused penetration of development sites;
 convenient interchange with other transport modes and more rural 

areas; and

https://www.hsl.gloucs.sch.uk/attachments/download.asp?file=5&type=pdf


frequency would constitute a “turn up and go” 
service?

 high quality stops providing convenient and safe access to 
services.

At this early stage we have not established specific target journey times 
for MRT between destinations. However a successful business case will 
depend on the scheme to be able to demonstrate that it provides value for 
money. A key element in the value for money calculation will be journey 
time savings for passengers, with the aim to make bus travel more 
attractive and influence travel choices. Therefore, the purpose of the MRT 
system is to provide significantly reduced journey times and increased 
reliability for passengers. This could be complemented by a ‘turn up and 
go’ frequency, which is generally accepted to mean a bus c. every 12 
minutes (i.e. 5 buses per hour).

Question 17: Cllr Roger Whyborn Respondent’s name: Cllr Dom Morris
Thank you Councillor Morris. I welcome your answer 
and take note of the commitment to  bring proposals 
for the other four schools, which I and many will look 
forward to receiving. Will the cabinet member commit 
to reserving the unspent balance of over £150K to 
safer routes to schools, school streets, and 
associated measures (including parking) to enhance 
safety of travel to/from schools?

Yes

Question 20: Cllr Roger Whyborn Respondent’s name: Cllr Dave Norman
Thank you Councillor Norman. The cabinet member 
knows perfectly well that I am not asking for a 
blanket lowering of speed limits on A & B roads and 
other higher speed roads in the County. The 
question is whether the cabinet member will commit 
to a REVIEW of speed limits on these roads to 

We have recently consulted on the draft road safety policy to gauge 
public support for the draft proposals and to hear alternative views. I am 
open to reconsidering our original proposals where changes could be 
made that will help us to save lives.



assess whether they are appropriate. As the draft 
road policy currently stands, the only commitment to 
that review is in Cheltenham and Gloucester. 
Moreover since submitting the question, the assistant 
Director has expressed the view at the 8/09/22 
Environmental Scrutiny meeting that the speed limit 
review could or would extend beyond Cheltenham 
and Gloucester. Will the cabinet member clarify to 
what extent - if at all - he will give active support to a 
review of speed limits on A & B roads and other 
faster roads in the County, i.e. which extends 
beyond Cheltenham and Gloucester.

Every year officers from highways and the police review the most recent 
data on road collision fatalities and injuries following an evidence led 
approach to identify hot spots and inform future road safety interventions. 
This fulfils part of our statutory road safety statutory obligation which 
cover all roads, urban and rural. 

Given our finite resources I believe our top priority should be to focus on 
reviewing speed limits on roads where people are killed and injured rather 
than spreading our resources thinly by conducting blanket speed limit 
reviews. The draft road safety policy that is brought to Cabinet in 
November will provide further clarity on this.

Question 36: Cllr Cate Cody Respondent’s name: Cllr David Gray

You state ‘and the new developments will be better 
equipped to support EV’s also.’ Where is the 
evidence of this? It appears that most new homes 
are still going up without any EV provision (let alone 
solar, grey water, proper insulation etc). How many 
new homes have been fitted with EV charging points 
ready for the switch? 

The cabinet member says ‘This scheme is being 
brought forward to ensure that the local network can 
cope with future traffic levels’ is he aware that more 
roads only equal more cars, therefore building more 

The provision of infrastructure for charging electric vehicles is now 
covered under Part S of the building regulations, which came into force on 
15th June 2022. This covers the erection of new residential buildings, 
dwellings resulting from a material change of use, residential buildings 
undergoing major renovations, erection of new buildings which are not 
residential buildings or mixed-use buildings, and the erection of new 
mixed-use buildings and mixed use buildings undergoing major 
renovation.

We do not hold data to be able to answer your final question.



roads does not ensure local networks can cope, it 
just brings induced demand? 

Please could you give further information regarding 
the ‘sustainable local growth plans in 
Gloucestershire’ you have mentioned, (other than the 
Garden Town). 

Does the cabinet member accept that despite 
wishing it to be so, the Garden Town will not 
necessarily be sustainably built as the evidence 
shows that most Garden Towns sadly are not?

Question 48: Cllr Cate Cody Respondent’s name: Cllr Dom Morris
The cabinet member states that ‘No funding has 
been identified to replace this bridge to date.’ how is 
this being monitored and when is funding likely to be 
available? As mentioned, when it floods, this bridge 
(being higher or at a higher point than the Iron 
Bridge) was the only way people can get into town 
without taking a long detour – not so bad for those 
without mobility issues or plenty of time, but 
particularly hard for the elderly, those with young 
children and or disabilities. 

As the local division member, I funded the recently 
added footway through my local Highways budget, 
however, it is not intended as an alternative to a 

The current works on the Swilgate Bridge (around £70k) are being funded 
through the Public Rights of Way budget.  Whilst we would like to be in a 
position to allocate funding to Legion Bridge as well, this is likely to 
require a significantly higher sum – existing budgets do not have capacity 
to accommodate this.  As we have previously advised it is likely to require 
a joint bid to DfT (should an opportunity arise), lottery funding and/or 
match funding from the community or parish.  We do appreciate that the 
alternative route is not as short or convenient, particularly for those with 
mobility issues, and we will support on any opportunities which arise to 
fund a replacement bridge.



bridge over the river. The cabinet member may be 
pleased to know that the work was completed on this 
last year and that work on the Iron Bridge is now due 
to start 3rd October?

Question 49: Cllr Cate Cody Respondent’s name: Cllr David Norman
What percentage of these 13 staff have senior roles?

I appreciate that some work is being done to address 
the low level of BAME employees, but is it enough? 
Has GFRS considered open days with as many of 
the 13 staff as possible in attendance, preferably 
leading the event? 

Currently we have the following ethnic minority staff in management 
positions.  This equates to 7 out of the 13 staff.

Station Managers x 2
Watch Managers x 2 (1 x temporary)
Crew Managers x 2
Green Book Manager x 1 (Inclusion Manager) 

We ran ‘Have a Go’ sessions on stations in 2021 particularly targeted at 
under represented groups as part of our Positive Action Campaign. These 
are run by a mix of staff from all backgrounds but was severely hindered 
by the pandemic.  

A total of 969 applications were submitted in our last wholetime 
recruitment campaign in 2021, and 6% of applications were from minority 
ethnic or mixed race backgrounds (58 individuals).  Of the total number of 
the 40 who were successful 15% were from minority ethnic or mixed race 
backgrounds (6 individuals). 

We accept that we need to do more to attract applicants from under 
represented groups but are assured by this result that our processes do 
not discriminate or create barriers for success by applicants that are from 
diverse backgrounds or are female.

We are currently setting up a working group from our EDI Allies Group to 
deliver more targeted positive action campaigns which will be ongoing 



As above but run and led by women to encourage 
further female employees?

beyond our next recruitment campaign.  This working group will be made 
up of staff from mixed backgrounds using their links into our communities 
as a basis for engagement.

In our 2021 recruitment campaign 14% of applications were from females 
(133 individuals).  Of the total number of the 40 who were successful 38% 
were female (15 individuals). 

As per the previous question the working group from our EDI Allies Group 
will deliver more targeted positive action campaigns which will be ongoing 
beyond our next recruitment campaign.  This working group will be made 
up of staff from mixed backgrounds and will include females.

We will continue to monitor and evaluate the numbers from under 
represented groups through all of our recruitment an promotion 
processes, to check for any areas for improvement.


