
 
 
 
 

 
- 1 - 
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Monday, 2nd November, 2020 

6.00  - 7.10 pm 
 

Attendees 

Councillors: Chris Mason (Chair), Paul Baker, Dilys Barrell, Nigel Britter, 
Iain Dobie, Martin Horwood, Jo Stafford and Klara Sudbury 

Also in attendance:  Councillor Jordan (Leader), Darren Knight (Executive Director 
People & Change), Councillor Wilkinson (Cabinet Member 
Climate and Communities) 

 
 

Minutes 
 
 

1. APOLOGIES 
Councillors Payne and Holliday had given their apologies.  
 
The Chairman took the opportunity to welcome Councillors Britter and Horwood 
to the committee, as newly elected members and explained that the vice-chair 
would be appointed by Council in December.  
 

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
No interests were declared.  
 

3. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
The minutes of the last meeting were circulated with the agenda.  
 
Upon a vote it was 
 
RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on the 7 September 2020, 
be agreed and signed as an accurate record.  
 

4. PUBLIC AND MEMBER QUESTIONS, CALLS FOR ACTIONS AND 
PETITIONS 
None received.  
 

5. MATTERS REFERRED TO COMMITTEE 
There were none.  
 

6. COVID-19 RECOVERY PROGRAMME  
The Executive Director People & Change introduced his Covid-19 Recovery 
Programme update, as circulated with the agenda.  He explained that the 
update summarised some of the key initiatives that were underway in terms of 
recovery activity, but was by no means an exhaustive list.  He stressed that the 
unique challenge of Covid-19 was that resources and efforts were split between 
emergency response and recovery efforts and it could be that, with the current 
lockdown, resources for recovery would have to be scaled back to provide 
additional support to the response phase, which could well ramp up again.  The 
recovery efforts had been split into 5 work streams (Economy, Returning CBC 
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to a new normal, Community & Volunteers, Environment & Wellbeing and 
Finance), each made up of a range of activities and with a lead officer/member.  
It was important to note that CBC was not operating in isolation in terms of its 
recovery efforts and was in fact working with key partners across the 
Gloucestershire.   
 
The Executive Director People & Change gave the following responses to 
member questions:  
 

 From the outset of the pandemic, the council had been holding monthly 
liaison meetings with various cultural organisations and this continued to 
date.  He reminded members that the Cheltenham Trust had attended 
the July meeting and discussed current organisational performance.  
The chairs group could decide who and when it next wanted to hear 
from and in which format. 

 The Council did offer bid writing support to the Playhouse, but were 
assured that the support wasn’t needed.   Their subsequent bid was 
unsuccessful and CBC were due to meet them later this week to discuss 
the issue further.  He would be happy to report back to the committee on 
this, if the Chairs group so wished and was not aware of any lease 
issues.   

 Robert Jenrick, MP, had suggested that the play spaces and parks 
would remain open through the second national lockdown, but CBC 
would be following government guidance.  

 The Inward Investment campaign had only just been launched and 
therefore it was not yet possible to give an indication of this being 
positively received, but with the business growth that was already 
underway in Cheltenham, it was absolutely an attractive place for people 
to invest.  It would be possible to provide further member updates at 
appropriate times.   

 
The Chairman thanked the Executive Director People & Change for the update 
and suggested that the recovery plan should be reviewed by this committee on 
a regular basis.  
 
No decision was required.  
 

7. CLIMATE EMERGENCY - A RESPONSE TO OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY 
The Chairman reminded members that the committee had asked to hear from 
the newly elected Cabinet Member for Climate (Change) and Communities, 
once in post and Councillor Wilkinson had been appointed in September.  
Councillor Wilkinson had provided a written response to Overview and Scrutiny 
which focussed on things that might happen in the future, rather than covering 
in too much detail, existing work being undertaken.  He stressed that some of 
these projects related to matters entirely within the control of the council; some 
were matters that the council could influence via policy change; some were 
items the council could work with partners to achieve; some were entirely 
outside of the council’s control.  But in order to successfully deliver carbon 
neutrality in all four areas, public engagement would be vitally important.  He 
was keen that the core of very knowledgeable activists be expanded to include 
the wider community, with a variety of means by which they could get involved.  
He reminded members that when the initial motion was passed by council, a 
letter was sent by the Leader to the Secretary of State to ask for more support 



 
 
 

 

 
- 3 - 

Draft minutes to be approved at the next meeting on Monday, 18 January 2021. 

 

from government to enable   local government to pursue ambitious carbon 
neutral targets and advised that a follow-up letter was being drafted to restate 
the case for changes to legislation and increased funding.  The fact was that 
there was little spare capacity within existing resource to pursue enough new 
projects and the extra demands placed on the council as a result of the 
pandemic, were only making the situation more difficult; but the climate change 
emergency budget would be to employ new members of staff who could take 
forward some key projects and job descriptions were being drafted.   
 
The Cabinet Member for Climate and Communities gave the following 
responses to member questions:  
 

 Vision21 had done a huge amount of work to assist the council in 
meeting carbon reduction targets in the past and were currently working 
on a conference for community groups and businesses which aimed to 
expand on engagement and taking them on the journey, rather than 
simply telling them what they need to do.   

 Another group were looking to establish a Library of Things, a form of 
community sharing of tools and equipment.  

 The toolkit would be for communities, though the plan was also to 
produce something for individuals on how they could reduce their own 
carbon footprint, by walking instead of driving, planting trees in their 
gardens, reducing the amount of red meat they consume.  

 Sustainable transport was an important issue and of much personal 
interest to the Cabinet Member.  The Council’s ‘Connecting Cheltenham’ 
report included ambitious proposals for initiatives in the town and he 
endorsed much of the content of the government’s ‘Gear Change’ report 
which urged highway authorities to bring forward plans for fully 
segregated cycle lanes.  ON the topic of GCC, he was pleased to see 
that they were starting to trial ‘School Streets’ and would welcome 
further collaboration on shared goals, for which there were huge 
opportunities.   

 The council had supported Clean Air Cheltenham on their ‘Clean Air 
Day’ and a framework for what we do/support and how we do it, was 
currently being developed.  

 Bio-diversity was not directly a carbon reduction issue, though clearly it 
was climate change related.  In terms of tree planting, there was a 
question over how the target could be delivered and he was keen to get 
more local residents involved.  Throughout the borough there were wild 
flower planting and uncut areas in green spaces, but there was more we 
could be doing, including green bus shelters (grass on the roof).  There 
was lots already being done, but there was also lot’s more that could be 
done in his view.  

 Whilst he acknowledged the frustrations around the issue of Pilley 
Bridge footbridge, the issue was that any repairs would represent a huge 
proportion of the climate change budget for a number of years and 
ultimately the council was endeavouring to achieve as much ‘bang for its 
buck’ in terms of what it could achieve with this budget.  This was not to 
say that the council couldn’t work together with GCC on a future project 
and he was happy to take this forward after the meeting. 

 2.5k trees were planted in Cheltenham last year, which was clearly 
some way off the target of 100k set out in the carbon neutral report.  
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However, there was also the issue of nursery capacity in terms of being 
able to produce enough trees of local provenance to meet demand.   

 He felt that the council should be more ambitious in terms of the carbon 
footprint of new homes in the borough and he was in talks with CBH 
about opportunities for a development that tested this approach.  

 Engagement was important but there was also a need to manage 
expectations.  Lots of people were expecting lots of progress, but given 
resource, capacity and financial restraints at the council, this was slower 
than some would like and whilst he accepted that we must get some 
projects underway, we would need to overcome some of the current 
uncertainties first.  

 
In terms of weed treatment, this fell outside of his portfolio and as such he 
would refer the question to Councillor Coleman as the relevant Cabinet 
Member.   
 
The Chairman thanked the Cabinet Member for not only his attendance, but for 
his honesty and wished him well in his new role, adding that he would be invited 
back at a relevant time to provide a further update.   
 
There was no decision required.  
    
 

8. SCRUTINY ANNUAL REPORT 2019/20 
The Chairman introduced the Scrutiny Annual Repot 2019/20, as circulated with 
the agenda.  He confirmed that this report provided a brief summary of the work 
that had been undertaken by the committee during the period of time between 
April 2019 and March 2020, as well as outlining areas of future scrutiny.  
 
He reminded the committee that they were being asked to approve the report 
for consideration by Council in December.   
 
Upon a vote it was 
 
RESOLVED that the Scrutiny Annual Report 2019/20 be approved for 
consideration by Council in December.   
 

9. FEEDBACK FROM OTHER SCRUTINY MEETINGS ATTENDED 
Written updates had been published or circulated in advance of the meeting.   
 
In the absence of Councillors McCloskey and Brownsteen, members were 
asked to contact them directly with any questions or comments.  
 
Councillor Horwood, who had produced a summary of feedback on the recent 
HOSC meeting, reiterated that what was being proposed represented the most 
significant downgrade of Cheltenham General Hospital ever undertaken and 
would, he felt, inevitably undermine the long-term future of an A&E department 
and intensive care unit in Cheltenham.  His understanding was that cabinet had 
already agreed that CBC should make a response and he sought confirmation 
of this.   
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The Chairman asked the Leader to respond, and the Leader confirmed that it 
was indeed Cabinets intention to table a motion but that constitutionally this 
needed to be done at Council, rather than Cabinet.   
 

10. CABINET BRIEFING 
The cabinet briefing had been circulated with the agenda.  This was taken as 
read but the Leader asked to provide a further update in terms of the 
Engagement Board.  Relevant people had been asked to sign a non-disclosure 
agreement (deadline of 7 November) and once completed, would mean the 
weekly dashboard of data would once again be shared with CBC; though it 
would not be possible to share this data more widely than with Cabinet and the 
Executive Leadership Team.    
 
There were no questions.   
 

11. UPDATES FROM SCRUTINY TASK GROUPS 
In the absence of Councillor Payne, the Chairman of the O&S Review STG, the 
Democracy Officer confirmed that the group had met for the first time in October 
and though the second meeting had subsequently been cancelled, the group 
had, had productive discussions about how some of the recommendations 
could be taken forward.  
 
The Chairman referred members to the feedback from the Special 
Responsibility Allowance (SRA) STG, that had been circulated with the agenda 
and Councillor Horwood, as Chair of that group, was asked to address the 
committee. He explained that the task group had been established to look at 
options regarding payments of SRAs to members who were appointed to 
outside bodies as non-executive directors or trustees.  As outlined in the paper, 
the group considered advice from the Legal Officer which, in short made clear 
that to enable a payment to be made the Member had to be ‘representing the 
authority’.  Yet when a member took up the position of Director or Trustee of an 
outside body they were attending Board meetings in their capacity as a Director 
or Trustee of that body and were expected and indeed would have legal duties 
to look after the bodies’ interests and to further its aims and not the authority’s 
aims.  In light of this advice the STG ruled out recommending an SRA for those 
members who were appointed as Directors or Trustees and also ruled out SRAs 
where it was felt that attendance at the outside body did not seem onerous or 
those which councillors or cabinet members would be expected to attend in the 
course of their duties.  This left a list of 7 outside bodies which the STG felt 
could be actively considered as potentially meeting the criteria of receiving an 
SRA, but it was reiterated that these bodies were not where members held the 
role of director or trustee, which was therefore outside the remit prescribed by 
this committee.  In view of this, the STG were asking whether O&S wished the 
STG to progress any further work in this regard.   
 
Councillor Horwood gave the following responses to member questions:  
 

 The STG had not investigated whether other authorities, such as 
Gloucester City in terms of the Gloucestershire Airport Consultative 
Committee, paid their members to attend, but he personally doubted 
that they would.    

 Ubico was an oddity because it was not a constituted board but rather a 
subsidiary of the Council(s) and therefore no SRA was payable.   
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 It was his personal opinion, and not necessarily that of the STG, that no 
further work should be undertaken as the bodies for which SRAs were 
potentially payable were not those where members held the role of 
Director or Trustee.  

 
 
The Leader confirmed that it was he who had raised the issue at Council, 
on the grounds that it seemed only fair that Councillor McCloskey, a 
member on the Publica Board, be paid as the other Board Members were.   
 
Members thanked the task group for their feedback and agreed that many 
appointments to outside bodies were those members that would be 
expected to attend meetings anyway because they were ward councillors 
or Cabinet members, or where the member had a particular interest in the 
work of the body.   
 
The Chairman proposed that the committee vote on whether the task group 
should progress any further work. 
 
Upon a vote it was  
 
RESOLVED that the SRA scrutiny task group should undertake no 
further work on the issue.   

 

12. REVIEW OF SCRUTINY WORKPLAN 
The work plan had been circulated with the agenda and the Chair confirmed 
that the agenda for the next meeting would be finalised nearer the time.   
 
No additions were made.    
 
 

13. DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
The next meeting was scheduled for the 18 January 2021.  
 
 
 
 
 

Chris Mason 
Chairman 

 


