Council Meeting 26" February 2019

COTSWOLD DISTRICT COUNCIL

COUNCIL MEETING

Present:

Apologies:

26™ FEBRUARY 2019
Councillor Julian Beale - Chairman
Councillor David Fowles - Vice-Chairman
Councillors -
S| Andrews SG Hirst
AW Berry RC Hughes
AR Brassington Mrs. SL Jepson (until 2.00 p.m.)
T Cheung RG Keeling
Sue Coakley Juliet Layton
Alison Coggins MGE MacKenzie-Charrington
PCB Coleman RA Morgan (until 2.00 p.m.)
Andrew Doherty Dilys Neill
RW Dutton NJW Parsons
Jenny Forde SDE Parsons (until 3.20 p.m.)
C Hancock Tina Stevenson (until 2.30 p.m.)
JA Hatrris Lynden Stowe
M Harris R Theodoulou
Jenny Hincks (until 12.40 p.m.) LR Wilkins
Mark F Annett RL Hughes
Maggie Heaven NP Robbins

CL.46 WELCOME

In opening the Meeting, the Chairman commented that, as this was the last
Council Meeting of the year and also of the Council four-year term, he wished
to extend his thanks to all Members and Officers for their general support
over the term and also to him in his role as Chairman. The Chairman also
extended his best wishes to those Members seeking re-election in May 2019
and to those Members who would be standing down from Council duties at
the next Election.

The Chairman then read out a comment provided by Councillor M Harris
which, he hoped, would apply throughout the proceedings:-

‘Let our debating be reasoned and temperate, recognising that others
may have a different point of view; and may we always remember our
deliberations and decisions are for the benefit of other people’.

The Chairman also welcomed Members, Officers and members of the public
and Press to the Meeting.
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CL.47

CL.48

CL.49

Councillor JA Harris, Leader of the Liberal Democrat Group, was then invited
to address the Council. Councillor Harris wished to extend his thanks to the
Chairman for being an ‘even-handed’ Chairman and for his service to the
Council; in addition to Officers who had supported Members through the
Council term. He added that whilst Councillors were often at the wrong end
of public opinion, he considered that all Members, regardless of political
opinion, served with the desire of improving the areas in which they lived.
Councillor Harris concluded by extending his thanks to Councillor Tatyan
Cheung, who would be standing down from Council duties at the May 2019
election, for his work on behalf of the Council.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

) Declarations by Members

There were no declarations of interest under the Code of Conduct for
Members or Section 106 of the Local Government Finance Act 1992.

(2) Declarations by Officers

There were no declarations of interest under the Code of Conduct for
Officers.

MINUTES

RESOLVED that the Minutes of the Meeting of the Council held on 11"
December 2018 be approved as a correct record.

Record of Voting - for 27, against 0, abstentions 3, absent 4.

ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM THE CHAIRMAN, LEADER OR HEAD OF PAID
SERVICE

()  Honorary Alderman Mrs. MF Brown - the Chairman informed Members
of the recent death of Honorary Alderman Mrs. Margaret Fullerton Brown,
who had passed away on 15" February 2019. The Head of Paid Service
reported that Mrs. Brown had been elected to the Council on 3" May 1979, to
represent the then Cirencester Chesterton Ward, and had served on the
Council for 16 years until 1995. He explained that, in addition to every
Committee of the Council, she had served on over 40 Sub-Committees and
working groups; 12 outside bodies; and had held over 20 Chairman and Vice-
Chairman roles within the Council, including as Chairman of the Council from
1993 to 1995. Mrs. Brown had been bestowed the title of Honorary Alderman
by the Council in September 1995. The Head of Paid Service informed
Members that the funeral service would take place on 4™ March 2019 at St
Andrews Church, Chedworth and that more information relating to the
arrangements would be circulated to all Members.

Members and Officers, and others present, then stood for a period of silence
in memory of, and in tribute to, Mrs. Brown.

(i)  Eilming/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 Council
would make its own audio recording of the proceedings.
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CL.50

(i)  Mation 1/2019 re Garden/Waste Collections - the Chairman explained
that this Motion would be debated as part of Agenda Item (11).

(iv) Member Briefing on Cirencester Car Parking - the Head of Paid Service
informed Members that a briefing on parking in Cirencester presented by
Council Officers would follow on from the conclusion of this Council Meeting
and that all Members were invited to attend.

(v) Moation 7/2018 re North Cotswold Hospital - the Head of Paid Service
explained that he had been informed that the Hospital was experiencing a
temporary reduction in services, owing to resources being directed to larger
health centres; and that the situation was being closely monitored by
Gloucestershire County Council’s Health and Care Overview and Scrutiny
Committee. He also added that the Health Trust were looking at recruitment
and a new workforce model around the community x-ray service and that the
Trust had reaffirmed its commitment to community hospital provision across
the County.

(vi) Motion 8/2018 re Household Recycling Centre Opening Hours - the
Head of Paid Service explained that Gloucestershire County Councillor Nigel
Moor had confirmed that the County Council’s decision to reduce the opening
hours of recycling centres had been taken with reluctance but in order to help
protect the delivery of front-line services; although Councillor Moor had
informed Officers that the comments made by this Council would be
considered as part of any future review.

(vii) Spine Road, South Cerney - the Head of Paid Service explained that
the Council had been unable to secure a speed limit restriction on the Spine
Road, although improvements had been made to the road regarding re-
surfacing and other matters. The position would, however, be kept under
review.

There were no announcements from the Leader, other than him wishing to
echo the comments made by the Chairman in regard to thanking all Members
and Officers for their support and wishing Members well for the upcoming
election or otherwise.

PUBLIC QUESTIONS

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 10, questions had been
submitted, and responses provided, as follows:-

(2) From Mr. P Moylan of Cirencester to Councillor AW Berry, Leader of
the Council

‘In 2017, Park Community Group organised a panel debate about the
local plan. This was an open meeting and was attended by hundreds
of local people. CDC were represented on the panel by Christine
Gore, Strategic Director. Everyone agreed that the debate was helpful
and worthwhile.

With the local elections coming up in May, we would like to suggest

that the council, specifically the Leader and selected prospective
candidates including the opposition, take part in something similar,
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thereby encouraging public engagement and demonstrating a laudable
democratic intent. Would the council please undertake to discuss this
with Park Community Group?’

Response from Councillor Berry

| do not believe that it is right or proper for the Council to be involved
with any ‘hustings’ that might be held in connection with the upcoming
elections - it is vital for the Council, through its Returning Officer and
his team, to be strictly neutral and impartial in seeking to deliver
effective and well-run elections in which all those involved can be
confident.

For my part, | would not be averse in principle to participate in such an
event, but | would require more detail along with an assurance that
similar opportunities would be afforded to any political party or, indeed,
independent candidates that put themselves forward for election.

Mr. Moylan commented that, on reflection, he considered the first part of his
original question about the forthcoming elections to be rather clumsy and
stated that he did not mean to suggest that Council Officers should be
involved in any form of hustings, and that the response provided by Councillor
Berry had emphasised that this would not be allowed to happen. Mr. Moylan
stated that he was pleased that Councillor Berry was not adverse to a pre-
election event and that he quite rightly would look for assurance that any and
all party candidates and independents should be afforded the opportunity to
be involved. By way of a supplementary question, Mr. Moylan asked if the
meeting could be arranged as soon as practical and if the Chairman of the
Park Community Group could also be involved.

The Leader responded that he would be pleased to arrange the meeting as
soon as possible in conjunction with the Chairman of the Park Community

Group.

)

From Mr. P Moylan of Cirencester to Councillor MGE MacKenzie-
Charrington, Cabinet Member for Planning and Licensing Services
and Cirencester Car Parking Project

‘The original deadline for the Chesterton S106 agreements was 10"
July 2018. The council has granted several extensions to this
deadline; and it is now eight months’ late. The public have not been
informed and have been kept in the dark about this delay. Can the
council tell us what aspects are causing this protracted delay? In
answering, can the council let us know the situation regarding the
Health Centre negotiations?’

Response from Councillor MacKenzie-Charrington

The S106 negotiations are near completion with progress being made
daily. The majority of the Schedules within the agreements have been
agreed subiject to the specific legal wording. The Primary Healthcare
Schedule has been agreed. Positive discussions continue between
BDL and the Phoenix Surgery for delivery on-site.
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More generally, notwithstanding the fact that a ‘completion date’ had
been identified in the original Council decision, that decision also
clearly recognised that an extended period for finalising the legal
agreements might be likely. This is not unusual for a complex large-
scale development.

Progress has been regularly monitored by the Case Officer, and the
determination period for the application has remained under continual
review, with the Council responding to requests for extensions of time
in a proportionate manner and on the merits of doing so at the time.
The relevant correspondence is available on the planning portal.

Mr. Moylan commented that the latest information contained on the Council’s
Planning Portal stated that the Section 106 agreements should have been
completed by January 2019 with permission granted on 28" February 2019.
By way of a supplementary question, Mr. Moylan asked if the date of 28™
February was likely to be met, and when the public could see the agreement.

The Cabinet Member responded that the February 2019 date would not be
met but that the Council was close to reaching a conclusion; and explained
that, with a development of this scale, it was important the Council took the
necessary precautions and time to ensure the information contained within
the documents was correct.

3) From Ms. M Cobbett of Cirencester to Councillor AW Berry, Leader of
the Council

‘CDC’s Corporate Strategy Document 2016-19 states that Cotswold
District Council wants to be recognised as the most efficient Council in
the country.

Its Priorities are to:

* Provide high quality services at the lowest possible cost to
Council Taxpayers;

* Protect and enhance the local environment whilst supporting
economic growth;

» Champion issues which are important to local people.

That third Priority includes the following statement:

‘We aim to improve people’s quality of life by finding ways of
maintaining and supporting the infrastructure, services and facilities
that communities need.’

| support these priorities and as is appropriate to ensure they are met,
the Overview and Scrutiny Committee established indicators to
measure the council’s performance.

These are laudable and CDC has shown great success in meeting
their targets.

I would ask the Council members though whether it is not important to
monitor the Council’s performance against their stated aim, to improve
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people’s quality of life, using indicators set by an outside independent
statutory body.

The Government’s Social Mobility Commission is one such body. As |
am sure members are aware in the State of the Nation Report 2017
Cotswold was ranked 322 out of 324 local authorities in terms of
youth 19-25 year olds social mobility. Essentially, this report is saying
if you are born in poverty in the Cotswolds, you as a young person are
likely to stay there.

We as residents, and you as our elected representatives, cannot let
this situation continue. This Commission’s report for this year is about
to be released and when it is, will the Council commit to reviewing our
performance again, develop strategies to support our young people
and set indicators to monitor progress?’

Response from Councillor Berry

In short, yes.

We are committed to working alongside our public sector colleagues to
address the root causes impacting on social mobility in our District and
our County. We recognise this needs a multi-agency approach, and a
county-wide social mobility group has been established to develop a
deeper and proper understanding of the root causes, and to take
forward some actions which will positively impact on social mobility, for
the long term.

Work is underway to ensure that we have a bank of evidenced data
across a wide range of issues that impact on the District and its
communities to help inform the Council’s Corporate Strategy for 2019-
2023 and there is recognition that the performance framework that will
sit alongside this Strategy should include indicators from other bodies
too.

This will reflect that there is a collective responsibility to make the
Cotswold District an even better place; and social mobility is a prime
example of this shared accountability.

Whilst we absolutely recognise the need to improve social mobility, we
should not forget that this is just one factor in determining the ‘quality
of life’ for our residents and there are many other components that are
important to people. The Halifax Bank have been tracking a broad
basket of indicators over many years - not just picking on one
particular aspect. In their latest release of results for 2019, Cotswold
District ranked as the seventh best place to live in the UK (up from 43"
place in 2017) and the best place in the entire South West region.

We should celebrate all that is good about living within Cotswold
District whilst also recognising that there are always areas of
improvement.

Ms. Cobbett thanked Councillor Berry for his response and explained that she

was delighted to hear about the work of the County Council group. By way of
a supplementary question, Ms. Cobbett asked who served on the group and
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represented the Council; and, in addition, if the reports, minutes and meetings
of the group were available/open to the public.

The Leader would research and provide this information to Ms. Cobbett in due
course after the Meeting.

(4)

From Ms. C Bloomer of Cirencester to Councillor AW Berry, Leader of
the Council

‘At this Council meeting last year the then Leader told me that “the
Council would continue to work with town councils, Gloucestershire
County Council and all other interested bodies to explore opportunities
for the provision and/or improvement of bus services.’

What work has this Council done to improve bus services over the last
year?’

Response from Councillor Berry

Public transport provision represents a difficult challenge for local
authorities - both operationally and financially - especially in rural
areas but even in urban ones.

Responsibility for the provision of bus services is vested in the County
Council. The main way in which we as a District Council can influence
matters is through our adopted Local Plan, and securing developer
contributions towards provision, where appropriate, in the approval of
applications. Local Plan Policy INF3, which supports development
that assists the delivery of the County Council’s Local Transport Plan,
enables the Council to guide development to those locations that
actively support travel choices through the enhancement and
promotion of safe and recognisable connections to existing walking,
cycling and public transport networks.

By way of an example of this - within the S106 agreement with the
County Council relating to the development of the Chesterton strategic
site, the developer is required to make a contribution of £1,836,912
towards public transport.

Insofar as Cirencester is concerned, the Town Centre Master Plan
seeks to help realise the ambitions of the Local Plan. This will
provide a forum and mechanism to look at the town holistically and
across a wide range of issues, including traffic and public transport -
indeed, opportunities for a purpose-built public transport
hub/interchange in the Southway - Forum area have already been
identified in the adopted Local Plan (Policy S3). The Master Plan
work is a partnership venture with the Town Council, which could also
benefit from the work being undertaken on the Cirencester Futures
initiative. Details are available at www.cirencesterfutures.org.uk

More generally, the Council will seek to respond to any diminution of
current services and, with others, explore opportunities for the
provision and/or improvement of bus services.
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Ms. Bloomer was present at the Meeting, but did not wish to ask a
supplementary question.

()

From Mr. G Selwyn of Cirencester to Councillor AW Berry, Leader of
the Council

‘There are local elections this May. What steps are the Council taking
to encourage full-time employed people to consider standing at these
elections?

Does the Council recognise that this meeting, and all other meetings
of this Council, are scheduled during the working day? Many excellent
potential Councillors need to work full time, and would be unable to
consider standing.

Has the Council considered changing the times of meetings to enable
working people to play a role in helping their communities?’

Response from Councillor Berry

As | have previously stated, | believe it is important that the Council is
not seen to be seeking to influence the democratic election process.
As such, while I consider it vital that we make it easy for people who
want to stand for election to find out how to get involved, what the
rules are, and what they have to do to comply with those rules, | do not
believe that, as a Council, we should seek to influence the profile of
candidates.

I know that the Council, through its returning Officer and Elections
Team, will make available a wide range of information, via different
channels, and also to hold events for prospective councillors.

In an ideal world, local communities would be represented by a
diverse pool of councillors - quality individuals who are capable,
vibrant, energetic and engaged, and with a commitment to local
people.

It should also be remembered that what might be a barrier to one
prospective candidate actually helps another, including the issue you
have raised.

There is nothing in our Constitution that dictates the timing of any of
our meetings. This enables the greatest flexibility and also allows
each committee etc. to determine its own start times, based on a
number of factors including the specific needs of its membership as
well as operational issues. This is also true of Council Meetings.

In summary, | think it would not be appropriate for the ‘old’ council to
try to dictate to the ‘'new’ and believe that the existing approach
provides the greatest flexibility for all.

Mr. Selwyn was not present at the Meeting.
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(6)

From Ms. L Spivey of Preston to Councillor SG Hirst, Cabinet Member
for Housing, Health and Leisure

‘I have been hearing a lot about local crime in the villages near me -
Ampney Crucis, Poulton, Down Ampney - and would like to know what
Cotswold District Council are doing to help the Police in tackling rural
crime in the Cotswolds?’

Response from Councillor Hirst

Cotswold District Council, along with other partners including the
Police, is part of the Cotswold Community Safety Partnership which
aims to reduce crime, anti-social behaviour and the fear of crime. The
partnership’s work is action-led and the sharing of resources supports
a joined-up approach to tackling rural crime.

Gloucestershire Police has dedicated rural beat officers throughout the
County and the Council provides support in running joint operations,
for example roadside checks for detecting fly-tipping and waste carrier
licence offences.

The Police team comprises four Rural Crime Officers, one in each
rural policing area, supported by 23 Rural and Environmental Crime
Officers (RECLOSs) and volunteers. Their role is to prevent, detect and
investigate incidents of rural and wildlife crime and they will be working
with members of the community and partner agencies.

The Council’s Community Safety Officer and Environmental Wardens
attend regular meetings with Gloucestershire Police to discuss rural
crime, cross boarder crime and how best it can be reduced by working
together in partnership.

Whilst there may occasionally be spikes in criminal activity, we should
rest assured that Cotswold’s police reported crime rates are the
second lowest in the county, based on 2017/18 data; and The
Ampneys & Hampton Ward has one of the lowest rates of crime in the
district.

Ms. Spivey was not present at the Meeting.

()

From Mrs. N Ind of Tetbury to Councillor SG Hirst, Cabinet Member for
Housing, Health and Leisure

‘How are Cotswold District Council going to assist communities in
providing Day Centre facilities for the elderly, to help combat
loneliness?

Is there any support available towards counselling/mentoring for our
young people within the District, to improve their mental health?’

Response from Councillor Hirst

The provision of day centre facilities is outside of this Council’s remit.
We do however provide some funding to organisations that provide
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community services for older people and organisations who recruit
older people as volunteers to support others.

This Council recognises the pressures in Gloucestershire County
Council’s social care system and sees its impact on residents in the
locality. We are committed to working with partners and communities
themselves to find sustainable and local means to support older
people.

Through youth activities funding, many small groups and organisations
have been supported and have provided support for young people in
terms of mentoring. It is not likely that the Council will fund counselling
as such - but is more likely to help with less formal support
opportunities. The Council made funding of approximately £40,000
available in 2018/19 specifically for young people, and we are
committed to continue to support youth activities.

Mrs. Ind thanked Councillor Hirst for his response. By way of a
supplementary question, she asked if the Council, in recognising that the
issues facing rural areas were not likely to reduce over time, would consider
these areas when reviewing provision across the District, particularly in regard
to mental health needs in the District’s rural communities for both elderly and
young people.

The Cabinet Member responded that rural areas were just as important as
urban areas, and acknowledged that there were problems in rural areas in
regard to social isolation and rural transport. He added that there were groups
operated by the County Council which were currently working to address
these issues in the future.

(8) From Mr. C Webster of Moreton-in-Marsh to Councillor AW Berry,
Leader of the Council

‘ANPR cameras reduce dangerous speeding through towns and
villages, as has been proven in Rodborough and Whiteshill (Stroud
District). Moreton-in-Marsh Town Council is currently considering
funding for up to two cameras, while Bourton-on-the-Water Parish
Council will be installing a unit soon.

However, while Gloucestershire Constabulary is overwhelmingly
supportive of ANPR cameras, it offers no funding for the £9k capital
cost and £1k/year operating cost. Gloucestershire Highways offers
50% match-funding for the capital cost only. This could still make the
system unaffordable for smaller parishes that nonetheless suffer
excessive and hazardous speeding. For example, 24 speeders were
caught in Bourton-on-the-Hill last month according to the latest Police
figures, with speeds of up to 48mph in a 30mph zone.

Would Cotswold District Council therefore consider full or partial
funding for ANPR cameras in smaller parishes, with the aim of not only
making village through-roads safer, but placing ANPR cameras in
locations of strategic value?’
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Response from Councillor Berry

The Council recognises the need to improve road safety on our
District’s roads, of which speeding is a significant factor. Whilst the
Council cannot commit to any ongoing operating costs, | will refer the
request for support towards the capital cost to the Community Safety
Partnership. Given the costs involved and the mobile nature of ANPR
technology, | will suggest one or two units be considered, to be shared
across the District, as opposed to a per parish basis.

It is pleasing to see community interest in this important issue and this
practical guide to improving road safety in Gloucestershire has some
excellent ideas to consider, all designed to influence driver behaviour
and contribute to a reduction in speeding on our roads:-

http://www.grcc.org.uk/downloads/community-assets-and-
services/2017.08-grcc-cars-toolkit-2017.pdf

Another option you may wish to consider is a Community Speed
Watch group, which | understand have proved successful in other
parishes, and are much cheaper and involve local participation.

Mr. Webster was not present at the Meeting, but had written to thank the
Leader for his response.

9)

From Mr. D Bowie of Upper Rissington to Councillor MGE MacKenzie-
Charrington, Cabinet Member for Planning and Licensing Services
and Cirencester Car Parking Project

‘What additional budget/resource for 2019/20 have you included in the
planning and enforcement team to deal with the contamination issues
that have been discovered at the Upper Rissington and Bourton-on-
the-Water housing sites and may be evident elsewhere in the District
Council’s area?

Response from Councillor MacKenzie-Charrington

Managers within the Planning & Enforcement Team and within
Environmental & Regulatory Services monitor and review resources
and workloads within the teams to ensure that the Council is able to
deliver good quality services to our communities. Currently, the teams
are appropriately resourced to handle any matters associated with the
Council’s responsibilities for contaminated land investigation,
remediation and planning enforcement; and there is therefore no need
to allocate additional budget or resources to the services. This has
been helped by a budget proposal to make permanent a previously
temporary planning enforcement post. We will of course keep the
situation under review and respond if appropriate.

By way of a supplementary question, Mr. Bowie asked in what way could
resources be said to be adequate, given that Enforcement Officers were still
not able to provide timely answers to questions of enforcement; and, in
addition, asked what experience Enforcement Officers had in respect of
contamination issues.
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In response, the Cabinet Member stated that the question related to a
specific issue at Upper Rissington and once the developers had provided a
final report, the Council could undertake a peer review of the report to
ensure the site was in the right condition and that there was no on-going
risk. With regard to Enforcement Officers, the Cabinet Member added that
the Council’'s Enforcement Team was fully staffed, but that external advice
was needed in regard to the site situation at Upper Rissington.

(10) FErom Mr. D Bowie of Upper Rissington to Councillor AW Berry,
Leader of the Council

‘What revised governance arrangements have been finalised for
Upper Rissington parish that will take effect in time for parish council
elections on the 2nd May 2019.’

Response from Councillor Berry

A decision on this issue will be taken at this Meeting (agenda item (15)
refers).

Mr. Bowie was present at the Meeting, but did not wish to ask a
supplementary question.

CL.51 MEMBER QUESTIONS

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

(2) From Councillor RW Dutton to Councillor Sue Coakley, Cabinet
Member for Environment

‘The ambitious flood relief scheme for Moreton has now been
successfully completed. This was a major achievement, not
completed without difficulty, and | take this opportunity on behalf of the
residents of Moreton to thank you and all those who brought the
Scheme to fruition. It is now anticipated that the Scheme will make a
significant contribution to avoiding a repeat of the disastrous flooding
that occurred in the town in 2007. It is of course recognised that it will
be important to monitor and maintain the Scheme, which is quite
extensive in scale. Many residents in Moreton much appreciate what
has been achieved.

Will the Cabinet Member now please summarise the total cost of the
Scheme and indicate how this cost has been borne. | understand
some final payments may still be under discussion but, for the
purposes of your answer, please make a round sum allowance for
these within your response.’

Response from Councillor Coakley

Since 2012, a series of flood prevention works have been carried out
at Moreton-in-Marsh, mostly in response to the flooding of 2007.
Those works have included property level protection, new culverts
under the public highway and road bridge, diversion of drainage
ditches, new surface water drains, a flood defence bund, watercourse
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de-silting and vegetation clearance, new headwalls and trash screens,
new culverts in field drainage systems and a new surface water
diversion pipeline.

Moreton had this series of works carried out to achieve a general level
of flood protection, primarily for the areas that suffered in 2007 but
also for the general area of the town.

Since 2012, £1.3 million has been spent on flood defence work for the
settlement. The final pipeline cost was estimated at over £900,000,
including landowner compensation, land agent and legal costs.

The final cost is expected to rise by at least another £20,000 to cover
the cost of the final land reinstatement claim being negotiated. That
money has been ring-fenced in the CDC flood defence reserves.

The partners involved and their contributions are as follows:

e Cotswold District Council £660,782
¢ Gloucestershire County Council £458,710
e Environment Agency £160,000
e Moreton-in-Marsh Town Council £20,000

Councillor Dutton thanked the Cabinet Member for her response and
commented that he also wished to thank her predecessors for bringing the
relief scheme to a conclusion, which had been a huge benefit to the town of
Moreton-in-Marsh, and also extended his thanks to Council Officer Laurence
King who had designed the plan. By way of a supplementary question, he
asked if, given the complexity of the scheme, the Cabinet Member could
formally confirm that the Council was committed to maintaining the scheme.

The Cabinet Member responded that the Council was committed to
maintaining the scheme.

(2)

From Councillor Jenny Hincks to Councillor AW Berry, Leader of the
Council

Can the Leader please tell me why CDC had not been liaising with
GCC Highways about the resurfacing of Ashcroft Road until 4™
February? 1, as a town councillor, knew some time before that, and
had been in communication with Highways, including the lead
engineer, with concerns from residents and local businesses about the
road being closed for nearly a week.’

Response from Councillor Berry

The Council became aware of the potential resurfacing works back in
mid-December, through notification of a much wider programme of
works over a broad period.

However, unlike affected residents and businesses, we did not
subsequently receive any notification of the confirmed works or dates
(as no connection had been made regarding the car park usage, and it
was apparently not known that we owned and operated the car park).
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Our Officers became aware of the actual dates by way of a request
from a local business, forwarded on by one of our members, for us to
make available some spaces in a nearby car park for his staff to use
during the period of the works.

As soon as the situation was known, our Officers contacted the County
Council to see what might be done to find a way of minimising the
impact on traders in the town and visitors, as well as reducing the
potential traffic chaos arising from the displacement of around 1,000
cars each day into the surrounding areas of Cirencester.

A number of options were suggested and explored and, within the
week, a solution had been secured - namely to move the work to a
number of consecutive Sundays. As soon as this had been achieved,
we issued a Press Release; and the following day (a Saturday), we
hand delivered letters to the affected residents, businesses and
organisations.

| am grateful to the swift response of our Officers, and of the
collaboration of County officials to enable a solution - they are to be
commended. We have also received a positive response to our
initiative and actions, particularly from businesses.

Councillor Hincks thanked the Leader for his response and commented that
she considered it surprising that both authorities were not in regular
communication in regard to resurfacing of roads in the District. Councillor
Hincks wished to extend her thanks to Officers for taking the time to deliver
the letters and, by way of a supplementary question, asked what steps the
Council would take to ensure better communication was in place between the
Council and Gloucestershire County Council.

The Leader responded that owing to the way in which the County Council
communicated their planned works, it was difficult to take particular note of
individual works and that the County Council had not made contact with any
Officers at the Council since publication of the planned works list. The Leader
also wished to thank the Officers who had acted promptly and confirmed that
the Council would seek to look at more effective approaches moving forward.

3) From Councillor Jenny Hincks to Councillor AW Berry, Leader of the
Council

‘Can the Cabinet Member please tell me why a person with disabilities
cannot access public toilets in the Cotswold area with their RADAR
key?’

Note:

This question had been withdrawn by Councillor Hincks as the
problem identified was a short-term issue that had been resolved.
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From Councillor Mark Harris to Councillor AW Berry, Leader of the
Councill

‘A resident has approached me concerned about charges for building
control services at this Council.

He was quoted £1,198 for a pre application meeting, a plan check,
consultation with the fire service and issue of completion certificate.

His agent thought this was excessive and sought an alternative quote
from another local source and was quoted £450.

Can the Leader explain why Publica is charging nearly three times as
much as another local firm for an identical service?

On the face of it, it appears that local taxpayers are being ripped off by
Publica. How can we ensure that CDC isn’t being treated in the same
way?’

Response from Councillor Berry

The first point that | need to make is that both service standards and
fees and charges for any of the services provided by the Council,
either direct or via Publica, are set by Council Members, either
collectively or by individual Cabinet Members.

As Members will be aware, the Building Control Service operates in a
commercial market, with Authorised Officers able to provide local
services. We are also aware that the services offered can vary
considerably and so, without knowing the specific detail, it is not
possible to explain the variation. However, we would be happy to look
into the matter if you could provide us with more information.

I would wish to conclude by expressing regret at your choice of
language, especially with regards Publica. Publica is our company,
and represents an innovative way forward to help the Council meet its
financial and other targets in the future. There is no ‘ripping off’ -
indeed, not only has Publica met its financial targets but it has
managed to exceed them, for our benefit and for the benefit of the
District and all those who live and work here. Perhaps you might wish
to reflect on your comments.

Councillor Harris thanked the Leader for his response and explained that, in
regard to being asked to reflect on his words, such words were the actual
words of residents of the District. Whilst noting that the Council had achieved
its targets, Councillor Harris commented that this was not surprising if the
charges applied by the Council were high in comparison to other providers.
By way of a supplementary question, he asked if the Leader agreed that the
people of the Cotswolds deserved better.

The Leader responded that he could not answer any specific questions
relating to individual matters but that it was important that these individual
‘incidents’ were reviewed to ensure that lessons were learnt from any
potential mistakes made.
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From Councillor Andrew Doherty to Councillor AW Berry, Leader of
the Councill

‘The Cotswolds was recently ranked joint last (out of the authorities in
the area) in a BBC Newsbeat study of "How good is your place for
young people?".

What steps will the council be taking to improve that performance and
address the issues that particularly affect the under 25s in our
community?’

Response from Councillor Berry

Whilst this Council is not the statutory body responsible for youth
services and nor do we have direct influence on many of the factors
that led to this ranking - such as bus services, wild land (not farmland
or parks), or bars, pubs and clubs - we acknowledge there is more to
do.

With the reduction in public sector funding over the past ten years, we
have seen a reduction in youth services and a refocus to a more
targeted approach to serving the most vulnerable.

In recognition of these challenges, this Council has established the
Cotswold Youth network with over 200 organisations registered. The
Council is investing in activities both small and large scale across the
District. The Health Connect project in Bourton will see a youth
council developed and piloted to see its effect, along with a skills-
based outdoor education programme in conjunction with
Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust, for young people not set on an
academic path.

As with many of the key issues affecting our District, a collaborative
approach with our partners will have the greatest impact on this issue.

Councillor Doherty thanked the Leader for his response and expressed
concern that the Council did not see the matter as a priority despite it being
incumbent upon Councillors to take a role. By way of a supplementary
guestion, Councillor Doherty asked if the Leader could provide specific
examples of the large scale activities that were planned and had been
referred to.

The Leader responded that he would need to provide a full response to
Councillor Doherty after the Meeting, but that it was a well-raised point and
one that the Council would be taking seriously in the future.

(6)

From Councillor AR Brassington to Councillor AW Berry, Leader of the
Council

‘When the ‘provisional’ planning permission for Chesterton Farm was
granted by Council in January 2018, the S106 arrangements were to
be completed by 12" July 2018.
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As planning officers have granted FOUR extensions to the developer
on this deadline - without any reference to full Council - will those
permissions be lapsing on 28" February 20197’

Response from Councillor Berry

A further extension of time may be requested, and considered, if the
S106 Agreements have not been completed and signed by 28"
February. Extensions of time fall to be considered by the Case
Officer. The drafting of the S106 Agreements is in accordance with
the Head of Terms agreed at the Special Council Meeting on 16™
January 2018 and there are no new or altered material considerations
that would require the Full Council to reconsider the application.

The S106 negotiations are near completion, with progress being made
daily. The majority of the Schedules within the agreements have been
agreed subiject to the specific legal wording.

More generally, notwithstanding the fact that a ‘completion date’ had
been identified in the original Council decision, that decision also
clearly recognised that an extended period for finalising the legal
agreements might be likely. This is not unusual for a complex large-
scale development.

Progress has been regularly monitored by the Case Officer, and the
determination period for the application has remained under continual
review, with the Council responding to requests for extensions of time
in a proportionate manner and on the merits of doing so at the time.
The relevant correspondence is available on the planning portal.

By way of a supplementary question, Councillor Brassington asked whether,
given the complex nature of the Chesterton development, there would be a
Council Officer designated to ensure that the Chesterton application was
complied with in full.

In response, the Leader confirmed that an Officer would have responsibility to
manage the Chesterton application.

()

From Councillor AR Brassington to Councillor Sue Coakley, Cabinet
Member for Environment

‘In September | asked about street signs in the District and you said “/
am happy to look at the cost of having the frames painted for all new
signs that are installed. If this results in any significant budgetary
impacts, a report will be brought back to Members for decision.

What is the latest on this?’

Response from Councillor Coakley

This issue is part of a current wider piece of work to establish how we
best deal with street sign provision (including budget implications),
which we hope to have concluded by the end of March.
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Councillor Brassington did not wish to ask a supplementary question.

(8)

From Councillor Jenny Forde to Sue Coakley, Cabinet Member for

Environment

‘Please can you tell me how many instances of fly tipping there have
been in my ward since the last Council meeting in December?’

Response from Councillor Coakley

There has been one instance of fly tipping reported in the Chedworth
& Churn Valley Ward since the last Council Meeting.

Councillor Forde thanked the Cabinet Member for her response and did not
wish to ask a supplementary question.

9)

From Councillor Jenny Forde to Councillor AW Berry, Leader of the
Council

‘You might be aware that I've started a campaign with County
Councillor Paul Hodgkinson to secure a safer crossing over the A435
at North Cerney.

In order to access North Cerney Church for their morning worship,
pupils at the village primary school have to cross the busy road using
a police escort to hold the traffic. This isn’t a good use of police
resources and is dangerous.

Does the Leader support my campaign and what can Cotswold District
Council do to help make it a reality?’

Response from Councillor Berry

| would agree on both fronts - that this is dangerous and not a good
use of police resources.

I know that, some time ago, there was a reduction in the speed limit on
the A435 at North Cerney - but do not know whether the situation to
which you now refer applied at that time and therefore may have been
a consideration in the decision to reduce that speed limit.

However, if this is not a long-standing issue, | would presume the
school’s leadership will have taken these factors into account in
arriving at the decision to hold morning worship at North Cerney
Church.

Nevertheless, in view of the safety aspects, | would be happy to write,
on behalf of the Council, to Gloucestershire County Council Highways
to ask what measures they can consider/implement.

Councillor Forde thanked the Leader for his response and for his offer to write
a letter to the County Council. By way of a supplementary question, she
requested that a copy of the letter also be sent to the Reverend of the Parish,
who was also the Chairman of the School Governors.
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The Leader responded that he would be happy to do as requested by
Councillor Forde.

(10)

From Councillor JA Harris to Councillor AW Berry, Leader of the
Council

‘What plans do the Conservative administration have to help tackle
social mobility in the Cotswolds?’

Response from Councillor Berry

We recognise this is a complex issue, with a range of factors that need
to be addressed. With the exception of Stroud, all Gloucestershire
districts were ranked in the bottom half of England for the social
mobility rankings in the State of the Nation 2017 report.

We are committed to working alongside our public sector colleagues to
address the root causes impacting on social mobility in our District and
our County. We recognise this needs a multi-agency approach, and a
county-wide social mobility group has been established to develop a
deeper and proper understanding of these root causes, and to take
forward some actions which will positively impact on social mobility, for
the long term.

Cotswold ranked especially poorly for youth and some of the things
we've already put in place are detailed in my response to Councillor
Doherty’s earlier question. There is clearly a need to address the
number of young people not in education, employment or training after
completing their compulsory education, so we plan a continued focus
to drive economic development by working with the LEP to remove
barriers to the delivery of new employment activity.

Work is underway to ensure that we have a bank of evidenced data
across a wide range of issues that impact on the District and its
communities to help inform the Council’s Corporate Strategy for 2019-
2023. That Strategy will include the positive actions we can take that
contribute to improved social mobility - both directly and through
representation to partners.

There is a collective responsibility to make the Cotswold District an
even better place; and social mobility is a prime example of this
shared accountability.

Whilst we absolutely recognise the need to improve social mobility, we
should not forget that this is just one factor in determining the ‘quality
of life’ for our residents and there are many other components that are
important to people. The Halifax Bank have been tracking a broad
basket of indicators over many years - not just picking on one
particular aspect. In their latest release of results for 2019, Cotswold
District ranked as the seventh best place to live in the UK (up from 43"
place in 2017) and the best place in the entire South West region.
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We should celebrate all that is good about living within Cotswold
District whilst also recognising that there are always areas of
improvement.

Councillor Harris thanked the Leader for his response and commented that
social mobility and isolation were two of the biggest issues facing the District.
He added that residents wanted to see action and leadership and, by way of a
supplementary question, asked what the Conservative plans for tackling
social mobility in the District were.

The Leader thanked Councillor Harris for his supplementary question and
responded that he hoped both parties could work together in the future to
ensure the issue was dealt with across the services the Council could deliver,
and those that were also the responsibility of higher authorities.

(11) FErom Councillor JA Harris to Councillor AW Berry, Leader of the
Council

‘Will the Leader condemn the behaviour of Aura Care Ltd in their
contravention of planning conditions, in particular marketing Stratton
Care Village widely on hotel websites?’

Response from Councillor Berry

| would hope that any developer would comply with the
conditions/restrictions imposed on planning permissions but,
unfortunately and as we all know, this is not always the case. Similar,
we will all be aware of developers that carry out work without even
applying for permission.

Neither is lawful, and developers do so at their own risk. If such
instances are made known to us, then it falls on us to determine the
expediency of action, having regard to the requirements and
parameters of planning legislation and guidance.

Councillor Harris expressed his view that Stratton Court had lied to residents
and Councillors, and understood that the Leader had received an email from
Sir Geoffrey Clifton Brown MP requesting him to treat Stratton Court
favourably as a new development in Cirencester. By way of a supplementary
guestion, he asked if the Leader could confirm if the Applicants or Developers
of Stratton Court had made any donations to the Cotswolds Conservative
Group, the national party or any other local group branches.

The Leader responded that the extract taken from the letter from Sir Geoffrey
should be taken in context and explained that he would find out if any
donations had been made; but confirmed that Aura Care Ltd had sponsored
an award in relation to the recent Chairman’s Awards Evening organised by
the Council in November 2018.

PETITIONS

No petitions had been received.
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CL.53 COUNCIL TAX SUPPORT SCHEME FOR 2019/20

The Council received the results of the public consultation on proposals for
revising the current Council Tax Support scheme with effect from 1% April
2019; and was asked to consider and agree a scheme for 2019/20 having
regard to the recommendations of the Cabinet.

The Leader of the Council introduced the report, which related to supporting
the reduction of Council Tax to those on benefit, and explained that the key
change was the introduction of a banded scheme involving a simple flat rate
percentage discount award dependent upon weekly net income. The Leader
drew attention to concerns previously expressed by the Citizens Advice
Bureau (CAB) in relation to the monetary differentials across the bands, but
explained that the CAB was content for the suggested bands to be applied for
the coming year, subject to their monitoring and review as part of the following
year's scheme. The Leader also referred to the fact that Child Maintenance
payments would be ignored when calculating income. The Leader then
Proposed the Cabinet Recommendations for approval.

In seconding the Proposition, the Cabinet Member for Housing, Health and
Leisure explained that the Council should now support the Scheme
wholeheartedly as previous issues relating to the inclusion of Child
Maintenance payment had been addressed.

A Member expressed his delight that the Scheme had come forward and
commented that it was important that the Council was responsive to changing
circumstances and challenge. He added that the Council should never seek
to make savings from the poorest residents in the District and that it was
important that the Cabinet continued to keep reviewing this item.

In response to specific Member questions, it was reported that the various
protected groups of claimants had been dealt with through different
mechanisms; there was an assurance through public record of Cabinet
Meetings that those in receipt of Personal Independence Payments (PIPs)
would receive protected status and would not be disadvantaged; the bandings
has been agreed for the first year and would be reviewed thereafter; and the
135 customers across the District who had been affected by the previous
decision to include child maintenance as income, had since been financially
recompensed by the Council.

RESOLVED that:

(a) the current Council Tax Support Scheme in relation to Working
Age claimants, including any uprating, be amended as follows for
2019/20:-

(i) by introducing a banded scheme which would see a
simple flat rate percentage discount awarded, depending on a
person’s total weekly ‘net’ income, as follows:-

Household weekly net | % council tax
income support available

£0-£125.99 100%
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£126 - £187.99 75%
£188 - £290.99 50%
£291 - £384.99 25%
£385 + 0%

(i) by ignoring all child maintenance payments when
calculating weekly income;

(b) that those defined as disabled and those in receipt of War
Widows Pension and/or War Disablement Pension be protected from all
of the above changes.

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

PROPOSALS FOR CHANGES TO LOCAL COUNCIL TAX PREMIUMS

The Council was requested to consider proposals for changes to Long Term
Empty Property Premiums, as recommended by the Cabinet.

The Leader of the Council introduced the report and explained that, following
changes introduced by the Government, the Council would now be able to
charge higher premiums in respect of long-term empty properties. The
Leader added that the Council did not want to encourage long-term empty
properties when there was such a high demand for housing within the District,
and commended the recommendation of the Cabinet to Council for approval.

A Member expressed his support for the proposals and enquired as to the key
risks in regard to enforcing the changes, given the recent pressures facing the
Council’s Planning and Enforcement departments. In response, the Leader
explained that the Council held a very good record of collecting Council Tax
and that Members should take some confidence from this and in the work of
Officers.

Another Member enquired as to empty properties under the management of
Housing Associations within the District and if these would also be included
under the changes and, in addition, requested that the Council look at the
possibility of charging for second homes which were only occupied for limited
times of the year.

The Leader of the Council responded that homes under Housing Associations
would fall under the changes but that some homes were regularly rented out
as holiday homes, which brought a good level of tourism and business into
the District.

The Chairman highlighted to Members that the responsibility should lie with
the Ward Members with their local knowledge of any empty properties to
report the properties to Officers as Officers could not be expected to be aware
of every empty property within the District.

The Cabinet Member for Housing, Health and Leisure informed Members that
the Council had recently appointed two Officers across the joint council
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partnership to help assist with the management and overseeing of empty
properties across the relevant Districts.

RESOLVED that the Long Term Empty Property Premium (currently set
at 50%) be:-

@) increased to 100% from 1°' April 2019 for those properties which
are/have been empty for two years and over;

(b) increased to 200% from 1°' April 2020 for those properties which
are/have been empty for five years and over;

(c) increased to 300% from 1°' April 2021 for those properties which
are/have been empty for 10 years and over.

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

PROPOSALS FOR COUNCIL TAX DISCOUNTS FOR CARE LEAVERS

The Council was requested to consider proposals to apply council tax
discounts for care leavers (as recommended by the Cabinet).

The Leader of the Council introduced the report and explained that the
proposals would assist young people leaving care, helping vulnerable people
within the District to live independently. The Leader then commended the
Cabinet recommendations for approval.

Councillor JA Harris Proposed an Amendment in regard to care leavers being
made exempt from Council Tax up to at least the age of 25, as opposed to the
current age of up to 21 years. In doing so, he expressed the view that whilst
a fantastic step, the discounts should continue for those up to 25 years of age
to bring the Council in line with government recommendations as outlined in
the Keeping on Caring report.

Councillor Forde Seconded the Amendment, and commented that there was
little known about care leavers but they were an important group in society
and the increase of exemption to those of 25 years of age was not
unreasonable.

A Member commented that a boundary had to be drawn somewhere and that
there was no valid reason presented by the Proposer and Seconder of the
Amendment as to why 21 years of age should be amended to 25 and to
therefore warrant a change in the Cabinet recommendation.

The Chief Finance Officer informed Members that the eventual decision lay
with Members and that 21 was the age agreed by the County Council and all
District authorities across the County. She also highlighted that an increase
to 25 years may result in this Council having to solely provide funding for the
additional four years, given the County Council had only agreed funding
provision for up to 21 years of age; and that this could possibly present a
financial risk to this Council in the future.

In response to a specific Member’s question, the Chief Finance Officer

explained that the cost of the existing proposal was not known as the number
of care leavers within the District was not known, but confirmed that the
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number was estimated to be around 12 and therefore the financial impact
would be considered to be small.

Another Member commented that there would be flexibility within the
proposals and explained that he considered the Council could extend the
discount to a higher age than 21 if individual cases warranted it.

The Cabinet Member for Enterprise and Partnerships Proposed a Further
Amendment. In doing so, he explained that some authorities within the
District may have already agreed to granting discounts up to 21 years of age,
this being the level which had the support of the County Council and that his
amendment related to approving the proposals as recommended and then
asking all participating authorities if 21 years of age was the correct level and
if there was the potential to increase this age level.

The Cabinet Member for Environment Seconded the Further Amendment.
She explained that care leavers would be exempt until the date of their 22"
birthday and that this was deemed acceptable.

The Chairman informed Members that procedurally, a vote would firstly be
taken on the Amendment as Proposed by Councillor JA Harris and Seconded
by Councillor Layton, but informed Members that progress could be made at
the Meeting, given the general unanimous support for the proposals.

In summarising his Proposition, Councillor Harris explained that the Council
had the opportunity to ‘do better’ than the other councils within the county and
that the all-party parliamentary group and the Children’s Society had both
recommended an age of 25 years of age for Council Tax discount.

In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 16.6, a recorded vote was
requested in respect of the Amendment; and this request was supported by
the requisite number of Members.

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

Note:

The Record of Voting was as follows:-

For: - Councillors AR Brassington, T Cheung, PCB Coleman, Andrew
Doherty, Jenny Forde, JA Harris, M Harris, Jenny Hincks, RC Hughes, Juliet
Layton, Dilys Neill - Total 11;

Against: - Councillors SI Andrews, Julian Beale, AW Berry, Sue Coakley,
Alison Coggins, RW Dutton, David Fowles, C Hancock, SG Hirst, Mrs. SL
Jepson, RG Keeling, MGE MacKenzie-Charrington, RA Morgan, NJW
Parsons, SDE Parsons, Tina Stevenson, Lynden Stowe, R Theodoulou, LR
Wilkins - Total 19;

Abstentions: - Total: O;

Absent: - Councillors Mark F Annett, Maggie Heaven, RL Hughes, NP
Robbins - Total 4.
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The Head of Paid Service then informed Members that, given the Leader, as
the original Proposer, was in agreement, Members would now be requested
to vote on the recommendations as outlined in the Officer report,
incorporating the Further Amendment, Proposed by Councillor Hancock and
Seconded by Councillor Coakley.

In summarising his Proposition, Councillor Hancock explained that a decision
upon the potential increase of discounts up to 25 years of age could not be
made that day as Members had insufficient information but considered that
clearly this recommendation had been outlined in relevant government
papers. He added that the Council could present the view to the other
councils within the county to argue for the potential increase, but stated that
this would only be approved if agreement was reached by all the other
councils in the county.

RESOLVED that:

@) with effect from 1°' April 2019, care leavers who meet the
eligibility criteria as detailed within this report be eligible to apply for a
discretionary council tax discount as follows:-

() where a property is solely occupied by a Care Leaver,
100% discount will be awarded;

(i) where a Care Leaver is in occupation and jointly liable
with others, a 50% discount will be awarded;

(b) the Group Manager for Customer Service (Publica Group
(Support) Limited) be authorised to award the specified discounts;

(c) the Council’s Constitution be updated to reflect the approved
delegated decision-making arrangements;

(d) the Gloucestershire County Council and the other
Gloucestershire District Authorities be advised of this Council’s support
for discounts for care leavers to be applied up to 25 years of age, and
those authorities be asked to consider supporting such an approach.

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

GARDEN WASTE COLLECTIONS

The Council was requested to consider issues regarding future garden waste
collections. The Chairman reminded Members of his decision that the Motion
submitted relating to this issue would be debated as part of the substantive
report.

The Cabinet Member for Environment introduced this item and explained that
the recommendations as outlined in the circulated report related to a decision
taken by the Council in December 2018. The Cabinet Member explained that
the proposals included extending the range of recyclables that were collected
at the kerbside to include textiles, tetrapaks, small electrical items and
batteries; and to separate food and garden waste collections - as food waste
was transformed into renewable energy and garden waste was processed
through a much simpler compost system. The Cabinet Member added that
investigations into the possibility of separating garden and food waste had
exposed the true cost of the Council providing the optional garden waste
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service and that the garden waste licence fee did not cover the costs of
delivering the service. The Cabinet Member then provided a brief summary of
the motion.

The Leader of the Council informed Members that the wording and not the
content of the relevant Motion 1/2019 had changed and proceeded to add
more details to the introduction provided by the Cabinet Member. He
explained that a new fleet of collection vehicles would be introduced in
November 2019 and that the fortnightly collection of garden and food waste
would be reviewed at the time of the budget setting in February 2020 and
relevant costings would be presented at that time.

A number of amendments were proposed by Members of the Liberal
Democrat Group. In the circumstances, it was agreed that the Meeting
should be adjourned to enable the Groups to consider the updated Motion
and the Amendments. Before doing so, the Chairman enquired if any
Member had any further amendments they wished to propose to the
recommendations. As there was none, the Chairman adjourned the Meeting.

When the Meeting reconvened, the Leader of the Council explained that, of
the amendments as circulated by the Liberal Democrat Group,
recommendations (a) and (c) had both been agreed, but that there was a
difference of opinion in regard to recommendation (b) as to when the review
of the waste service review would be undertaken.

The Cabinet Member for Environment commented that the difficulty with
ensuring weekly collections was in regard to the sourcing of agency staff,
owing to complications with recruiting permanent members of staff and the
subsequent reliance upon agency staff, particularity in winter periods when
other employment options for agency staff were readily available. She added
that a reduction in the effectiveness of the service was also a key concern,
owing to a lack of available time to familiarise crews of agency staff with
collection routes and questioned the success of a ceasing of vehicle usage in
the winter owing to the continuing need for MOTs and regular servicing of
these vehicles throughout the year. The Cabinet Member concluded by
drawing Members’ attention to page two of the circulated report contained
within the December 2018 Council Meeting papers and the saving of
£239,214 generated by moving to fortnightly collections, which if not
undertaken, would bring the Council into deficit.

In Proposing the Amendment, Councillor JA Harris was invited to address the
Meeting and explained that the changes to the Council’s waste service had
been a ‘sleeping beast’ and that the Council must listen to the District’s
residents and seek to allay concerns any residents had. He added that whilst
the Review undertaken had been very good, it was clear that the Council had
caused a great deal of public opinion following its suggested proposals and
that the change to a suspension in collections over the winter period had
since been dropped following public concern. In conclusion, Councillor Harris
stated his Group wished to put forward the amendments for one year,
following which a review should be undertaken and urged Members to
support the Amendment.

Councillor Coleman Seconded the Amendment and, in doing so, wished to

commend the work of the Cabinet Member in regard to undertaking a review
of the Council’'s waste service and commented that she was the ideal role
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model for how a Cabinet Member should undertake their work. Councillor
Coleman then drew attention to the fact the proposals related to a cut in the
service’s collections from 52 to 31 collections, yet maintained the current £30
per annum optional charge. Whilst recognising the difficulties in regard to the
recruitment of necessary agency staff, Councillor Coleman explained that the
suggestion of vehicles lying dormant would help to assist with the current
regular required maintenance of the collection vehicles and would also help to
prolong the vehicle’s lives. He concluded that the £30 optional charge which
had first been introduced in 2008, in his view, should have been regularly
increased as opposed to being held static, but stated that he did recognise
the benefit all residents in the District received from the high levels of
recycling that were regularly achieved.

Various Members expressed that they did not support the Amendment as it
primarily sought to extend the review period by one year. Those Members
also drew attention to the fact the review would be ‘shackled’ to the next
Council to be undertaken at some stage in the future and stated that reviews
should also be taken as soon as possible and at the least possible cost, which
the Amendment did not encourage.

The Cabinet Member for Environment responded directly to the Amendment
and stated that she did not think that staff would be attracted by part-time
contracts and that vehicles lying still was a waste of the Council’s resources.
She also added that the garden waste would now be collected by a smaller
fleet of vehicles and that she therefore supported the Conservative Group
suggestion for the review to be undertaken at an early stage. The Cabinet
Member also highlighted that 1,300 residents had responded to the waste
service survey and that every other district within the county collected garden
waste fortnightly.

Some Members echoed the comments of the Cabinet Member and explained
that if the Council did not encourage the separation of food and garden waste,
the Council would face issues from Ubico and that the move to fortnightly
collections was aimed at people separating their waste.

The Chairman informed Members that there was a great appreciation of
recycling rates across the District by residents and that it was of most
importance that a good standard of service was continued to be delivered to
residents and that the removal of the three-month service suspension would
help to deliver this.

Councillor Harris addressed the Meeting again and expressed the view that
the Council could send out a positive statement by Members voting in favour
of the Amendment and commented that he had heard nothing that would
prohibit the intentions of the Amendment. He explained that he also wished
to thank the Leader of the Council for his conduct in regard to the matter.

The Leader of the Council concluded the debate and explained that both
political groups had similar ideas as to how the review should be undertaken
and explained that Members were now concerning themselves with the minor
details. He added that whilst he could see the benefit of the proposals as
contained within the Liberal Democrat Amendment, the review should not be
delayed to be dealt with by a future council.
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In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 16.6, a recorded vote was
requested in respect of the AMENDMENT; and this request was supported by
the requisite number of Members.

On being put to the vote, the AMENDMENT was LOST.
Note:
The Record of Voting was as follows:-

For: - Councillors AR Brassington, T Cheung, PCB Coleman, Andrew
Doherty, Jenny Forde, JA Harris, M Harris, RC Hughes, Juliet Layton - Total
9,

Against: - Councillors SI Andrews, Julian Beale, AW Berry, Sue Coakley,
Alison Coggins, RW Dutton, David Fowles, C Hancock, SG Hirst, Mrs. SL
Jepson, RG Keeling, MGE MacKenzie-Charrington, RA Morgan, NJW
Parsons, SDE Parsons, Tina Stevenson, Lynden Stowe, R Theodoulou, LR
Wilkins - Total 19;

Abstentions: - Dilys Neill - Total 1;

Absent: - Councillors Mark F Annett, Maggie Heaven, Jenny Hincks, RL
Hughes, NP Robbins - Total 5.

A vote was then taken on the original Proposition, incorporating the
amendment via the Motion, as circulated; and, in accordance with Council
Procedure Rule 16.6, a recorded vote was requested; and this request was
supported by the requisite number of Members.

On being put to the vote, the PROPOSITION was APPROVED.

Note:

The Record of Voting was as follows:-

Eor: - Councillors SI Andrews, Julian Beale, AW Berry, Sue Coakley, Alison
Coggins, RW Dutton, David Fowles, C Hancock, SG Hirst, Mrs. SL Jepson,
RG Keeling, MGE MacKenzie-Charrington, RA Morgan, NJW Parsons, SDE
Parsons, Tina Stevenson, Lynden Stowe, R Theodoulou, LR Wilkins - Total
19;

Against: - Total O;

Abstentions: - Councillors AR Brassington, T Cheung, PCB Coleman, Andrew
Doherty, Jenny Forde, JA Harris, M Harris, RC Hughes, Juliet Layton and
Dilys Neill - Total 10;

Absent: - Councillors Mark F Annett, Maggie Heaven, Jenny Hincks, RL
Hughes, NP Raobbins - Total 5.
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RESOLVED that:

(a) in accordance with the Council procedure Rule 15.1, the
decisions taken at its meeting on 11th December 2018 in respect of the
future Waste Service Review (minute CL.38 refers) be rescinded insofar
as they relate to:

(1) the annual three month suspension of the garden waste
service during the winter months (within resolution (b));

(i) the decision to introduce a separated fortnightly garden
waste service (within resolution (a));

(i)  theintended reduction in the garden waste service licence
fee (resolution (g)).

(b) there be no suspension of the garden waste service during

the winter months and, instead, that a fortnightly collection service be
introduced from 1st November 2019, to reflect the significant reduction
in garden waste collected during the winter months;

(b) prior to 31st January 2020, the fortnightly collection of garden
waste be subject to a comprehensive consultation process with

all green bin waste service users - at which point council will also be
able to take in to account any updates on government-led statutory
changes as referred to in the government's 'Resources and Waste
Strategy' published in December 2018 (these proposals, updated in
February 2019, include separate weekly food waste collections for every
household and could include government funding of garden waste
collections for households with gardens);

(c) in light of the above, the garden waste licence fee
remains at £30 for 2019/20, such fee to be reviewed in February 2020 in
view of the said consultation responses and any government initiatives.

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

DRAFT MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL STRATEGY 2019/20 TO 2028/29, AND
CAPITAL AND REVENUE BUDGETS 2019/20

The Council was requested to consider an update of the Medium Term
Financial Strategy for the period 2019/20 to 2028/29 together with the
detailed budget proposals for 2019/20.

The Leader of the Council introduced this item and highlighted various
aspects of the circulated report. He explained that the Council’'s Enforcement
Team were now more adequately resourced than before and that fly-tipping
within the District was a key concern that he would be looking to address in
the immediate future.

With regard to Council Tax, the Leader explained that following over 10 years
of no increase, a 2.99% increase in Council Tax had been recommended by
the Cabinet but, upon further reflection, he and his Group wished to commend
a 2% increase for 2019/20. He explained that, despite the proposed
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increase, this would still result in the Council facing some considerable
medium term risks and dipping into its reserves to cover inflationary
increases.

The Leader then Proposed the Cabinet recommendations, as amended by
the 2% Council Tax increase for 2019/20 to the Council for approval. An
updated report was provided to Members, reflecting this change.

The Cabinet Member for Planning and Licensing Services and Cirencester
Car Parking Project Seconded the Proposition. He explained that the report
presented to Members was comprehensive and that he considered it correct
that the Council would be taking a prudent approach and only increase
council tax by a marginal amount. He concluded by stating that the Council
did not wish to be the cheapest in the county if it could not meet its necessary
obligations and drew attention to the increased revenue required to fund a
number of future projects such as the Waterloo decked car park.

Councillor JA Harris, the Leader of the Liberal Democrat Group was invited to
respond to the Proposed Budget and explained that he wished to thank the
Leader for agreeing to meet with him previously. Councillor Harris explained
that his Group wished to propose three amendments, details of which had
been circulated. 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.

Upon reconvening, Councillor Coleman Proposed the First Amendment,
relating to the Council Tax Support Grant to town and parish councils being
reinstated for 2019/20 at a cost of £31,143. In doing so, he referred to a letter
from the Ministry of Housing and Local Government (MCLG) of 21°*
December 2018 detailing that the Council would continue to receive Council
Tax Administration support of 63% and added that in addition, the Council
would also receive a considerable sum of funding in regard to the New
Homes Bonus. Councillor Coleman concluded that the Amendment was both
financially and practically moral.

Councillor M Harris Seconded the Amendment. Councillor Harris expressed
that he was surprised to hear that the Council received a fee to administer
something which it didn’t have and continued to explain that if approved, the
Amendment would be most welcome by the town and parish councils.

The Chief Finance Officer informed Members that each town and parish
council saw a reduction in council tax and that the grant was intended to
compensate the councils for their loss. She also confirmed that the Council
received £63,000 per year to administer the Council Tax Support Grant.

A Member commented that, previously, the government had taken a ‘round
number’ prior to the introduction of the net scheme of money which gave a
level appropriate to that of the council tax and therefore ensured the councils
received the correct amount. She also commented that town and parish
councils could increase their council tax if they required additional funds.

Another Member commented that this Council should have confidence in
town and parish councils to identify what they needed and that they would be
held to account by their own councillors in the event of financial difficulties.
He added that this Council should encourage localism and ensure parish and

-92 -



Council Meeting 26" February 2019

town councils were aware that they could raise the monies as necessary by
increases in their own council tax.

In conclusion, Councillor Coleman reiterated his earlier comment regarding
correspondence with MCLG and explained that it was not true that parish and
town councils got what funding they required as there was a reduction in the
council tax base. He urged Members to support the Amendment, if not for the
2019 Budget, then for the 2020 Budget.

On being put to the vote, the First Amendment was LOST.
Note:

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

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

Against: Councillors SI Andrews, Julian Beale, AW Berry, Sue Coakley,
Alison Coggins, RW Dutton, David Fowles, C Hancock, SG Hirst, RG Keeling,
MGE MacKenzie-Charrington, NJW Parsons, SDE Parsons, TL Stevenson,
Lynden Stowe, R Theodoulou and LR Wilkins - Total: 17;

Abstentions: Total: O;

Absent: Councillors Mark F Annett, Maggie Heaven, Mrs. SL Jepson, Jenny
Hincks, RL Hughes, RA Morgan and NP Robbins - Total: 7.

Councillor JA Harris then Proposed the Second Amendment, in relation to the
establishment of a £100,000 mental health fund on a trial basis to help
support counselling charities to provide support for Cotswold residents with
mental health problems. Councillor Harris explained that importance of
mental health had come forward in recent years and was now known to affect
everybody. He added that he had spoken to Cotswold Counselling who had
noticed an ‘explosion’ in demand and had explained that there was currently a
waiting list of three months for 80 residents in Cirencester alone. Councillor
Harris continued that the problem was widespread with the NHS struggling to
cope and that the Council could act on the issue even though social care did
not fall under the Council’s remit. He concluded that the grant would help to
train staff at Cotswold Counselling who worked in a rural area where mental
health was a key concern.

Councillor Neill Seconded the Amendment. Councillor Neill explained that
there had been 6,000 deaths from suicide in 2017 and that suicides were
three times more common in men than women. She added that mental health
was enormously painful and that it affected both older and younger people
and that awareness and help needed to be channelled through schools and
other organisations.

Various Members commented upon the importance of the subject and the

need to recognise that people of all ages were affected by mental health.
Those Members, however, stated that they considered that £100,000 would
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be of no use in the grand scheme of tackling the issue across the county and
beyond.

A Member informed Members that Gloucestershire County Council was due
to receive a £5 million grant from government in regard to tackling mental
health within the county and that those Members of the Council who were
also county councillors would be ensuring this Council received the funding
and support it required; which would easily total more than the £100,000
requested in the Amendment.

Other Members explained that any funding and work in regard to this subject
needed to be carefully targeted and allocated to avoid it being ‘lost’. Those
Members also added that the key task with tackling mental health was to
ensure that help was available early on and that the trial funding was not to
respond to the issue long-term but to ‘start the ball rolling’ at a grassroots
level.

Another Member commented that the Council had introduced social
prescribing whereas people had been previously going to visit a GP where
there issues were found to be something else. She added that it could not be
expected that counsellors could be trained and hired on a trial basis and that
a far more suitable level of funding would soon be sourced form a government
fund, by way of the County Council.

A different Member added that it would not be difficult to establish a working
party to consider how charities could be helped following the Council
receiving the grant from the County Council.

In conclusion, Councillor Harris expressed that the £100,000 requested was
not intended to become a permanent stream of funding but was instead to
start helping to assist a crisis that charities within the District were facing.
On being put to the vote, the Second Amendment was LOST.

Note:

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

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

Against: Councillors SI Andrews, Julian Beale, AW Berry, Sue Coakley,
Alison Coggins, RW Dutton, David Fowles, C Hancock, SG Hirst, RG Keeling,
MGE MacKenzie-Charrington, NJW Parsons, SDE Parsons, Lynden Stowe, R
Theodoulou and LR Wilkins - Total: 16;

Abstentions: Total: O;

Absent: Councillors Mark F Annett, Maggie Heaven, Mrs. SL Jepson, Jenny
Hincks, RL Hughes, RA Morgan, NP Robbins and TL Stevenson - Total: 8.

Councillor JA Harris then Proposed the Third Amendment, in relation to the
scrapping of Sunday charges in the Brewery Car Park, Cirencester and
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Maugersbury Road Car Park in Stow-on-the-Wold. Councillor Harris
expressed his view that it did not make sense that charges applied in only one
car park in Cirencester on Sundays and urged that the Council brought the
Brewery Car Park into line with every other car park in the town.

Councillor Neill Seconded the Amendment. Councillor Neill added that it
would be of a great benefit to the town of Stow-on-the-Wold if the car park
there could also be made free on Sundays. She explained this would be a
benefit to residents, visitors and tourists to the town who were currently only
able to park in the town square for a maximum of two hours.

The Leader of the Council informed Councillors Harris, Neill and Members
that his Group agreed that charges in the Brewery Car Park should be
scrapped and that he would ask the relevant Cabinet Member to review the
charges at the Maugersbury Car Park separately in due course.

Councillor Harris responded that he was very pleased with the Council’s
decision and that a review would also be undertaken in regard to the
Maugersbury Car Park which he requested would include consulting
Councillor Neill as the relevant Ward Member.

On being put to the vote, the Third Amendment was CARRIED.
Note:

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

Eor: Councillors SI Andrews, 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, SG
Hirst, RC Hughes, RG Keeling, Juliet Layton, MGE MacKenzie-Charrington,
Dilys Neill, NJW Parsons, SDE Parsons, Lynden Stowe, R Theodoulou and
LR Wilkins - Total: 26;

Against: Total: O;
Abstentions: Total: O;

Absent: Councillors Mark F Annett, Maggie Heaven, Mrs. SL Jepson, Jenny
Hincks, RL Hughes, RA Morgan, NP Robbins and TL Stevenson - Total: 8.

The Leader of the Council then proceeded to thank the Chief Finance Officer
for her work in regard to the report and PROPOSED the Budget, as set out in
the updated report and subject to the amendment agreed relating to the
scrapping of Sunday charging in the Brewery Car Park, Cirencester, to
Council for approval.

The Cabinet Member for Planning and Licensing Services and Cirencester
Car Park Project Seconded the Proposition. He stated that he considered the
Budget to be very comprehensive and detailed and one that had been well
considered by both Officers and the Leader of the Council, prior to this stage.

Councillor JA Harris echoed the comments of the Leader when thanking the
Chief Finance Officer and her team for their work in regard to the Budget. He
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proceeded to explain that the Budget presented was as a result of nine years
of austerity under the political leadership of the Council which resulted in a
pleasant but difficult place to live for some residents of the District. Councillor
Harris continued that the Budget was the opportunity to start tackling the key
issues the District faced including social isolation and social mobility and
added that his Group had been consistent in attempting to ‘unleash the
shackles’ of the Council in order to help benefit residents lives who were
facing great inequality. He concluded by stating that whilst the Leader had
been accommodating to some of the Liberal Democrat's Amendments, the
backdrop to the Budget was yet again one of austerity.

A Member commented that he was fully supportive of the Budget as
Proposed by the Leader. He explained that the Capital Strategy report as
outlined within the circulated report demonstrated that there was significant
investment into the Cotswolds including £30 million of capital expenditure and
the car parking investment in Cirencester. The Member added that this was
in addition to investment in the Corinium Museum, Cirencester Leisure Centre
and Electric Vehicle Charging Points; and the Budget was therefore one
worthy of cross-party support.

Another Member drew attention to the fact that the Council in 2020 was due
to receive around £3 million in retained business rates and that this money
should be invested into the District’s market towns. He also commented that
Members’ allowances, in his view, should be increased as recommended by
the outcome of the review of the independent remuneration panel and the fact
that no mention had been given into the Budget for this necessary increase.

In response, the Leader of the Council stated that it was his intention from
May 2019 to appoint a Cabinet Member with responsibility for market towns
and, in addition, explained that £15 million had been invested into car parking
and that business rates were being returned to smaller business to ensure the
District was both a good place to live and to work.

The Leader concluded that the efficiency of the Council was not just about
cost, but about maintaining service levels. The Leader also explained that
nothing presented within the Liberal Democrat Group’s Amendments had
sought to tackle social mobility and social isolation and that in the future, the
Council would set to look at Housing Associations which were well-known to
help assist with these issues, but warned that the Council could not solve
every issue at once.

The Head of Paid Service informed Members that paragraph 15 of the
Council’s Pay Policy Statement which was contained within the circulated
report should also make reference to Statutory Officers of the Council.

RESOLVED that, subject to the amendment agreed relating to the
removal of charges at the Brewery Car Park, Cirencester on Sundays:

(@) the Medium Term Financial Strategy for 2019/20 to 2028/29,
detailed in Appendix ‘A’ to the updated circulated report (incorporating a
2% increase in the District Council element of Council Tax for 2019/20),
be approved;
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CL.58

(b) the Capital Programme for 2019/20 to 2028/29, as detailed in
section 11 and in Appendix ‘A3’ of the updated circulated report, be
approved;

(c) the Net Budget Requirement for 2019/20, detailed at paragraph
9.1 and the Detailed Budget attached at Appendix ‘B’ to the updated
circulated report, be approved;

(d) the Pay Policy Statement for 2019/20, attached at Appendix ‘D’ to
the updated circulated report, be approved, subject to the inclusion of a
reference to the pay of the Council’s statutory officers;

(e) the Capital Strategy 2019/20, attached at Appendix ‘E’ to the
updated circulated report, be approved,;

() the Investment Strategy 2019/20, attached at Appendix ‘F’ to the
updated circulated report, be approved,;

(9) the Treasury Management Strategy 2019/20, attached at Appendix
‘G’ to the updated circulated report, be approved;

(h) the Chief Finance Officer be given delegated authority to make
any consequential changes to the above documents in light of the
decision of the Council.

Note:

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

For: Councillors SI Andrews, Julian Beale, AW Berry, Sue Coakley, Alison
Coggins, RW Dutton, David Fowles, C Hancock, M Harris, SG Hirst, RC
Hughes, RG Keeling, Juliet Layton, MGE MacKenzie-Charrington, NJW
Parsons, SDE Parsons, Lynden Stowe, R Theodoulou and LR Wilkins - Total:
19;

Against: Total: O;

Abstentions: Councillors AR Brassington; T Cheung; PCB Coleman; Andrew
Doherty; Jenny Forde; JA Harris and Dilys Neill - Total 7;

Absent: Councillors Mark F Annett, Maggie Heaven, Mrs. SL Jepson, Jenny
Hincks, RL Hughes, RA Morgan, NP Robbins and TL Stevenson - Total: 8.

COUNCIL TAX 2019/20

The Council received a report detailing the calculating and setting of Council
Tax for 2019/20.

The Leader of the Council introduced this item, drawing attention to the 2%
increase in Council Tax, which circumstances he considered warranted, and
the Budget for 2018/19 approved by the Council under the previous item of
business. An updated report reflecting such changes had been circulated.

Councillor Stowe Seconded the Proposition and commented upon the

increase of 10% in regard to the Gloucestershire Police and Crime
Commissioner.
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A Member commented that he considered the increase in regard to the Police
and Crime Commissioner suitable given the difficulties the Commissioner
faced in regard to balancing the books of the County’s police force.

Another Member expressed her view that she was disappointed that the
Council Tax increase had been reduced from the originally-proposed 2.99%
as, following a recent survey in her Ward, the majority of residents had stated
that they would support an increase in Council tax; accepting that modest
increases were needed.

RESOLVED that:

) for the purposes of the Local Government Finance Act 1992
Section 35(2), there are no special expenses for the District Council in
2019/20;

2) it be noted that It be noted that, using her delegated authority, the
Chief Finance Officer calculated the Council Tax Base for 2019/20:

(@) for the whole Council area as 41,683.06 [item T in the formulain
Section 31B of the Local Government Finance Act 1992, as
amended (the “Act”)]; and

(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 2019/20 (excluding Parish Precepts) is £128.93.

(4) the following amounts be calculated for the year 2019/20 in
accordance with Sections 31 to 36 of the Act:

(a) £43,999,751 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) £35,452,325 being the aggregate of the amounts which the
Council estimates for the items set out in Section 31A (3) of the
Act.

(c) £8,547,426 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
Council Tax requirement for the year (Item R in the formulain
Section 31B of the Act).

(d) £205.06 being the amount at 4(c) above (Item R), all divided by
Iltem T (1(a) above), calculated by the Council, in accordance with
Section 31B of the Act, as the basic amount of its Council Tax for
the year (including Parish Precepts and Special Expenses);

(e) £3,173,229 being the aggregate amount of all special items

(Parish Precepts and Special Expenses) referred to in Section
34(1) of the Act as per the attached Schedule 2.
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()

9)

(h)

()

£128.93 being the amount at 4(d) above less the result given by
dividing the amount at 4(e) above by Item T(2(a) above),
calculated by the Council, in accordance with Section 34(2) of the
Act, as the basic amount of its Council Tax for the year for
dwellings in those parts of its area to which no Parish Precept or
special item relates;

the amounts shown in Schedule 2 being the amounts given by
adding to the amount at 4(f) above, the amounts of the special
item or items relating to dwellings in those parts of the Council’s
area shown in Schedule 2 divided in each case by the amount at
2(b) above, calculated by the Council, in accordance with Section
34(3) of the Act, as the basic amounts of its Council Tax for the
year for dwellings in those parts of its area to which one or more
special items relate;

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 account for the year in respect of categories of
dwellings listed in different valuation bands;

it be noted that for the year 2019/20 the Gloucestershire County

Council and the Police & 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 gnd
Band g:;?éﬁ Commissci:(rjlr?:r}
£ £

A 862.47 166.99

B 1,006.21 194.83

C 1,149.96 222.66

D 1,293.70 250.49

E 1,581.19 306.15

F 1,868.68 361.82

G 2,156.17 417.48

H 2,587.40 500.98
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(6) the Council, in accordance with Sections 30 and 36 of the Local
Government Finance Act 1992, hereby sets the aggregate amounts
shown in Schedule 4 as the amounts of Council Tax for the year 2019/20
for each part of its area and for each of the categories of dwellings.

(7) the Council’s basic amount of Council Tax for 2019/20 is not
excessive in accordance with principles approved under Section 52ZB
Local Government Finance Act 1992.

(8) the following Officers of the Council and Publica - Chief Finance
Officer, Principal Solicitor, Legal Executive, Group Manager Revenues
and Housing Support, Joint Operations Manager, Joint Support Lead
Officer, Overpayments Officer, Senior Recovery Revenues Officer,
Senior Revenues Officer, Revenues Officer and Recovery Officer -be
authorised to:-

(@) collect and recover any National Non-Domestic Rates and
Council Tax; and

(b) prosecute or defend on the Council’s behalf or to appear on its
behalf in proceedings before a magistrate’s court in respect of
unpaid National Non-Domestic Rates and Council Tax.

Notes:

() Inaccordance with legislative requirements, a Recorded Vote was taken
in respect of the Substantive Motion. The Record of Voting was as follows:-

For: Councillors SI Andrews, Julian Beale, AW Berry, Sue Coakley, Alison
Coggins, RW Dutton, David Fowles, C Hancock, M Harris, SG Hirst, RC
Hughes, RG Keeling, MGE MacKenzie-Charrington, NJW Parsons, SDE
Parsons, Lynden Stowe, R Theodoulou and LR Wilkins - Total: 18;
Against: Dilys Neill - Total: 1;

Abstentions: Councillors AR Brassington; T Cheung; PCB Coleman; Andrew
Doherty; Jenny Forde; JA Harris and Juliet Layton - Total 7;

Absent: Councillors Mark F Annett, Maggie Heaven, Mrs. SL Jepson, Jenny
Hincks, RL Hughes, RA Morgan, NP Robbins and TL Stevenson - Total: 8.

(i)  Copies of the Schedules referred to within the above resolutrions are
attached to the signed copy of the Minutes.

COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY

The Deputy Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Forward Planning
informed Members that this item had been withdrawn from the Meeting. He
explained that Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) was completely new to
the Council, and whilst the funding was available, further work was required.
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CL.60 COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEWS

The Council was requested to consider representations made in respect of
the Community Governance Review (CGR) proposals; and to agree final
outcomes for implementation.

The Head of Democratic Services introduced the item and amplified various
aspects of the circulated report. He explained that the proposals as outlined
had the support of the relevant town and parish councils and that permission
from the Local Government Boundary Commission to undertake the changes
had been granted. In regard to Upper Rissington Parish Council, it was
considered that the number of parish councillors should be increased to 11,
with the residents favouring no warding arrangements. The Head of
Democratic Services explained that the proposal for 11 parish councillors also
had the support of County Councillor Moor, who had stated that he had no
strong preference for warding arrangements being introduced.

The Cabinet Member for Planning and Licensing Services and Cirencester
Car Park Project, as the relevant Ward Member, commented that the size of
Upper Rissington village had nearly doubled in recent years and that new
developments now neighboured historic parts of the village. He added that
much work had been undertaken by the Parish Council and residents to try
and bring the community together, but that it had been challenging for all
parties involved including him as District Councillor. He added that warding
within the village would create enclaves and that it was therefore important
that the parish council had 11 parish councillors representing the whole
village and not individual parish wards.

Various Members commented that they supported the de-warding of the
identified town and parish councils and highlighted that, with upcoming
elections, it could be considered more beneficial for candidates to be elected
from the whole parish as opposed to individual wards.

It was Proposed and Seconded and,

RESOLVED that, having regard to the statutory and other
considerations and the responses to the Community Governance
Review proposals:-

@) the removal of the current warding arrangements at parish/town
level in respect of Bourton-on-the-Water, Fairford, Moreton-in-Marsh,
South Cerney and Tetbury be approved,;

(b) the New Mills Ward of Cirencester Town Council be represented
by two councillors;

(c) in relation to Upper Rissington Parish Council -

(i) an increase in the number of councillors to eleven be
approved; and

(i) warding arrangements be not introduced;

(d) an Order be made to reflect the agreed arrangements, such Order
to provide that such arrangements shall apply with effect from the May
2019 elections.

Record of Voting - for 24, against 0, abstentions 0, absent 10.
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CL.61

CL.62

CL.63

CL.64

ISSUES/ REPORTS ARISING FROM CABINET

There were no further issues/reports arising from the Cabinet.

ISSUES/REPORTS ARISING FROM OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY AND/OR
AUDIT

There were no issues/reports arising from Overview and Scrutiny and/or
Audit.

NOTICE OF MOTIONS

The Chairman reminded Members that, given the subject matter of the
Motion, and its link to agenda item (11), the Motion had been considered and
debated as part of the consideration of the agenda item.

DECISIONS TAKEN BY THE HEAD OF PAID SERVICE

Members received the details of the following decisions taken by the Head of
Paid Service in accordance with Council Procedure Rule 38, and following
relevant consultation:-

0] To issue a letter of support in connection with a grant application by
Stratton Association partnered with Friends of Baunton Lane Playing
Field for funding of up to £25,000 from the Pocket Parks Plus
programme established by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and
Local Government.

The monies would be used to refurbish and expand the facilities at the
Baunton Lane Playing Field, addressing the specific local needs
identified through consultation with the local community.

The District Council will act as the accountable body for any approved
funding. Cirencester Town Council is also supportive of the proposal.

(ii) To secure the rescheduling of resurfacing works at Ashcroft Road,
Cirencester in order to minimise the impact on traders in the town and
visitors, as well as reducing the potential traffic chaos arising from the
displacement of around 1,000 cars each day into the surrounding
areas of Cirencester (given that Ashcroft Road is the only route to and
from the well-used Brewery Car Park and several business premises).

The resurfacing works will now take place on three consecutive
Sundays (3'/10"/17™ March), and will not therefore impact on normal
week-day traffic flows. The District Council will bear the additional
costs of Sunday working and contractor standing charges (if

any). Efforts will also be made to help those with resident parking
permits, and attendees at the local churches in the vicinity, during the
course of the works.

RESOLVED that the action takenbe noted.

Record of Voting - for 24, against 0, abstentions 0, absent 10.
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CL.65

CL.66

CL.67

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 24, against 0, abstentions 0, absent 0.

EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC AND PRESS

RESOLVE that under Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 1972
the public and Press be excluded from the Meeting for the following
item of business on the grounds that it involves likely disclosure of
exempt information as defined in paragraph (3) of Part | of Schedule 12A
to the said Act (Information relating to financial or business affairs) and
that the public interest in maintaining the exemption outweighs the
public interest in disclosing the information concerned.

Record of Voting - for 24, against 0, abstentions 0, absent 10.

PROPERTY MATTER - CIRENCESTER

The Council received was requested to consider and decide whether or not to
acquire a potential strategic property in Cirencester.

A Member, whose Ward contained the property, expressed the view that he
was delighted that the Council was looking to purchase the property in a
major investment approach. He added that the purchase would represent a
good opportunity to ‘tidy-up’ a part of Cirencester town centre and that he
wished to ensure that accommaodation that would be provided within the
property would be social rented, explaining that it would be a ‘great shame’ if
it instead became market housing.

Another Member echoed the comments and explained that the purchase
would enable the Council to gain control over a part of the town centre, whilst
also enabling the Council to provide social housing in a better location that it
had previously.

RESOLVED:

(a) the purchase of the identified property as a strategic asset for
future economic development benefits be approved;

(b) delegated authority be given to the Head of Paid Service, in
consultation with the Monitoring Officer, Chief Finance Officer, Leader
and Deputy Leader of the Council, to finalise terms for the acquisition of
the property;

(c) the sum identified be included in the Council’s Capital
Programme for 2018/19 for the purchase price and associated purchase
costs - the capital to be funded from Usable Capital Receipts which are
to be brought forward from the provision for new capital projects in the
Capital Programme 2019/20 and 2020/21;
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(d) the Chief Finance Officer be given delegated authority to update
the Capital Strategy, Investment Strategy and Treasury Management
Strategy to reflect the earlier use of Useable Capital Receipts;

(e) the Chief Finance Officer be given delegated authority, in
consultation with the Leader of the Council, to reallocate £35,000 from
existing revenue reserves, to provide funding for a detailed business
case on options for progressing redevelopment of the property and
short-term maintenance issues prior to redevelopment;

() that income from the property be ring-fenced to fund: loss of
income on the capital receipt, property management costs and short-
term costs related to the property prior to redevelopment.

Record of Voting - for 23, against 1, abstentions 0, absent 10.

The Meeting commended at 10.00 a.m., adjourned between 11.50 a.m. and 12.15
p.m., 1.15 p.m. and 2.00 p.m., and closed at 3.55 p.m.

Chairman

(END)
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