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COTSWOLD DISTRICT COUNCIL

COUNCIL

2157 FEBRUARY 2017

Present:
Councillor Mark F Annett - Chairman
Councillor Julian Beale Vice-Chairman
Councillors -
S| Andrews Jenny Hincks
AW Berry SG Hirst
AR Brassington RC Hughes
T Cheung Mrs. SL Jepson
Sue Coakley RG Keeling
Alison Coggins Juliet Layton O
PCB Coleman MGE MacKenzie- Charnng on
Andrew Doherty Jim Parsons {
RW Dutton NJW Parsons
Jenny Forde SDE Parsons
David Fowles NP Robbms
C Hancock Tina Stevénson
JA Harris fden Ste we
M Harris R Théddo o
Maggie Heaven LRWHklI’@
Apologies: V\

CL.41 DECLARATIONS OF INTERES!

(1)

RL Hughes

Declarations by M@ers

Dilys.Neili

CL.42

There were no declaratig@est by Members.

(2) Dé‘c»:l‘araﬁomf;} @f{lgers

There were ne~-declér@0ns of interest by Officers.

MINUTES

RESOLVED- thit:

(a) subject to the inclusion of a Note to Minute CL.34 to identify the
record of voting on the various elements of the proposed Council Tax
Support Scheme and/or amendments proposed thereto, the Minutes of

the Meeting of the Council held on 13" December 2016 be approved as a
correct record;
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CL.43

Record of Voting - for 28, against 0, abstentions 4, absent 2.

(b)  the Minutes of the Special Meeting of the Council held on 13"
December 2016 be approved as a correct record.

Record of Voting - for 26, against 0, abstentions 6 absent 2.

ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE CHAIRMAN, THE LEADER OR HEAD OF
PAID SERVICE

(i) Councillor Andrew Doherty - the Chairman welcomed the newly-
elected Member for the Fairford North Ward, Councillor Andrew Doherty, to
his first Meeting of the Council, and expressed the hope that he had an
enjoyable and fulfilling time with the Authority.

(i) Filming/Recording of Proceedings - the Chairman referred to the
standing notification previously received from a member of the public of the
intention to film the Council Meeting; and stated that, accordingly, the Counci
would make its own audio recording of the proceedings.

P

(i)  Abbey 900 - the Chairman stated that the following day marke‘ldfthe
official opening of the Abbey 900 Festival, and weicomed Corinne Larmus?
Chair of the Abbey 900 Cirencester Steering Group, to the Counc‘r'Meeting,
Corinne gave a short presentation about Abbey 900, includin P ﬁov@ iew-o
the Festival and the wide range of cultural, dramatic, musu:akan rellg
activities which would be taking place over the coming (r_pon hs Corl ne
showed a commemorative quilt worked by five Clrencestersc ools\and some
local artwork depicting the Abbey and its surrounds and in conclus:on the
Chairman thanked Corinne for her presentatlon an exp ssed the hope that
the Festival would go well. %

(iv) Business - the Chairman referred-fo t"th\f l;agenda, with some very
important items, and stated that whﬂst»bé' dld‘no wiskPto stifle debate, he
asked Members to be disciplined in thel mmergs avoid repetition and be
succinct and to the point; he confir ed |n general, Members would be
allowed to speak only once on parhcth‘ar ﬁem and for no longer than the
time limit prescribed by our Constitution, even on the Budget.

(v) Budget and Council Tax Items™ the Chairman reminded Members that
all of the votes relatlng to. r\Budget and Council Tax, including on any
amendments p \fforward \vere re-fequired by legistation to take the form of
Recorded"Votes®

(vr) Mottong11’201~7\- the Chairman confirmed that he would allow the
Motion to be debated at the Councit Meeting.

There were.no-anhouncements from the Leader and/or the Head of Paid
Service.
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CL.44 PUBLIC QUESTIONS

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 10, a question had been
submitted, and a response provided, as follows:-

(1)

From Mr. M Pratley of Cirencester to Councillor NJW Parsons, Deputy
Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Forward Planning

‘The CDC press release on 20™ December 2016 stated that the
Bathurst Chesterton Outline Planning Application will be determined
by the full council rather than the Planning Committee. It stated:

This approach reflects the significance of the application, not only to
Cirencester but to the District as a whole, given that the application
site is the only strategic development site proposed as part of the
emerging Local Plan. By confirming the approach now, it will
hopefully provide clarity and certainty to all of those involved with, and
affected by, the proposals - not least, the people of Cirencester.

This application is indeed significant. The Cotswold District ha@
had such an extraordinary application as this. Its significance ‘reaches
far beyond that of any other planning application. This gne is abolt
changing the whole nature of this small-to-medium S|ze “historic
market town. Most people believe that it will harm thsstown foreVer

You state that the application will be determmedb the full council.
Does this mean that every councﬂlor,:lncludlng those rep(esentmg
Chesterton and Four Acres wards, Wi { be@llowed\to vote?’

Response from Councillor NJW Parsons

The issue is constitutional and\tlzerefore the.question falls to be
determined by the Council rather than aanabmet Member. Indeed,
there is an agenda itemn withir q:our Councn’ papers relating to the
Chesterton Strategic site &/ which.ncludes a section on Ward Member
voting. \)

The Council repert also coqf' rms that, irrespective of the Ward
Member i Issue, some Members may be precluded from participating in
the debate  andlor Vola-dfrthe application - should they have either a
Disciosa'ble Pecu%rary Interest or an ‘Other Interest’ in the application.

In referrmg tosthe > response prowded and the circumstances in which
Members wou!dvbe llkely to be precluded from voting on the application, Mr.
Pratley expressgd }the view that the public would find it unacceptable if any
Member w1th_any/|nterest whatsoever in the BDL application did not declare
any interestwhich would rightly preclude them from voting.

By way of example, he suggested that these interests might include:-

. strong connections to a Cirencester or Cotswold estate
agency;
J residential property consultants;
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connection with a residential investment property fund;
advertising houses for sale in the Cotswolds;
having had links with the applicant in a recent role as
President of the Cotswold Conservatives;

. a professional services firm, e.g. solicitor, with a connection to
the Bathurst Estate.

By way of a supplementary question, Mr. Pratley asked how the Leader would
ensure that the decision process was open and fair, compliant with best
practice and beyond reproach.

In response, Councillor Parsons referred to the item which appeared later on

the agenda, and confirmed that this issue was for the Council to determine
rather than for him to respond in his Cabinet Member role.

CL.45 MEMBER QUESTIONS

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 11, questions had been
submitted, and responses provided, as follows:-

(1) From Councillor Jenny Hincks to Councillor € Hancock, CabineO
Member for Enterprise and Partnerships

‘Please could the cabinet member give an update on th‘e\//\\
)

administration’s plans for the Old Station building inféﬁ ﬁster?’

Response from Councillor C Hancock:-
PPN
In April 2016, the Cabinel agreed to;prqq}re@ls\wiﬂg:ﬂg‘e marketing of the
Old Memorial Hospital, Old Station and -Water.{oc\) capparking sites for
redevelopment to provide additional carp@rking\spaces and mixed
use residential and commercial dé’;gfopmenigncluding the invitation
of bids.

In order to invite bids for; ffe:fs'?{‘es, the Council requires a brief for each
site setting out the Couq Gil's reql? '(ements from any development.
The Old Station byﬂgiz}g«{‘jeeds {0 be considered along with the
surrounding car p‘?r' , 10 ef?grg;rhat the Council does not agree to
progress a development 0fithe building in isolation, as this could
impact on Pote tial’for full-site development. One of the significant
re uiremc;nfs"w;thir?‘a— brif for any of the Council's sites in Cirencester
is-the pé\rki_ g re?;:ﬁirements. The Car Parking Demand Project Board
(th?a“*B\earB‘}_\ as therefore been progressing with the work on the
feasibili_?j/ of th@town cenire sites for future car parking provision. A
%epon‘ wé§ considered by Cabinet last week setting out the parking
Q mand{f@r Cirencester, taking into account committed developments
an@evelopments set out in the emerging local plan. The next stage
is foF the Board to consider an outline Masterplan for the Council’s
development sites in Cirencester, predominantly car parks, and
buildings including the Old Station. The Board will review various
related documents which impact on land/property use, including the
emerging local plan, the feasibility work carried out on the car park
sites, and the Parking Study. This will allow a view to be taken on
what development/car parking is required on each site and the likely
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phasing of any development. The key to unlocking any of the
development sites is to provide additional car parking, either
separately or as part of the development. The Council Agenda
includes a separate report which sets out a request for funding to
progress with a planning application for decked parking at the
Waterloo car park which, if successful, will start the process of
providing the additional parking required and allow development of
other sites.

The Council continues to invest money in the protection of the
property, which is a grade If listed building. In consultation with
Heritage Officers, work to the external structure has been carried out
over the last three years to conserve and protect the asset. Annual
inspections take place to monitor its condition, and appropriate works
are scheduled should any priority defects be identified.

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor Hincks sought reassurance
that when the Board looked at its Master Plan, it would take account of the
historic nature of building and deal with its future use in a sensitive way.

In response, Councillor Hancock confirmed that this would be the cas’eO
explaining that the building was of Grade |l listed status and formed an
important part of Cirencester’s heritage. It was also confirmed thatno spécific’
decision had, as yet, been taken as to the future use.

(2) From Councillor T Cheung to Councillor Lynden Stov(r;\lfeader of the
Council N
A
‘Please could the Leader give an update as»to progress ith respect to
my motion at the September Councnl*meetln regard g the Spine
Road through the Cotswold Water Park'? \7
In response, Councillor Stowe CIrcuIateq@tter thathad been received from
the County Council that morning in response to" tr@ concerns previously
raised. The contents of the letterWanld bereviewed.

By way of a supplementary qgeetjon Councilior Cheung asked whether the

Council would consider settmg up: a‘reg,ster on its website setting out details

of all Motions, against Wthh progress details could be entered, thereby

avoiding the need for. further Motions and/or questions to ascertain progress.
f\\ N

In respong‘e thé'L'eader acknowledged what he considered to be a sensible

suggestion-angd wo\u d pursﬁe the matter with officers.

(3)/\\\ rom Councillor Juliet Layton to Councillor to Councillor Lynden

Stowe, Leader of the Council

‘The Cotswold Water Park is one of the jewels in the Cotswolds’
crown. It is understood that the Cotswoid Water Park Trust (CWPT) is
in considerable financial difficulty and is now only carrying out very
basic environmental tasks.

On the CWPT website it states:
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We fundraise... for a wide range of projects including: more
and better public paths, improved parking facilities, the creation
of nature reserves and campaigns to protect endangered
species like the Water Vole, Ofter, Bals and Black Poplar.

We manage...hundreds of acres of land, from Neigh Bridge
Country Park near Somerford Keynes to Riverside Park in
Lechlade for the benefit of local people, visitors and wildlife.

We promote.. better understanding through our schools
education programme and exciting public events, such as our
sell out fossil hunts, talks, walks and workshops.

We work...to help people understand why the Cotswold Water
Park is so unique - we all want to ensure it's used and cared
for in ways which will maintain it for future generations.

Scrutiny Committee, it was clear that fundraising wasn’t proactive, that
the trust plans on disposing a number of sites, that promotion of.th
area was basic and that many of the sites that the CWPT are
responsible for are falling into a state of disrepair.

When a representative of the CWPT spoke to our Overview and Q

We all want to see the Water Park succeed especna[ly snrﬁ? th
scandal in recent years. What can Cotswold District, Council dé-to 0,
support the Trust in better meeting these aims?’

Response from Councillor Lynden Stowe:- 0

The presentation to our Overview af%d‘Scrut:ny Committee fook place
in March 2016, as part of which the Trist's Managmg Director
highlighted the then current challefiges rela?tmg to fund.-ng, alongside
various opportunities and m.-t.-at:vesg\

Since that time, Officers, haye LsQugh to maintain a dialogue with the
Trust, although contact!rlas been\sporadrc However, | understand
that, within the last few weeks, our Strategic Director has been made
aware of some optfor;s’/pro osals/that the Trust would like to pursue
given that it has regamed qontrol over Keynes Country Park - these
have yet to b assessed or discussed with Members.
(/(,\ Y
Councﬂlet; L@ytog stated~that she had hoped that the response would have
provided more detailed information, given that there had been a number of
meetings W|fh{n\the é‘ounty Council.
‘\ “

It was=anwn that Keynes Country Park was back in the hands of the Trust;
but peop[e*dld,n t know the future of the Trust, the Country Park or the
numerous othef lakes in the Water Park.

Coungillor Layton reiterated that the Water Park was the prime tourist
attraction in the District, offering a diverse range of interests and activities to
residents and tourists; and that the Trust encouraged sports, environmental
awareness, preservation and bio-diversity, and many other things.
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Councillor Layton expressed the hope that the Council would support the
continuation of this good work in an open manner, with discussions being
made public, no decisions behind closed doors and, perhaps, with members
of the public and ward members involved in the future of the Water Park and
the Trust.

The Leader acknowledged the resources and activities within the Water Park;
and suggested that it would be appropriate for the Overview and Scrutiny
Committee to request a further presentation, particularly given the change of
circumstances.

The Leader stated that it would not be appropriate for him to comment on
GCC discussions, and that, in any event, he was not aware of any outcomes.
Insofar as this Council was concerned, he did not believe that decisions were
taken behind closed doors; and reminded Members of the financial support
previously offered to the Trust by way of a loan. |n this connection, he also
suggested that any presentation to the Overview and Scrutiny Committee
should also cover the financial situation.

(4) From Councillor AR Brassington to Councillor Mrs. SL Jepson,
Cabinet Member for Housing and Communities

‘The Council is due to rule on the Bathurst Developmeny- L@plan@
application for 2350 homes at Chesterton. | am aware fiat Ward

members cannot vote on planning applications in gfé'ﬁ' oW warc%

Given that this application is the Iargest ever Stﬂnlﬁed to CRC inits
history, the major impact that it will t}avefon the town and that the full
Council will determine it, | strongly be ieve’that® th ruling’should be

suspended for this application. *2,\\

Will the Cabinet support me on thiS.atter?

Response from Councillor Mrs. SL Jeosdn

The issue is constttutron/;;t/%erefore the question falls to be

determined by the Counc.'krather an any Cabinet Member. Indeed,
“'!-\

there is an agenda item w:ffhm our Council papers relating to the

Chesterton Strateg!c site whicH includes a section on Ward Member

voting. \)

Councﬂler“Brassmgton stated that the application was unique in many ways,
not least ffstgze and its |mpact on local residents, on Cirencester itself and
on the whole df‘the Cotswolds. He added that it was so massive that it

N hY4
extended over three wards, and many local residents who were aware that
their ward representatlve could not vote on this application felt
dlsenfrancity_e_ejd/ and frustrated.

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor Brassington asked why the
Council was depriving those residents of a corner-stone of democracy in that
their elected representatives were unable to represent them.

In response, Councillor Jepson explained that this was a Constitutional matter

for the Council to determine; and referred to the item on this issue which
appeared later on the agenda.
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(5) From Councillor PCB Coleman to Councillor NJW Parsons, Deputy
Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Forward Planning

‘In view of the Council's experience when our § year housing supply
was below target, does the deputy leader agree that the supply figure
should be calculated and published quarterly?’

Response from Councillor NJW Parsons

I fully support the desire to have up-to-date figures, given that these
will help frame our planning policy and development control
processes. Thal said, quarterly calculations would be both time
consuming and resource intensive, and also unlikely to identify
significant changes fo those figures unless, in turn, there had been
significant changes either in the calculation methodology or local
circumstances.

Having regard to the current position, | would not support the
suggestion put forward, and am content to continue with an annual \
review. However, additional calculations could be carried out if ther ‘
were significant changes in circumstances. ;

Councillor Coleman referred to problems in the past over the accuracy an\dJ
currency of the supply figures which, he suggested, had led to f appeal

being allowed only for the Council to be able to demonstraté-a-five- year

supply shortly thereatfter.

By way of a supplementary question, he askg,d,whether\the usenof a simple
spreadsheet, regularly updated, would not prc\%dé\a mote robust approach.

In response, Councillor Parsons acknowledged~ he congerns but stated that it
was not so simple to verify the figures, ai}&m,—g\eptf‘h terrogatlon of data was
required to ensure robustness. In additlon the*recent Government White
Paper offered an opportunity for a Councnl to fi )‘(‘housmg supply figures for a
year at a time which, if pursued ,gw’é'ﬁld\nopefully help the situation. As a
result, the Cabinet Member wofi d not'wish todo anything in the meantime to

pre-empt anticipated Ieglslatlon;

(6) From Councillor J Harrls"to Cgcnlor NJW Parsons, Deputy Leader
of the Council.and Cabinet.Member for Forward Planning
N
‘TIQJS yeér sees the~S|xth anniversary of when the District's local plan
was: supposed to bedin place.

Will the epu}Leader apologise to the people of the Cotswolds for
the area's lLocal Plan being more than half a decade late under his
watch?-

Response from Councillor NJW Parsons

As Councillor Harris is fully aware, the process for producing a Local
Plan is sel down in legisiation, with many stages and many
consuitations. A vast amount of work - particularly evidence gathering
- is required to ensure that a sound and fully-compliant Plan can be
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submitted for examination, in accordance with the instructions of
Council.

With regard to Plan submission, it would not be sensible in my

2017

judgement or in the judgement of the professional Officers, to submit a

Local Plan prematurely or one with incomplete evidence because

this

would present a significant risk to adoption with the likelihood of our

timetable being put back very seriously.

Councillor JA Harris felt that it was unfortunate that the Cabinet Member did
not feel that an apology was justified, given the excessive delay in respect of
the Local Plan. Councillor Harris stated that he had been made aware that

the law firm of which the Cabinet Member was a partner was an official
sponsor of Cotswold Show, which was run by the Bathurst Estate. As su
he assumed that there would be a financial and/or business interest and

ch,

relationship, which it could be argued might call into question the integrity of
the Council's entire Local Plan, given that the sole strategic site sat on the

Bathurst Estate.

Cabinet Member felt that his position was untenable given the palpablq

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor Harris asked whether the>®

interest and sought comment as to whether the Cabinet Member wouici\b
voting on the BDL application when it came before the Council, given the
significant pecuniary interest that appeared to exist.

In response, the Cabinet Member stated that he was not(éwgr:;})f his firm’s
involvement in sponsorship for the Cotswold Show i in ; 2017 ~and that the firm

had been a sponsor in 2015 but not in 2016, ~He didniot bellev?e\that any
contract had been exchanged for 2017. V

(7 From Councillor PCB Coleman to Couificillor Lynden Stowe, Leader of

the Council (\ \% ~

‘At the budget meeting two years’ ago the forecast for total capita
receipts for the end of 2018/19was £5 328 million. The

corresponding figure for \.ﬁe\saje date is now £10.565 million. What

does the Leader see astthe pni)jt;es for the use of these funds?’

Response from Councillor Lynden. Stowe

As part of@e;r;?er tmﬁé) at the Council Meeting, we will be deciding
upon thé‘Counc:I’E'\revenue and capital proposals for the coming year
and-ﬁeyonr} The caprtal programme within our papers sets out our

spend! gpnon ies for the next four years, based on the Council’s
\Twouslﬁ agreed strategic aims and objeclives.

Councillor©olefnan stated that his question sought partly to highlight the

good fortutie-that had arisen out of the sale of assets in the past, and also to
afford the Leader the opportunity to set out his vision as to what the Council

should look to achieve in capital terms in the future. Councillor Colerman
sought clarification on such future vision.

In response, the Leader expressed the view that the Council was in its current

position due to hard work, good strategic planning, good officers and
delivering on efficiencies. The MTFP and budget highlighted the financia
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successes which gave the Council the ability to look at capital projects, e.g.
the Waterloo decked parking proposals and other car park appraisals. The
key aspect was that the Council was in a very robust position, and was able
to look at a variety of projects that could benefit Cirencester and the District.
The prudent approach had been successful, and investments had been wise.

(8) From Councillor JA Harris to Councillor Lynden Stowe, Leader of the
Coungcil

‘I'd like to welcome the news that the planning application for 2350
homes on the edge of by Bathurst Development Ltd is going be
decided by full Council.

When it comes to the vote on the Bathurst application for 2350 homes
on the edge of Cirencester, will the Leader, like me, be instructing his
fellow Conservative Councillors to declare their interests and réfrain
from voting where there is an appearance of conflict of interest?’

Response from Councillor Lynden Stowe:-

! would refer Councillor Harris to the agenda jtem within the Counc.'
papers refating to the Chesterton Strategic site, which include$ /
section on Member/Officer interests. That report sets out'a
suggestion made by myself and the Deputy Leader, and@e approach
that the Monitoring Officer and Deputy Monitoring O ceml\?tend }9 use
in an aftempt to ensure exceptional fransparenc 4 ‘our consrderat!on
of the BDL application. S é

 would expect alf Members to abfde’?y the*Code of Conduct and to
declare all relevant interests at all t:mes"} / ‘én'r\afé‘o\a irm believer that
Members should seeck advice from oirr p@feSSIanal Officers on such
malters, particularly if in any doubtoma ma\ﬁer tncludmg around
issues of perception. That sarg (t is ultlmately the decision of each
individual Member as to whether} e/she" has any interest to be
declared. Perception is very. real it | would hope that the proposed
approach, coupled w:thgoﬁen ness andl integrity on the part of all
Members, would ove com@rspel any perception issues.

By way of a supplementg quest’lon Councillor Harris asked whether the
one-to-one meetmgs,would be mifuted and made available to public, with full
details to ensure t’ransparenc j

The Leader xplawg\ed that he, along with the Deputy Leader, had put forward
theu{utlat:ve asha pro e>ct10n not only to individual councillors but also the
Councﬂ as a who]e However, notwithstanding such approach, there would
mewtably\be mdnnduals with perceptions that would differ from any
|nfomat|oQ~pubI[shed but he believed that the approach was the right way
forward and-for'information to be placed into the public domain. The Leader
also believed that it was essential for all Members to attend and to be open
and transparent both ways - as he felt that there had been occasions when
Members had decided to leave a meeting, when such an absence could be
challenged as being unnecessary.
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PETITIONS
No petitions had been received.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE WATERLOO CAR PARK, CIRENCESTER FOR
DECKED CAR PARKING

The Cabinet Member for Planning Services and Cirencester Car Parking
Project presented the report and recommendations of the Cabinet relating to
the proposed provision of decked parking on the existing Waterloo car park
site in Cirencester.

The Cabinet Member amplified aspects of the proposal, emphasised that the
funding being sought was to enable the next stages to be pursued, and that
further reports would be submitted to future Meetings of the Cabinet and the
Council on the principles of any detailed planning application and business ©
case for development.

In response to various questions, the Chairman of the Parking Board
(Councillor M Harris) and the Cabinet Member explained how the Waterloo
Car Park had been identified as the preferred location for a decked car park:
confirmed that on-going consultation and engagement would occur with Jocal
residents and businesses; acknowledged the need to ensure that‘ény Yutdre
design was sympathetic and aesthetic, and would stand the test’gf‘tlme
accepted that any solution must not lead to further congestlon -within the‘vt,own
and advised that other associated options, such as park a“nd\ stnd%f{)otpath
improvements, bus services, and cycle provision, were{belng\lnvestlgated as
part of a holistic package of improvements. I ﬁas also explamed that the
initial studies and surveys would enable a reallstlé*tlmefra e to'Be developed.

RESOLVED that:

(a) detailed designs and surveys.k be develope to enabile a full
planning application to be progressedufor a decked car park on the
Waterloo site, Cirencester, as requested‘by the Cirencester Parking
Demand Parking Board;

(b) a sum of up to £225 000 QS .allocated from the Council’s Priorities
Fund for the necessary work to'ehiable the submission of a full planning
application for the_site;

(c) delegat*d\gl::ﬁ:)gl‘ty be given to the Strategic Director, in
consultatmmmth the Cirencester Parking Demand Project Board, to
procure an Archltect\\to design a suitable scheme to enable submission
ofa fuII planmng application for development of a decked car park;

(d) a-further,report be received in order to approve the principles for
a detailed plarining application and the business case for the
development, prior to the planning application submission;

(e) the appointment of consultants, The Environment Partnership, be
approved to carry out and provide the necessary services to progress a
full planning application for a decked car park at the Waterloo,
Cirencester.

= I
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CL.48

Record of Voting - for 32, against 0, abstentions 0, absent 2.

DRAFT MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL STRATEGY 2017/18 TO 2020/21 AND
BUDGET 2017/18

The Leader of the Council thanked the Head of Paid Service and the Chief
Finance Officer and her team for their work on the budget. The Leader
referred to the responses to the public consultation on the proposed budget
which, he considered, indicated that the respondents had broadly supported
the proposals. The Leader also referred to Business Rates Retention and the
Smoothing Pool, and he urged all traders in the District to ¢laim the maximum
allowance available to them.

The Leader amplified aspects of the circulated report, drawing specific
attention to the recommended freeze on Council Tax instead of the
previously-suggested increase of 1.99%. He reminded the Council that the
administration had previously promised to ‘look after’ Council Tax payers and
explained that, as a result of that promise, Council Tax bills had reduced by f
30% over the past five/six years, and that the Council now had the sixteenth §
lowest precept in the country. The Leader contended that the Council should\
leave as much money as possible in people’s pockets unless a rise inﬁ@ﬁﬂh‘c‘l’
Tax was necessary to deliver front-line services, and he stated that the\\/
Council had actually achieved a reduction in bureaucracy and ma‘rjgge nent.

The Leader then referred to the parking situation in Cirencg,st'er\a d
elsewhere in the District, and expressed the view that the‘,‘fF\ ee After 3’
initiative had been successful, and to other car parking’i\nitiagivgs, e uding
proposals to deck the Waterloo Car Park an impro 'e:_\ent ﬁeglﬁ at The
Beeches Car Park. He referred to concerns. éxpréssed-inrelation to the
Enforcement Service, which had also been‘cﬁ‘s”?:s%"e&bf the Overview and
Scrutiny Committee; flood resilience works; éerﬁb\u@nc'e}esponse times
across the District; the forthcoming centefiaty.of thex_t;:-nd%f the First World
War; and the need to repair the roof of\{l '\e C‘ébgc{il’gﬁrinity Road offices and,

suppiementary to the Cabinet's recomme dations)y he Proposed the
following:- \%

extension of thf)ﬂ'\e&e\&A{ter 3')parking initiative until March 2018;
a freeze on cajhpaTkmg@Q_g_rges;
an additional sum of £31Q,000 from the Investment in Car Parks
budget 30£0@plstg£ILe“improvement works at The Beeches Car
Park, Ciréricester;:
‘Q\an ad ifional“ér}@ear Enforcement post, to be reviewed at the end
of-that year;
. an ackiftio‘?té‘l;sum of £100,000 to complete the Moreton-in-Marsh
<\u flood defence scheme and to progress other flood scheme,
including in Fairford, Broadwell, Southrop and Ewen, such funding
tg;t;a_gﬁt’o’pped-up, if necessary;
° a budget of £2,000 per Ward Member to facilitate the roll-out of
defibrillators across the District;
. a budget of £750 per Ward Member to promote activities, education
and events in Wards and Parishes to commemorate the end of the
First World War;
. an allocation of funding to repair the roof of the Council’'s Trinity
Road offices.



Council 21% February 2017

The Leader considered that the proposed budget would put out the correct
message to residents, and that the Council had genuinely delivered on its
promise in relation to Council Tax. He stated that this was his twelfth and last
budget as Leader of the Council, and that he knew that things would be left in
capable hands to take the Council forwards in the future. He contended that
this budget represented the sort of budget that every Council in the country
would like to have, and that it recognised that the administration’s strategy
had worked, and continued to work, for everyone, and represented a good
legacy of efficiency and prudence, while maintaining front-line services. The
Leader referred to the surplus on New Homes Bonus in a sum of £1.3m, and
explained that £400,000 of such surplus would be transferred to reserves via
the Council Priorities Fund during the next financial year. The Leader stated
that the purpose of that Fund was to meet the cost of the one-off projects the
Council wished to undertake. In conclusion, the Leader formally Proposed
the budget.

Councillor Mrs. SL Jepson Seconded the Proposition.

Councillor JA Harris, the Leader of the Liberal Pemocrat Group was invited to Q
respond to the Proposed Budget, and explained that his Group had put '
forward some amendments, copies of which were circulated. Councnl! L/_>

Harris expressed the hope that such amendments would be considered by,

the Council and supported. /f(’\\m ,
Councillor Harris commented that the Conservative adminigtration had' un the

Council for fourteen years; that it was out of touch with reahty and:that
Councillor Stowe had been sleep:ng on the job'. Couricillor Harns\co tended
that the Planning Service was ‘a mess’; the parklng €itdation W2 wa not good
enough; and that a former Cabinet Member, ‘had cr[tlglg‘ednthe parking
situation. Councillor Harris expressed the wewﬁhabthe Pr&aosed Budget
would make the Council less efficient; that the” Locgl Plé was under-
resourced and was seven years late; and’tha Planmng nd Enforcement
Officers were stretched. He stated that}r he L lee al Démocrats had published
their budget proposals some three week ago andythat, at the Cabinet
Meeting held on 16" February 2017‘Gouncﬂlor Stowe had ‘nicked’ his

S, S
Group’s proposals in relation to: If‘lannlng Enforcement; the roll-out of
defibrillators; and an extens:on of\the ‘Free After 3’ initiative, and that
therefore, the Liberal Demecrats s}ﬁeuld get some credit. Councillor Harris
referred to the Liberal Der{locrats \§uccess in winning the seats at the recent
by-elections in the  Stow and Fairford North Wards and he considered that to
be due to the electoratg\gudgmgﬁrfe Conservative administration on what he
termed ‘the{ appalllng record Councillor Harris also called upon Councillor
Mrs. Jepson to apolaglse for comments regarding ‘Liberal Democrat dirty
tl’le§ attnbuted to her;>and which had appeared on social media following the
Falrforwarth by}-electton

Councillor; Harris; wished to Propose the following three amendments to the
Proposed Budget, having withdrawn a Proposition relating to the freezing of
Council Tax, which had already been addressed:-

® an investment in a sum of £500,000 to fix potholes in roads in the
District;
o an allocation of an additional sum of £34,000 to repair and upgrade

street signs across the District;
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. a one-off allocation in a sum of £50,000 towards the cost of
replacing the Astro Turf pitch at Deer Park School.

Councillor Harris requested that the Council adjourn for a period of time to
allow Members to consider and discuss the amendments. The Chairman
agreed to such request and adjourned the Meeting.

When the Meeting reconvened, Councillor Harris Proposed the first
Amendment, and he expressed the view that, in times of hardship, local
authorities should work together to deliver quality services. He referred to the
current backlog of road repairs across the County, and contended that this
Council should support the County Council in completing the task to repair
potholes in the road. Councillor Harris referred to the Council’s budget
surplus, which he attributed to the efficiencies made and the good work
undertaken by the current administration, and he considered that the Council
could afford to support this Amendment. Councillor Harris accepted that the
details of any support would need to be worked out with the County Council
as it was important to ensure that any investment made was used to repair
potholes in road across the Cotswold District.

Councillor Jenny Forde Seconded the Amendment, stating that she ag@
with the comments he had made. Councillor Forde commented that, whil

she considered the District to be a beautiful area, the roads wereiira poo
condition and that the verges were being damaged by people dnvmwagr
them to avoid the potholes. Councillor Forde contended that'po\h\oles\was a
‘doorstep’ issue for residents, and that there had been dro of 26% in the
number of people cycling to work across the District, whlch could beattributed
to the condition of the roads. In conclusion, Aéhncnler Forde\expressed the
view that this Amendment would have an lmmedlé’t [mpact and‘would be
welcomed.

The Leader of the Council questioned the appropnateness of the Council
picking up the bill for work which shou{d ge camed dut by the County Council,
commenting on the principle of double-tax\tlon and the difficulties of ensuring
that any investment wouid be fully,ex e{lded\wnhm the Cotswold District. The
Leader referred to a Pl’OpOSlthﬂ at a recent Meeting of the County Council to
spend an additional £9m on_l'%gh ays in the next year. He considered that
Proposition to have been“good n \wsq‘v/viﬁlch would ensure that the County
Council kept on top of the\ mendmen ut forward by Councillor Harris, who
had abstained from‘votmg n the! Prop05|t|on put forward at the County
Council Meetlng ﬁhe&e@de@ﬁ’ntended that it was likely that a fairly high
proportlon\of the money* approved by the County Council would be spent on
repairing roads in the\Cotswold District as it comprised the largest District in
the«County, ano\be reminded the Council of the volume of work that went into
thé‘preparatlon oﬁa budget. He expressed the view that the Amendments put
forward\by the leeral Democrat Group represented ‘political grandstanding’,
and had" not‘be}gn circulated to the Conservative Group in advance of this
Council Meetmg, and he contended that Councillor Harris should be
embarrassed by his actions. In conclusion, the Leader stated that he did not
support the Amendment.

In response, Councillor Harris stated that he was not embarrassed as his
Proposition constituted an Amendment to the Proposed Budget to deliver on
the election promises made by the Liberal Democrats at the time of the
District Council elections in 2015. Councillor Harris stated that he had spoken

@ 1
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in favour of investing money in roads at the County Council Meeting referred
to by the Leader, but that the Conservative Group on the County Council had
not been prepared to negotiate. He suggested that the Leader was rattled,
was lashing out and was desperate and he considered the refusal by the
Leader to inject further money into the repair of roads in the District to be
shameful and regrettable.

A Member expressed the view that the administration had done well in
preparing a budget if the Opposition Group abstained from voting thereon.
The Member suggested that the Proposed Amendment would put down a
marker to the County Council that this Council was determined to bring about
the benefits of Unitary Authorities without there being Unitary Status in
Gloucestershire. The Member referred to the Council's levels of balances,
and expressed the view that it was likely to lose some element of New Homes
Bonus to adult social care. The Member contended that the Council should
consider further co-operation across the tiers of local government; it should
use its surplus monies to address appropriate issues; and it should be ,
possible to direct funding towards the repair of potholes across the District ¢

during the forthcoming financial year. _

A second Member considered that Councillor Harris had given a ciear@ ' '
explanation of his actions at the recent County Council Meeting and thaLt/here

had not been any hypocrisy in those actions. The Member stated:tjgat the
amendments to the budget, detailed on page 18 of the update 1 reports had
been produced at a late stage and reflected the amendmenis: th twere belng
put forward by the Liberal Democrat Group. In conclusnonJ (he Member

contended there to be a clear party pdlitical element aéﬂtheCablnethad only
met on 16" February 2017. <?

A third Member expressed the view that this Councnl was forfunate to have a
number of Members who also served on the Coﬁ ty Cougcﬂ and he
questioned if Councillor Harris had beenfl’"fa our: of thé‘Proposmon put
forward at the County Council Meetlng\m relatlon to'the additional highways
expenditure and if he accepted that the. County €ouncil had responsibility for
highway repairs. The Member conitén edthat the Liberal Democrat Members
who had attended the recent Co\u/nty CounCIWeetlng had been subjectto a
party whip and that, while he accepted t‘hat roads across the County were in a
poor state of repair, a ling ‘had tobe-dralvn under the responsibilities of the
various authorities. Dl

In response, Courf&%?‘Hams*sgld that the Liberal Democrat Group was not
subject toa parfy ‘thp but~ rather, reached a consensus and then voted
accordlngl Councnl\or Harns considered that the Group had suggested a
number of sensnble Am}andments in respect of roads, mental health and social
care\b\gt that sﬁch Améndments had not been accepted by the Conservative
Group.on \the Cgunty Council. He stated that, while he welcomed the
additionalexpenditure proposed by the County Council in respect of
highways, his-current Amendment was for this Council to contribute an
additional sum of £500,000 towards the cost of repairing potholes in roads
across the District. In conclusion, Councillor Harris stated that he would not
accept a lecture from the last speaker.

On being put to the vote, the Amendment was LOST.
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Note:
In accordance with legislative requirements, a Recorded Vote was taken in
respect of the Amendment. The Record of Voting was as follows:-

For: - Councillors AR Brassington, T Cheung, PCB Coleman, Andrew
Doherty, Jenny Forde, JA Harris, Jenny Hincks, RC Hughes, Juliet Layton
and NP Robbins - Total: 10;

Against: - Councillors Sl Andrews, Mark F Annett, Julian Beale, AW Berry,
Sue Coakley, Alison Coggins, RW Dutton, David Fowles, C Hancock, Maggie
Heaven, SG Hirst, Mrs. SL Jepson, RG Keeling, MGE MacKenzie-
Charrington, Jim Parsons, NJW Parsons, SDE Parsons, Tina Stevenson,
Lynden Stowe, R Theodoulou and LR Wilkins - Total: 21;

Abstentions: - Councillor M Harris - Total: 1;
Absent: - Councillors RL Hughes and Dilys Neill - Total: 2.

Councillor Robbins Proposed the second Amendment. He stated that Some
eighteen months ago, the Responsible Officer at West Oxfordshire Dlstnct
Council had agreed to carry out repairs to, and the replacement of, a nﬁ,m er
of street signs in The Beeches area of Cirencester. Councillor Rdbb ns.gl ated
that it was his belief that there was no longer a budget for sufch \(vorks \nd
that, as street signs in other parts of the District were in negd-of, ttenhorbthls
Amendment would assist with that process. \%

Councillor RC Hughes Seconded the Amend ent statlng that,) ost street
signs in Chesterton were in a poor state of repalr*fﬁ d heeded to*
addressed.

The Leader of the Council explained thatthe\Dlstn% Cotincil had
responsibility for street signs and thatcthe Cour{t Council had responsibility
for road signs. The Leader stated that‘he d|d not Support the Amendment, as
proposed, but suggested another’ ays orwa whereby Ward Members via
Parish Councils could undertak’e\/\:l audit, of-street signs and feed back their
findings. The Leader suggested hat, In the event that there was sufficient
evidence of need, conSIderat:on be gn.ren 'to making a contribution from the
Council Priorities Fund at{the apprB‘b‘rlate time.

Councillor JA Har@pressed nis thanks to the Officer at West Oxfordshire
District C6 CI]\fOl{\hIS asglstance in this matter. Councillor Harris welcomed
the sugges n by-.the Leader of the Council but stated that he still wished the
Amendment, %\proposed to proceed to a vote.

In light of the suggestlon put forward by the Leader of the Council, Councillor
Robbins'g @hat he was would withdraw his Amendment.

Councillor Harris then Proposed the third Amendment, stating that the issue
had been raised with both the Leader of the Council and the Cabinet Member
for Health and Leisure in an e-mail sent by him on 3™ February 2017.
Councillor Harris outlined the background to his Amendment and explained
that the current Astro Turf pitch, which was now sixteen years old, was in
need of replacement and that the flood lights needed an upgrade. The
School was considering the various available funding options, and had
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received agreement in principle to funding from a number of organisations,
including Sport England and the Hockey Foundation. Councillor Harris
explained that the pitch was well-used by the School, other schools, the local
wider communities, and various clubs and organisations and he gave some
examples of activities that were planned to take place on the pitch over the
next few weeks. Councillor Harris suggested that supporting this Amendment
would send a clear message to the public and the local community. He
referred to the Council's good record of supporting leisure activities and
expressed the view that it should support this Amendment as, in his view, the
pitch served a wide section of the community.

Councillor Juliet Layton Seconded the Amendment, commenting that the
Council should promote ‘healthy lifestyles’. Councillor Layton concurred with
Councillor Harris that the pitch was available for use by the community, and
commented that it was well-used in all weathers. In conclusion, Councillor
Layton expressed the view that the Council could afford to support this
Amendment.

‘The Leader of the Council stated that he did not support this Amendment. Q
The Leader commented that it was not this Council's responsibility to fund-the ‘
obligations of another organisation, and that the Council would not be‘able to
afford to fund all six academies in the District. The Leader referred toithe
options available to the School to fund the repiacement of its Asgi;ﬁ:";l'urﬁ.pltch
including through Section 106 Agreement funding and the bgdgets of £50:000
allocated by the County Council to each County Councillor mf20\14 to mb st in
the promotion of healthy lifestyles in communities. The Leader explalned how
he had utilised his allocation in that respect, and stated hatihe e-mail sent by
Councillor Harris on 3™ February 2017 had e |denced { at he~\ad spent all of
his allocation and was therefore expecting thk*s Ceuncﬂ to~ball hlm out. The
Leader reiterated that the Council could not'be@ expected to> upport one
school. The Leader expressed concern that‘nm ference had been made in
the Amendment to any appraisal or outcame\andxce@mented that the
request could equally apply to any choel Thé\Leader contended that each
school in the District had the right to expect the sgyne levels of funding and
facilities, and that the School manage atar g{e budget and should look at
ways of funding the work itself. In conclusm the Leader stated that this
Council should consider lrly_estment in pnorltles which were within its remit, be
they statutory or dlscretlenar}?

A Member expressed\dlsap tment at the comments from the Leader,
stating that -he was'Chalrma f’ a" Sport and Recreation Group that was trying
to pull a number of clubs\tegether In response to a question asked of the
School in relatlon to\g\ont:ngency funding, the Member explained that he had
been adV|se¢that such funding had been used to meet the cost of repairs to
the“SchooI roofx khe Member expressed the view that the Amendment did
not constltute 'becj -stop’ funding as the School was seeking funding from a
number’ ef‘ethe r sources but that, rather, the Amendment proposed a top-up
of such fundmg The Member suggested that consideration could be given to
making low-interest or interest-free loans to help schools meet their
aspirations.

A second Member expressed his surprise that Councillor Harris had not
raised this issue at a County Council Meeting held the previous week, as that
authority was responsible for schools. The Member echoed the comments
made by the Leader in respect of the 2014 allocation by the County Council in
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respect of the investment in the promotion of healthy lifestyles, and
commented that he had spent some of his allocation on initiatives within the
County Division represented by Councillor Harris, as he had spent all of his
allocation. The Member contended that support for this Amendment would
set a dangerous and appalling precedent and should, therefore, be resisted.

In response, Councillor JA Harris stated that he had put his 2014 allocation as
a County Councillor to good use in Cirencester, citing examples of the
initiatives and projects he had supported. Councillor Harris contended that
this Amendment constituted a good opportunity for this Council to say to the
public that it cared and he reminded the Meeting that schools faced a number
of difficult financial decisions. In conclusion, he stated that, while this
Amendment had been put forward as a ‘friendly’ one, it had not been
supported.

On being put to the vote, the Amendment was LOST.

Note:
In accordance with legislative requirements, a Recorded Vote was taken-in
respect of the Amendment. The Record of Voting was as follows:- O)

For: - Councillors AR Brassington, T Cheung, PCB Coieman, Je/ﬁy Eordej

JA Harris, M Harris, Jenny Hincks, RC Hughes, Juliet Layton ar %bbms

- Total: 10;

Against; - Councillors S| Andrews, Mark FAane\tt Julla’a‘-BeaIe AW*Berry,
Sue Coakley, Alison Coggins, RW Dutton, D vid Fo@és C Hancock Maggie
Heaven, SG Hirst, Mrs. SL Jepson, RG Keellng)\ MGE MacKenzig-
Charrington, Jim Parsons, NJW Parsons, SlE“Pars&\s “Fiha Stevenson,
Lynden Stowe, R Theodoulou and LR Wilkir&™ Total™ 21;}

Abstentions: - Councillor Andrew Dohegt‘y - Total; 1;

Absent: - Councillors RL Hughes*éﬁ?i@\?ys\%eill - Total: 2.

The Council was then megd to.consider the Substantive Proposition, as
Proposed by Councillor StemB ana*Seg)nded by Councillor Mrs. Jepson, and
including the street sign a{n initiative:

Councillor JA Hanq;;}p@sse :d"his disappointment that the Amendments
suggested\ b\y thg Liberal. @emocrat Group had not been accepted. Councillor
Harris cons:de\r\ed such Amendments to have been of value and that they

wot ld have he!ped a‘number of people. Nevertheless, Councillor Harris was
pleaged that the- p ewously—publlshed Liberal Democrat budget proposals had
been accgpted by what he considered to be a tired and arrogant
admlmstration .drd he concluded by stating that the Liberal Democrats would
be’ gunnlng "for the administration and would win more seats at the District
Council elections which were scheduled to be held in May 2019.

The Leader of the Council stated that he took issue with comments made by
Councillor JA Harris, in the following respects. He disputed that the Local
Plan process was 'out of control’, commenting that there had been what he
considered to be a huge shift in Government policy over the relevant period
which had had to be taken into account in the Local Plan process. The
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Leader contended that the emerging Local Plan system was different to the
previous system, and that, to date, few Local Plans had been approved. The
Leader also stated that the Council would be required to review the Local
Plan every three-five years.

The Leader disputed the inference by Councillor Harris that the Planning
Department was ‘shambolic’, pointing out that a low level of complaints were
received in that respect, and that most complaints related to enforcement
issues which the Council was seeking to address. The Leader explained that
the Council's policy was always to back-fill posts and that, while the Planning
Department was currently experiencing a heavy workload, performance was
monitored on a regular basis. The Leader stated that Councillor Harris should
not seek to degrade the reputation of either the Council or its highly
professional Officers, and expressed the view that the Council delivered a
good level of services. The Leader admitted that the Council got things
wrong on occasion, but contended that the level of New Homes Bonus it
received was a recognition of good performance. The Leader further
contended that Councillor Harris should stop trying to claim credit he was no
due, pointing out that the decision by the Council to allocate a sum of
£500,000 towards improving broadband across the District had been a ’pohcy '
decision which had been taken at the 2016 Budget Meeting and had achleve
matched funding through negotiations with the County Council without any
involvement of Liberal Democrat Members. [n conclusion, the Leader
contended that the Proposed Budget would deliver for eveme@ndwoul
address the issues that had been raised over the past twely em@%

RESOLVED that:

(a) subject to an extension of the 'Fré*:;> After 3’ parking initiative until
March 2018; a freeze on car parking c:hargeé's an. addltﬁ) al sum of
£30,000 from the Investment in Car Parks‘budqet to) complete the
improvement works at The Beeches Car,\ark Clrencfaster, an additional
one-year Enforcement post, to be reylewed at the'end of that year; an
additional sum of £100,000 to complete the M@;eton -in-Marsh flood
defence scheme and to progress.othenﬂood scheme, including in
Fairford, Broadwell, Southrop (and Eweﬁ\such funding to be topped-up,
if necessary; a budget of £2,000 per Ward Member to facilitate the roll-
out of defibrillators acrofssthé‘mstrigt a budget of £750 per Ward
Member to promote actlyltles, egucatlon and events in Wards and
Parishes to commemorate the end of the First World War; and an
allocation of fundmg to\repalr ‘the roof of the Council's Trinity Road
offices, the Medlum Ter Financial Strategy 2017/18 to 2020/21 and
Budget 201:7!18 (mcorporatlng a Council Tax freeze for 2017/18) be
approved;

(b} “lthe Capital Programme for 2017/18, as detailed in paragraph 13 of
the updated_:eport and Appendix ‘B’ attached thereto, as amended, be
approved;

(c) the Net Budget Requirement for 2017/18, as detailed at paragraph
11.1 of the updated report and Appendix ‘B’ attached thereto, as
amended, be approved;

(d) the Pay Policy Statement 2017/18, attached at Appendix ‘D’ to the
updated report, be approved;
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(e) the financial impact of any changes from the Provisional Local
Government Finance be managed through the General Fund Working
Balance for 2017/18.

Record of Voting - for 32, against 0, abstentions 0, absent 2.

Note:

In accordance with legislative requirements, a Recorded Vote was also taken
in respect of the Substantive Motion. The Record of Voting was as follows:-

For: - Councillors S| Andrews, Mark F Annett, Julian Beale, AW Berry, AR
Brassington, T Cheung, Sue Coakley, Alison Coggins, PCB Coleman,

Andrew Doherty, RW Dutton, Jenny Forde, David Fowles, C Hancock, JA
Harris, M Harris, Maggie Heaven, Jenny Hincks, SG Hirst, RC Hughes, Mrs.
SL Jepson, RG Keeling, Juliet Layton, MGE MacKenzie-Charrington, Jim _
Parsons, NJW Parsons, SDE Parsons, NP Robbins, Tina Stevenson, Lynden
Stowe, R Theodoulou and LR Wilkins - Total: 32;

Against: - Total: 0;
Abstentions: - Total: 0;
Absent: - Councillors RL Hughes and Dilys Neill - Total: 2.

COUNCIL TAX 2017/18

The Leader of the Council introduced this |terg~,.drawmg attentlot}to the
updated report which had been circulated, reﬂe/c\tmg the) revnsed
recommendations of the Cabinet and mcorperatmé‘“a fgeezegn the District
Council element of Council Tax, and the Budget for 204 7/1 8 approved by the
Council under the previous item of business;

In response to a question on the allocation of Council Tax collected in relation
to new properties for a proportion'Gfithe ki na cial year, it was reported that
such sums were paid into the Cdrectlon uhdfor apportionment to the
County and District Councils_andithe Pollce and Crime Commissioner, but not
to Town/Parish Councnls, an&ha account was also taken of new homes that
were due to come on-stfdam during thie forthcoming financial year.

It was duly Propos'éh\ d~Seconded-and

RESOLV<E}that:

1)Q-Qr the purposes of the Local Government Finance Act 1992
Sectiom35(2), there are no special expenses for the District Council in
2017/18;

2) it be noted that It be noted that, using her delegated authority, the
Chief Finance Officer calculated the Council Tax Base for 2017/18:

(a) for the whole Council area as 39,045.55 [item T in the formula

in Section 31B of the Local Government Finance Act 1992, as
amended (the “Act”)]; and
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(b) for dwellings in those parts of its area to which a Parish
Precept relates as in the attached Schedule 1;

3) the Council Tax requirement for the Council’s own purposes for
2017/18 (excluding Parish Precepts) is £126.40;

4) the following amounts be calculated for the year 2017/18 in
accordance with Sections 31 to 36 of the Act:-

(a) £55,775,750 being the aggregate of the amounts which the
Council estimates for the items set out in Section 31A (2) of the Act,
taking into account all precepts issued to it by Parish Councils and
any additional special expenses;

(b) £48,124,657 being the aggregate of the amounts which the
Council estimates for the items set out in Section 31A (3} of the Act;

(c}) £7,651,093 being the amount by which the aggregate at 4(a)
above exceeds the aggregate at 4(b) above, calculated by the
Council, in accordance with Section 31A(4) of the Act, as its Counc:l
Tax requirement for the year {Item R in the formula in Section 31B,of
the Act); 7

(d) £195.95 being the amount at 4(c) above (Item Iy ﬁded by
Iitem T (1(a) above), calculated by the Council, in accordance wnth
Section 31B of the Act, as the basic amount of its Councll\ ax for
the year (including Parish Precepts and Spemalexpe ses)

(e) £2,715,735 being the aggregate:a?mount of-all special items
(Parish Precepts and Special Expenses)»referred t&m Section 34(1)
of the Act as per the attached Schedule*Z

() £126.40 being the amount*at 4(d)~above Jess the result given by
dividing the amount at 4{e) above' by Itern; (1(a) above), calculated
by the Council, in accordance mth Sectlon 34(2) of the Act, as the
basic amount of its Counil Tax*fo\r the year for dwellings in those
parts of its area to whichino Parlsh Precept or special item relates;

(g) the amounts shown in,Schedule 2 being the amounts given by
adding to the a un at 4(f) above, the amounts of the special item
or items relatln91 (o] dweillngs in those parts of the Council’s area
show\ in Scﬁedule 2.divided in each case by the amount at 2(b})
above; calculated bythe Council, in accordance with Section 34(3)
of the Act, as th&pasuc amounts of its Council Tax for the year for

Q:M{ellmgs in 1'thosé parts of its area to which one or more special
items relate;

(h) the-amounts shown in Schedule 3 being the amounts given by
multiplying the amounts at 4(f) and 4(g) above by the number
which, in the proportion set out in Section 5(1) of the Act, is
applicable to dwellings listed in a particular valuation band divided
by the number which in that proportion is applicable to dwellings
listed in valuation Band D, calculated by the Council, in accordance
with Section 36(1) of the Act, as the amounts to be taken into
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account for the year in respect of categories of dwellings listed in
different valuation bands;

5) it be noted that for the year 2017/18 the Gloucestershire County
Council and the Police and Crime Commissioner for Gloucestershire
have issued precepts to the Council, in accordance with Section 40 of
the Local Government Finance Act 1992, for each category of dwellings
in the Council’s area as indicated below:-

Valuation Gloucestershire Police and
Band County Crime
Council Commissioner
£ £
A 786.17 142.99
B 917.20 166.83
C 1,048.23 190.66
D 1,179.26 214.49
E 1,441.32 262.15
F 1,703.38 309.82
G 1,965.43 357.48
H

2,358.52 428.98 Q
6) the Council, in accordance with Sections 30 and 36 of»t[fewLoc‘aL\:)

Government Finance Act 1992, hereby sets the aggrega},e amo\unts
shown in Schedule 4 as the amounts of Council Tax for the year 2017/18
for each part of its area and for each of the categorie$: ‘of dwe lings;

7) the Council’s basic amount of Councﬁax for\2017l‘18\ls not
excessive in accordance with pnnmples‘f apprcﬁed under Séction 52ZB
Local Government Finance Act 1992;

8) the Chief Finance Officer, Prmmpal,\ohcnto Legal Executive,
Group Manager Revenues and Welfare Support Joint Operations
Manager, Joint Support Lead Offi cer Ggerpayments Officer, Senior
Recovery Revenues Officer, Semor\ReVenues Officer, Revenues Officer
and Recovery Officer be authofisedto;- “>

(a) collect and reﬁ?er a%tlonal Non-Domestic Rates and
Council Tax; and] 5)

(b) prose’éﬁ\or defend’on the Council’s behalf or to appear on
its-Behalf \

Record of Voting - f%32, against 0, abstentions 0, absent 2.

In accordanceWith legislative requirements, a Recorded Vote was taken in
respect of the Amendment. The Record of Voting was as follows:-

For: - Councillors SI Andrews, Mark F Annett, Julian Beale, AW Berry, AR
Brassington, T Cheung, Sue Coakley, Alison Coggins, PCB Coleman,
Andrew Doherty, RW Dutton, Jenny Forde, David Fowles, C Hancock, JA
Harris, M Harris, Maggie Heaven, Jenny Hincks, SG Hirst, RC Hughes, Mrs.
SL Jepson, RG Keeling, Juliet Layton, MGE MacKenzie-Charrington, Jim
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Parsons, NJW Parsons, SDE Parsons, NP Robbins, Tina Stevenson, Lynden
Stowe, R Theodoutou and LR Wilkins - Total: 32;

Against: - Total: 0;

Abstentions: - Total: 0;

Absent: - Councillors RL Hughes and Dilys Neill - Total: 2.

CL.50 TREASURY MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 2017/18

The Leader of the Council drew attention to the report and recommendation
of the Audit Committee commending approval of the Treasury Management
Strategy and Annual investment Strategy for 2017/18; and, also, the half-year
performance report for 2016/17.

It was noted that no significant changes had been made to the 2016/17
Strategy.

RESOLVED that:

(a) the Treasury Management Strategy and Annual Investment
Strategy 2017/18 be approved;

(b) the half-year performance report for 2016/17 be noted.
Record of Voting - for 32, against 0, abstentions O,fé‘bsen\%

CL.51 INTERNAL AUDIT SUPPLIER

The Cabinet Member for Enterprise and Partnerships presented the report
- . - _a—— ‘ \ } -
and recommendations of the Cabinet in respect Stthe appointment of a
. . . . fr N .
supplier of internal audit services; anQ:gonﬁrme that-the recommendations
also had the support of the Audit Cominittee.

In response to a question, the gmgf the Audit Committee confirmed
that the governance arrangemerits were; being looked into, to ensure that they
were not unwieldy. Attemionhwas\a\lso- rawn to the benefits of a single
provider for the 2020 pa"rtg.ers, and the increased resilience afforded by a
larger, more flexible.a gams@

RESOLVED that:

(@), Cotswolg;pistrict Council becomes a Member of the South West
Audit.Partnership;

(b) the Ghair;nan of the Audit Committee be nominated as the Council
representative on the Members’ Board of the South West Audit
Partnership;

(c) the Group Manager GO Shared Services {in her role as S.151

Officer) be nominated as the Councii’s representative on the South West
Audit Partnership Board of Directors;
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(d) that delegated authority be given to the Group Manager GO Shared
Services (in her role as S.151 Officer) to enter into the following legal
agreements - Agreement for the Provision of Audit Services and Deed of
Adherence - in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Enterprise and
Partnerships, the Shared Strategic Director and Head of Paid Service,
and the Group Manager (Land, Legal and Property).

Record of Voting - for 30, against 0, abstentions 2, absent 2.

CL.52 STRATEGIC SITE AT CHESTERTON CIRENCESTER - QUTLINE
APPLICATION 16/00054/0UT

The Council was requested to note action taken by the Head of Paid Service
under Council Procedure Rule 38 to agree that the outline planning
application for a mixed use development (including up to 2,350 dwellings) on
land at Chesterton Farm, Cranhams Lane, Cirencester (known as the \
Chesterton Strategic Site) would be determined by the Council as opposed to
the Planning and Licensing Committee; and to consider a number of
administrative and procedural arrangements relating to the Special Council \
Meeting to be held in due course to determine the application. m _

applications; the existing restrictions in relation to Ward Membe;n votingsahd
options in this regard; a proposal to extend the time for ‘public’ peaklng,
approach to ensure maximum transparency in the identification. of\potenhal
Member and Officer interests; options around meeting daté/starf time/veriue;
a suggestion for an all-Member sites lnspectlog\ bneﬂn’?the,p@posed
advance circulationfavailability of papers; the-issue of”t ird party‘;>
representations; and more general admlnlstratwe’érrange ents?

The circulated report set out the current process used in the determma@

Given the significance of the application, Memben§ welgomed the opportunity
to debate these matters and thanked officers.for bringing-together the report
at short notice.

A Proposition was duly made and.seconded that the proposals contained
within the report be accepted subjecrt}-theuglowmg two amendments:-

(i) that, on the- -ground ds of transparency and democracy, Ward
Members should/Bé allowed\\tg,vote on this particular application;

(ii) that.the meeting venue should either be the Bingham Hall or
the Baptis (Chuch|n~C|rencester with an early evening start time
(5700 p.f: 'or 6. 00pn.).

A number of Merpber\s:supported the removal of the restriction in respect of
Wardnb{lember votl g, contendmg that all Members should be eligible to vote
on suclg:a S|gn|f|ca t application; the restriction was not a iegal requirement,
and was«not_applled by many authorities; constituents felt that the restriction
reduced a memiber's ability to represent his/her electorate, and was less
democratic; the proposal was suggested as a one-off exception; and the
Council would be best served if it allowed all Members to decide for
themselves whether to participate and/or vote.

Other Members did not support the relaxation of the Ward Member voting
restriction. It was pointed out that whilst the Chesterton proposal was
significant, other communities had had to contend with large developments
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that were of similar significance in terms of the percentage increase in the
number of dwellings in that settiement, and the restriction had applied; the
arrangement was tried and tested over a number of years; the restriction
afforded a degree of protection to Ward Members and the Council; the
continuation of the status quo was the least risk option to the Council; given
an inability to vote, the Ward Members could be better placed to represent the
wishes of their constituents, and indeed campaign for one outcome or the
other, without any fear of accusations of pre-determination; and extended
speaking slots were being proposed in an attempt to ensure increased
representation.

There was general support for the suggested alternative venues put forward,
but disagreement over the meeting start time.

In response 1o various comments and questions, the Head of Democratic
Services clarified aspects relating to pre-determination, pre-disposition and
bias; confirmed that, if Members supported change, either in respect of the
application alone or as a policy, then independent legal advice could be .
sought or Members could just agree to change; clarified that officers did not |
instruct Members in relafion to the declaration of interests, but offered tf;gi
best professional advice; and advised that and evening start time was,no
supported for the reasons stated within the report. (7

At this juncture it was agreed that the Council should vote on each
item/recommendation separately, with the following outcomes*-E

)] Recommendation (a) as contained within the cwctﬁa@port was

agreed. o
<

(ii) The proposition to amend Recomme’r%atlon\b) wnthln the' circulated
report to allow Ward Members to vote offthls a phca jon, as an
exception, was LOST. A recorded votéwas takgg on this item, and

the record of voting was: m
For: - Councillors AR Brassington, T Cheting, PCB Coleman, Andrew

Doherty, Jenny Forde, JA- Harn\s\M Harrté” Jenny Hincks, RC Hughes,
Juliet Layton and NP RobBins Tota[\11

Against: - Counclllgs;SI Andrews;/ Mark F Annett, Julian Beale, AW
Berry, Alison Cogglns RW D\ﬁtton C Hancock, Maggie Heaven SG
Hirst, Mrs. SL Jepson RG Keeling, MGE MacKenzie-Charrington, Jim
Parsons, N%W Parsons,,SjDE Parsons, Lynden Stowe, R Theodoulou
and LR Wilkins \Fotal

Absténtions: = Councillor David Fowles - Total: 1;

Absent: *Gountillors Sue Coakley, RL Hughes, Dilys Neill and Tina
S evenson - Total: 4.

(iii) Recommendation (b) as contained within the circulated report was
agreed.

(iv) Recommendation (c) as contained within the circulated report was
agreed.

(v) Recommendation (d) contained within the circulated report insofar as
it related to interests was agreed.
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(vi}  An Amendment was Proposed and duly Seconded to the effect that
the arrangements as regards meeting venue be delegated to the Head
of Paid Service, in consultation with the Chairman of the Council and
the Chairman of the Planning and Licensing Committee, having regard
to the comments made at the Meeting; and a start time of 1.00 p.m. be
agreed for the Meeting.

The Amendment sought to acknowledge the support for a more ‘local
venue; but also identified concerns regarding a later meeting start time
and the potential for various issues to arise if the meeting needed to
spread into a second day (such as further representations; and
potential contact by interested parties).

Upon being put to the vote, the Amendment was CARRIED.
RESOLVED that:

(a) the action taken by the Head of Paid Service under Council
Procedure Rule 38 to agree to the determination of planning application
16/00054/0UT by the Council (rather than the Planning and Licensing
Committee) be noted;

Record of Voting - for 30, against 0, abstentions 0, absent 4.

(b) the existing arrangements whereby Ward Members. a':e\r.l‘ot able
to vote on matters in their own Ward be retained in respecbc&s

application; (\(6
Record of Voting - for 18, against 10, abstentlon absentv.

{c) the time allowed for public speakmg be mcreased in line with the
proposals at paragraph 3.4 of the cwculated“report §

Record of Voting - for 30, against Oiﬁatgg}\tibns}, absent 4.

(d) the Council endorses the appr\oagﬁh\bemg taken in respect of the
identification of Member and ({f:i:er*mterests

Record of Voting - for 30”agains 0;-abstentions 0, absent 4.

(e) the arrangeme\l]ts a&gards meeting venue be delegated to the
Head of Paid Serynce in consultatlon with the Chairman of the Council
and the c%q\lrman\of the, Rlanning and Licensing Committee, having
regard to the\com ents made at the Meeting; and a start time of 1.00

p. m{agreea\ or th3 Meeting.

Record of Voting/- for 20, against 6, abstentions 4, absent 4.
\_/"

Note:
Having taken votes on individual elements, a vote was then taken in respect

of the Substantive Motion; and the Record of Voting was - for 20, against 4,
abstentions 5, absent 5.
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COUNCILLOR DILYS NEILL

CL.54

The Council was invited to approve the continued absence of Councillor Dilys
Neill from Meetings of the Authority, due to iliness.

It was explained that the continued absence of a Member beyond a period of
six months could only be approved by the Council, and that the relevant six
month period in respect of Councillor Neill would expire before the next
scheduled Council Meeting.

RESOLVED that, in accordance with Section 85 of the Local Government
Act 1972, the continued absence of Councillor Dilys Neill from Meetings
of the Authority due to iliness be approved, up to and including the
Council Meeting scheduled for 16™ May 2017.

Record of Voting - for 29, against 0, abstentions 0, absent 5.

ISSUES/REPORTS ARISING FROM THE CABINET

CL.55

CL.56

There were no other issues arising from the Cabinet. -

£
ISSUES/REPORTS ARISING FROM OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY ANDIOR
AUDIT

There were no other issues/reports arising from Overview and- Scrutlny qulor
Audit.

NOTICE OF MOTIONS

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 12’?he followmg, Motion (Motion
1/2017) regarding the New Funding Formuldtfor, SchooT was Proposed by
Councitlor JA Harris, and Seconded by Counculor NP Robbins:-

‘Council notes that some schools acro.s%ﬁe Cotswolds are set to lose
out on thousands of pound‘"‘ndena»new funa'mg formula being
consulted upon by the Gdnservative® government.

Council further nogesthattflg‘Cmservative Party manifesto in 2015
stated that it would protect)schools funding.

N
Council recagnrge\s that-some schools will receive more money as a
resu!t ofl the newforr{wula but is concerned that many across the
Cotsv‘{/, Idswill end” up significantly worse off.

Counc:hnstructs the Leader of Council to write to the Secretary of
Skte for Educat:on outlining this Council's concernt about the
proposa!srand requests that the government re-design their funding
formuta’e ensuring that no school loses out.’

The Chairman stated that the Motion was another where this Council had no
power or control, about something that it could only seek to support and lobby
on behalf of residents and their children. It related to service provision within
the remit of the County Council, and central government funding over which
no authority had control.
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Accordingly, in allowing the Motion to be debated at the Meeting,
notwithstanding the background set out, the Chairman expressed the hope
that such debate would not focus on a national party political decision but,
instead, on what seemed to be a matter of local concern irrespective of party
colour.

However, during the course of the debate on this mafter, it became evident
that a number of Members felt that they had insufficient information on which
to base an informed decision. In the circumstances, the Proposer of the
Motion withdrew this item, for possible re-presentation at a future Meeting.

CL.57 SEALING OF DOCUMENTS

RESOLVED that the Common Seal of the Council be affixed to all
contracts, conveyances and any other documents necessary for
carrying into effect all resolutions passed by the Council.

Record of Voting - for 29, against 0, abstentions 0, absent 5.

The Meeting commenced at 10.00 a.m., adjourned between 11.20 a.m. and 11..3
a.m., and closed at 1.55 p.m.

Chairman

(END)
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