
TEWKESBURY BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

 
Minutes of a Meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee held at the 

Council Offices, Gloucester Road, Tewkesbury on Tuesday, 10 March 2020 
commencing at 4:30 pm 

 

 
Present: 

 
Chair Councillor K J Cromwell 
Vice Chair Councillor J W Murphy 

 
and Councillors: 

 
G J Bocking, C L J Carter, P A Godwin, H C McLain, P D McLain, H S Munro, S Thomson and 

M J Williams 
 
 

OS.90 ANNOUNCEMENTS  

90.1  The evacuation procedure, as noted on the Agenda, was taken as read.  

OS.91 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND SUBSTITUTIONS  

91.1  Apologies for absence were received from Councillors J K Smith, R J G Smith,                         
P D Surman and P N Workman.  There were no substitutions for the meeting.  

OS.92 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  

92.1 The Committee’s attention was drawn to the Tewkesbury Borough Council Code of 
Conduct which was adopted by the Council on 26 June 2012 and took effect from 1 
July 2012. 

92.2  There were no declarations made on this occasion. 

OS.93 MINUTES  

93.1  The Minutes of the meeting held on 11 February 2020, copies of which had been 
circulated, were approved as a correct record and signed by the Chair.  

OS.94 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE FORWARD PLAN  

94.1 Attention was drawn to the Executive Committee Forward Plan, circulated at Pages 
No. 13-14.  Members were asked to determine whether there were any questions 
for the relevant Lead Members and what support the Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee could give to the work contained within the plan.  

94.2 It was 

RESOLVED That the Executive Committee Forward Plan be NOTED. 
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OS.95 OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE WORK PROGRAMME 2019/20  

95.1 Attention was drawn to the Overview and Scrutiny Committee Work Programme 
2019/20, circulated at Pages No. 15-18, which Members were asked to consider.  

95.2  The Chair noted that the Development Services Improvement Plan was due to be 
considered at the meeting on 14 April 2020 and he questioned whether this would 
now be postponed due to the Head of Development Services leaving the authority 
later in the month.  In response, the Head of Development Services suggested that 
this item should be put back to June or July and it was  

RESOLVED That the Overview and Scrutiny Committee Work Programme 
2019/20 be NOTED subject to an amendment to move the 
Development Services Improvement Plan item, due to be 
considered at the meeting on 14 April 2020, to the new Overview 
and Scrutiny Work Programme 2020/21 which would be brought 
to the next meeting of the Committee for approval. 

OS.96 PERFORMANCE REPORT - QUARTER 3 2019/20  

96.1  The report of the Head of Corporate Services, circulated at Pages No. 19-66, 
attached performance management information for quarter three of 2019/20.  The 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee was asked to review and scrutinise the 
performance information and, where appropriate, identify any issues to refer to the 
Executive Committee for clarification or further action to be taken. 

96.2  Members were advised that this was the third quarterly monitoring report for 
2019/20 and progress against delivering the objectives and actions for each of the 
Council Plan priorities was reported through the Performance Tracker, attached at 
Appendix 1 to the report.  Key actions for the quarter were highlighted at Paragraph 
2.3 of the report and included implementation of the new Business Transformation 
Team which would help support internal service improvements, particularly around 
digitalisation; commencement of a full review of the bulky waste service; sign-off of 
the pool car pilot which was now business as usual; the Growth Hub celebrating its 
first year following its launch in November 2018; and, approval of the Medium Term 
Financial Strategy by Council in January.  The Corporate Services Manager 
indicated that, due to the complex nature of the actions being delivered, it was 
inevitable that some would not progress as smoothly or quickly as envisaged and 
the details of these were set out at Paragraph 2.4 of the report. 

96.3  In terms of the Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), Members were informed that the 
status of each indicator was set out at Paragraph 3.2 of the report. From the 17 
indicators with targets, 10 were on target, three were below target but the annual 
target would be achieved and four were below target and the target was unlikely to 
be achieved.  KPIs where the direction of travel was down and the indicator was 
below target were set out at Paragraph 3.3. of the report and these included KPI 5 
in relation to number of visitors to the Tewkesbury Tourist Information Centre as 
footfall was down compared to the previous year and was unlikely to achieve its 
target by the end of the year; KPIs 12, 13 and 14 in relation to the percentage of 
‘major’, ‘minor’ and ‘other’ planning applications determined which were all below 
target; and KPI 27 which related to average number of sick days per full-time 
equivalent which had increased in quarter three beyond the eight day target for the 
year.  Key areas where KPIs were performing particularly well were included at 
Paragraph 3.4 of the report and specific reference was made to KPI 22, where the 
number of days to process change in circumstances had improved from five days to 
three days as a result of new ways of working, and KPI 28 where food waste had 
risen to an average of 10 tonnes per month which had helped to increase the 
percentage of waste recycled or composted to 53.13%, above the 52% target and 
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the previous year’s outturn of 52.59%.  The Head of Corporate Services advised 
that it was intended to improve this section of the report in future so that the KPIs 
could be more directly linked back to the relevant section of the performance 
tracker. 

96.4  During the debate which ensued, the following queries and comments were made in 
relation to the Performance Tracker: 

Priority: Finance and Resources 

P34 – Objective 4 – Action a) 
Explore options for the 
regeneration of Spring 
Gardens – A Member raised 
concern that, despite the 
performance tracker showing 
a smiley face, the Spring 
Gardens and Oldbury Road 
Regeneration Member 
Reference Group had not met 
for some time and the Garden 
Town seemed to be being 
used as a reason for the 
delay so he sought an 
explanation for this.  

The Head of Finance and Asset Management 
explained that the main reason for the delay 
was due to the consideration of the social 
and economic impact of the four options, as 
set out in the commentary box. This 
information had now been received and the 
parking survey was also largely complete. In 
terms of the Garden Town, the bid was based 
on transforming Tewkesbury as a whole and 
it was necessary to pay some attention to 
how that would feed into the wider picture but 
he stressed it was not holding up this 
particular project in any way.  He advised that 
it was his intention to hold a meeting of the 
Spring Gardens and Oldbury Road 
Regeneration Member Reference Group 
before Easter to update on progress.  In 
terms of the smiley face, Members were 
informed that the project was on target as at 
quarter three. 

P34 – Objective 4 – Action b) 
Disposal of the Ministry of 
Food and Fisheries (MAFF) 
site – A Member questioned 
what the reasons were for the 
delay and whether this was 
related to the previous action 
in respect of Spring Gardens. 

The Head of Finance and Asset Management 
advised that, when considering various sites, 
it was becoming very clear how linked they 
needed to be going forward so it was a case 
of putting the jigsaw together in the right 
order.  The parking survey information had 
suggested that it was right to retain the MAFF 
site and look at its potential for additional 
parking and other meanwhile uses.  This 
would be discussed with the Parking Strategy 
Review Working Group and the Spring 
Gardens and Oldbury Road Regeneration 
Member Reference Panel before a proposal 
was taken to Council.  
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Priority: Promoting and Supporting Economic Growth 

P36 – Objective 2 – Action a) 
Deliver employment land 
through the Joint Core 
Strategy and Tewkesbury 
Borough Plan – A Member 
pointed out that the 
comments box stated that the 
Joint Core Strategy Issues 
and Options consultation was 
completed on 11 January 
2018 and he questioned 
whether that date was 
correct. 

The Head of Development Services 
confirmed that the date was incorrect as the 
consultation was completed in January 2019 
and she apologised for the error.  She 
clarified that responses had now been 
considered so Officers were looking to 
progress to the next stage and a meeting had 
taken place that morning to discuss various 
changes such as having greater community 
involvement and infrastructure provision.  
Further to that meeting, it was now intended 
to have a Regulation 18 version of the Draft 
Plan by the autumn; this would include a 
transport and infrastructure strategy which 
would require engagement with 
Gloucestershire County Council. 

P38 – Objective 3 – Action b) 
Work with partners to secure 
transport infrastructure 
improvements around the 
borough, including the all-
ways Junction 10, Junction 9 
and A46 improvements – A 
Member queried what was 
meant by an “offline solution” 
in terms of Junction 9 and the 
A46 and sought clarification 
as to the Member 
representative on the J9/A46 
Partnership. 

The Head of Development Services 
apologised for the terminology used and 
explained that an “offline solution” in this 
context was one which would not involve 
improving or extending the existing 
carriageway i.e. potentially a new road.  She 
confirmed that Councillor Vernon Smith sat 
on the J9/A46 Partnership in his capacity 
both as a Tewkesbury Borough Councillor 
and a Gloucestershire County Councillor. 

A Member raised concern that a lot of actions 
within the tracker referred to the Garden 
Town and he asked that this be kept separate 
where possible.  The Head of Development 
Services explained that these projects all 
came under the heading of infrastructure and 
the growth potential of the M5 junctions, 
specifically Junction 9, had inevitably evolved 
due to the Garden Town so that was 
referenced in the work in respect of J9/A46.  
These were all relevant to Tewkesbury as a 
whole in any case and needed to be 
considered under the umbrella of the Garden 
Town.  It was noted that the Garden Town 
was a priority in the new Council Plan so 
would be included in the performance tracker 
going forward, notwithstanding this, the 
infrastructure projects would continue to be 
actions in their own right. 
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P39 – Objective 4 – Action b) 
Develop a programme with 
partners to progress Healings 
Mill and other key 
development opportunity sites 
to support the regeneration of 
Tewkesbury – A Member 
noted that discussions were 
being held with the developer 
and agencies to explore what 
options may exist and he 
questioned what options were 
being considered. 

The Head of Development Services advised 
that the options related to how this would be 
delivered, for instance, whether this would be 
via developers or Homes England etc. and 
conversations were ongoing with existing 
landowners.  It was noted that the 
designation of Healings Mill as a listed 
building the previous year had added to the 
complications.  The Chair pointed out that the 
Committee had previously received a 
separate report on Healings Mill and had 
agreed that, as it was largely out of the 
Council’s control, it would continue to receive 
updates as and when appropriate. 

P39 – Objective 5 – Action a) 
Explore with partners – 
including the Battlefield 
Society – the potential to 
increase the heritage offer at 
the Battlefield Site – A 
Member asked whether it was 
possible to see the project 
plan that had been produced 
and asked for more 
information about the 2021 
Group and how this linked to 
this action. 

The Deputy Chief Executive felt it would be 
beneficial to ask the Economic and 
Community Development Manager to attend 
a future meeting of the Committee to give an 
overview of the project plan and the 2021 
Group. 

P40 – Objective 5 – Action b) 
Review the tourism resources 
to maximise the tourist 
provisions in the borough – A 
Member noted that funding 
had been agreed to carry out 
an independent tourism 
review and he asked when 
that would be undertaken. 

The Head of Development Services 
explained that there were three elements to 
the review: Tewkesbury Tourist Information 
Centre; Winchcombe Tourist Information 
Centre; and the broader strategic issues 
around the potential of the towns.  Various 
options had been considered in terms of the 
relocation of Tewkesbury Tourist Information 
Centre but, due to issues in relation to the 
building, a decision had been made to remain 
in the current building for the short term.  
Discussions were ongoing with Winchcombe 
Town Trust regarding the Tourist Information 
Centre provision within the town as a result of 
its successful bid for LEADER funding to 
develop a new heritage centre and it was 
noted that the service was temporarily being 
housed in Winchcombe Library whilst building 
works were progressing at the Town Hall.  In 
terms of the broader strategic issues, external 
expertise were essential and a proposal to 
carry out the rest of the review had been 
received the previous day and was currently 
being considered.  As work would continue 
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into the new financial year, she suggested 

 

 

 that the Economic and Community 
Development Manager could give an update 
on the review when he gave his report on the 
battlefield and 2020 project group. 

Key performance indicators for priority: Economic Development 

P41 – KPI 5 – Number of 
visitors to Tewkesbury Tourist 
Information Centre – A 
Member noted that the 
number of visitors had 
dropped in 2018/19 and again 
in 2019/20 and questioned 
whether this meant there 
were less tourists in the 
borough. 

The Head of Development Services advised it 
was not necessarily that there were less 
visitors – or that the service was not effective 
- rather that people no longer used traditional 
Tourist Information Centres in the same way, 
as such, it was necessary to review how best 
to maximise the borough’s tourist potential, 
for instance, through the website and other 
methods.  In response to a query as to 
whether the reduction in footfall was a result 
of the changes to opening hours, the Head of 
Development Services clarified that opening 
hours were different at different times of the 
year, with longer opening hours in the 
summer, but that had been the case for the 
last two years. 

Priority: Growing and Supporting Communities 

P42 – Objective 1 – Action a) 
Work with partners to 
undertake the required 
reviews to the Joint Core 
Strategy and Action b) 
Prepare and adopt the 
Tewkesbury Borough Plan – 
A Member sought clarification 
as to the progress of these 
actions, given that the target 
dates kept being revised, and 
whether there was anything 
that could be done to drive 
them forward.  He raised 
particular concern that a lot 
seemed to link to the 
Tewkesbury Garden Town at 
Ashchurch which he did not 
feel was an appropriate 
reason to delay these 
important actions. 

 

 

 

 

The Head of Development Services 
explained that the Joint Core Strategy review 
would seek to allocate the wider Tewkesbury 
Garden Town as a strategic allocation.  In 
terms of the Tewkesbury Borough Plan, 
unfortunately, several unanticipated issues 
had been raised during the consultation 
which had required negotiations with statutory 
consultees but Officers were now in a 
position to discuss these with Members at the 
Tewkesbury Borough Plan Working Group 
meeting the following day.  She could see no 
reason why the plan would not be submitted 
by the end of the month and, from that point 
on, the timetable would be in the hands of an 
Inspector and largely out of the Council’s 
control.  
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P43 – Objective 1 – Action c) 
Support communities in the 
preparation of the 
Neighbourhood Development 
Plans where they are brought 
forward – A Member noted 
that a number of Parishes 
were yet to deliver a 
Neighbourhood Development 
Plan and he questioned what 
help the Council could offer to 
put those plans in place. 

The Head of Development Services clarified 
that Parishes were not obligated to adopt a 
Neighbourhood Development Plan, although 
a lot did have one particularly since the 
adoption of the Community Infrastructure 
Levy charging scheme which meant that 
there was an additional benefit of having a 
plan in place.  Sessions had previously been 
held for all Parish Councils in relation to how 
Neighbourhood Development Plans were 
prepared and a number of plans had been 
approved; Officers did all they could to help 
and support any Parishes which wanted to 
produce a Neighbourhood Development 
Plan. 

P43 – Objective 1 – Action e) 
With partners, explore options 
for the provision of modular 
and innovative housing to 
meet housing needs – A 
Member questioned why this 
target date had been 
amended and if there was a 
problem with modular 
housing. 

The Deputy Chief Executive explained that 
the Council had been working with Rooftop 
Housing on a scheme at Staverton which was 
due at the end of the month and 
conversations were also taking place with 
Bromford Housing regarding a potential site 
at Winchcombe.  He provided assurance that 
Officers were working well with the housing 
providers on the schemes which were subject 
to the normal planning processes.  Members 
expressed the view that because the target 
date had been moved it appeared as if 
nothing was being done so any progress 
should be reflected in the narrative. 

P47 – Objective 4 – Action b) 
Achieve the Council’s 
affordable homes target by 
working with local housing 
providers – A Member noted 
that 142 affordable homes 
had been delivered against 
the target of 220 and he 
questioned whether this 
included all Joint Core 
Strategy sites which counted 
towards meeting the housing 
need of other local 
authorities, and why the 
target of 220 had been set 
when it seemed so 
unachievable. 

In response, the Head of Community 
Services advised that this was an 
aspirational, notional target because the 
delivery of affordable homes was largely 
outside of the Council’s direct control as it 
was dependent on when developers chose to 
bring schemes forward.  He suggested that 
this needed to be changed to a performance 
measure or aim, as opposed to a target, and 
should be relevant for the duration of the new 
Housing Strategy which was due to be 
developed in the next financial year; he 
pointed out that the target for the previous 
year had been exceeded so the Council was 
performing well in this area but the way it was 
being reported was misleading in some 
respects.  In response to a query as to 
whether there was a national target for 
delivery of affordable homes, Members were 
advised that there was a national aspiration 
but not a specific target.  In terms of the 
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2019/20 target for affordable housing, the 
Head of Development Services explained that 
this was based on a rough calculation of the 
policy requirements for 35% or 40% 
affordable housing – depending on whether it 
was a strategic site in the Joint Core Strategy 
– and the total work expected split by year; 
however, houses were not always delivered 
within a particular year and tended to happen 
in tranches. 

In terms of the figures meeting the needs of 
other authorities, the Strategic Housing and 
Enabling Officer advised that the Cooper’s 
Edge development included properties to 
meet the needs of Gloucester City and Stroud 
District.  Gloucester City had originally 
planned for 100% of houses to meet its own 
need but this was not acceptable from 
Tewkesbury Borough Council’s point of view 
and consideration had been given to a 50/50 
split; however, this was not manageable in 
terms of monitoring so an agreement had 
been reached that they would be allocated 
based on who applied and their local 
connection so that it would be market-led.  
The Head of Community Services clarified 
that this was an Executive Committee 
decision and was intended to ensure that the 
properties did not remain vacant as a result of 
applicants being from a different local 
authority area to that where the properties 
had been built.  He stressed that this was a 
reciprocal arrangement so there would be 
properties within Gloucester City’s strategic 
allocation which Tewkesbury Borough 
residents could apply for. 

The Head of Development Services 
confirmed that a decision had been made 
some time ago regarding the need to co-
operate and the Joint Core Strategy identified 
specific allocations which would help to meet 
Gloucester City’s housing need.  Affordable 
housing was a separate issue and there was 
a reciprocal arrangement that an element of 
new affordable homes built as part of the 
development at Twigworth would be available 
for Tewkesbury Borough residents, as well as 
Gloucester City residents.  She went on to 
advise that, where the properties were not 
serving the need of Tewkesbury Borough 
residents, they did not come off the 
Tewkesbury Borough Council target – for 
example, if there was a need for 10,000 
houses in Tewkesbury Borough but 
Gloucester City had a need for 2,000 
properties which could not be accommodated 
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within the allocations in its own area, they 
could potentially be built within Tewkesbury 
Borough meaning there would be 12,000 
houses overall, 10,000 of which would count 
towards Tewkesbury Borough Council’s 
housing supply figures and 2,000 which 
would count towards Gloucester City’s 
housing supply figures. 

P49 – Objective 4 – Action d) 
Develop a programme to 
work with landlords to ensure 
residents have a supply of 
rented properties to meet 
their needs – A Member 
noted that a pilot scheme was 
due to start at the beginning 
of the year and she asked for 
a progress update. 

The Head of Community Services confirmed 
that the pilot had been launched in January 
and was targeting landlords through agents 
initially; unfortunately, the launch event had 
not been well-attended despite Officers 
encouraging every landlord in the borough to 
engage.  There was flexibility to try different 
things, as other authorities were doing but, to 
date, nothing had been hugely successful.  
He provided assurance that landlords were 
strongly encouraged to take on tenants with 
lower incomes but this was proving to be 
difficult, even with active encouragement, and 
part of the pilot would be to establish what 
would incentivise landlords.  The timescale 
for the pilot had been extended by the 
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local 
Government, which he was grateful for, and 
he undertook to revise the target date to 
reflect that and to report back to the 
Committee once the pilot had finished.  A 
Member indicated that the action referred to a 
‘programme of work’ and he asked whether 
this could be made available to Members.  
The Head of Community Services clarified 
that it was not a formal plan and was 
constantly changing, as such, he suggested it 
would be more beneficial for the relevant 
Officer to attend a forthcoming meeting of the 
Committee to give an update on the work 
undertaken to date.  In the interim, he would 
be happy to circulate the presentation which 
had been given to landlords at the launch 
event. 
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Key performance indicators for priority: Growing and supporting 
communities 

P50 and 51 - KPIs 8, 9 10 
and 11 in relation to housing 
applications and 
homelessness – A Member 
noted there was no direction 
of travel for these KPIs and it 
was unclear if they were 
performing well or not.  She 
had raised this at the meeting 
in December when the 
quarter two performance 
information had been 
considered and she had been 
advised that legislative 
changes meant that the 
information being compared 
was not like for like and it was 
intended to review the KPIs 
ready for 2020/21 to coincide 
with the new Housing 
Strategy; she questioned 
whether Officers were 
confident that could still be 
achieved and whether there 
was any cause for concern in 
terms of the quarter three 
performance.  

The Head of Community Services confirmed 
that it was still intended to review these KPIs 
to make it easier for Members to see how 
they were performing.  In terms of the 
homelessness figures, Officers were more 
effective in terms of keeping people in 
accommodation than in previous years so 
performance was generally very good. 

The Head of Corporate Services explained 
that the new Council Plan had recently been 
adopted so all KPIs would need to be 
reviewed to ensure they remained relevant. 
The first quarterly performance report of 
2020/21 would be brought to the Committee 
in September. 

 

P52 – KPI 12 – Percentage of 
‘major’ applications 
determined within 13 weeks 
or alternative period agreed 
with the applicant, KPI 13 – 
Percentage of ‘minor’ 
applications determined 
within eight weeks or 
alternative period agreed with 
the applicant and KPI 14 – 
Percentage of ‘other’ 
applications determined 
within eight weeks or 
alternative period agreed with 
the applicant – A Member 
noted that these KPIs were 
not achieving their targets 
and sought clarification as to 
what was being done to 

The Head of Development Services advised 
that the figures could be deceptive, 
particularly in terms of ‘major’ applications as 
it may be that only one or two were delivered 
within a quarterly period; however, that was 
not to say work was not ongoing.  She 
explained that the figures for quarter three 
were based on the determination of four 
applications but she indicated that a planning 
performance agreement was in place for one 
further application – this meant that the 
applicant was happy with the timescales for 
determination but it did not count as an 
extension of time – had that been included in 
the figures, the quarter three outturn would 
have been 86.6% as opposed to 66.67% and 
in excess of the 85% target.  With regard to 
‘minor’ applications being below target, 
Members were advised that this was partly 
due to the complexity of some of the issues 
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address this. that needed to be resolved, particularly if they 
were recommended for refusal; if applications 
were refused too quickly, the Council would 
be at risk of losing an appeal so it was 
preferable to work with applicants to come to 
a favourable outcome where possible.  In 
terms of ‘other’ applications, performance 
was above the 90% target for quarter three at 
91.34%.  She provided assurance that 
planning performance was taken very 
seriously and a close handle was kept on the 
figures, both across the team and on an 
individual Office basis.  One quarter could 
make a considerable difference, particularly 
as there were a number of applications which 
had been on the books for a long time which 
Officers were working hard to resolve so that 
would skew the figures. 

In response to a query as to who set the 
targets, Members were informed that there 
were national targets – 60% for ‘major’ 
applications, 70% for ‘minor’ applications and 
75% for ‘other’ applications - which the 
authority always exceeded so an additional 
10% was added to the KPIs. 

Priority: Customer Focused Services 

P54 - Objective 1 – Action b) 
Continue to proactively 
enforce against enviro-crimes 
including fly-tipping and dog 
fouling in accordance with the 
action plan – A Member 
congratulated Officers on the 
significant improvements that 
had been made in relation to 
enviro-crimes - the results 
continued to be superb and 
the action appeared to be 
business as usual. 

The Head of Community Services undertook 
to pass this on to his team. 

P56 – Objective 3 – Action b) 
Introduce the option for 
paperless billing for council 
tax and business rates – A 
Member noted that the target 
date for this action was 
February 2020 and he sought 
an update as to how this was 
progressing. 

The Head of Corporate Services advised that 
there had been issues with the external 
software supplier which had failed to deliver 
on content.  An in-house solution had been 
planned for a trial prior to annual billing but, 
unfortunately that had not happened as yet; 
the project team was meeting the following 
week and, although paperless billing would 
not be in place in time for annual billing, a lot 
of residents’ bills were sent outside of that 
process so it was hoped that it would be 
introduced during the course of the next year. 
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P56 – Objective 3 – Action d) 
Investigate digital methods to 
improve customer 
engagement – A Member 
asked what could be 
expected by the target date of 
March 2020. 

The Head of Corporate Services clarified this 
was a target date for introducing a new digital 
strategy setting out the Council’s aims and 
objectives.  The new Business 
Transformation Team would have a key role 
to play in delivering the strategy and driving 
forward its digital ambitions which would 
include online licensing and digital support in 
planning.  The new Council Plan would 
include actions for implementation of the 
strategy. 

Key performance indicators for priority: Customer focused services 

P61 – KPI 26 – Number of 
overall crime incidents – A 
Member advised that the 
Police and Crime 
Commissioner’s report had 
set out the intention to 
prosecute anyone found to be 
committing retail crime, 
regardless of the value of the 
item being stolen, and he 
raised concern that this could 
lead to a sharp increase in 
the total number of crimes 
being reported and recorded, 
making comparisons between 
years unrealistic, and he 
questioned whether a 
monthly breakdown could be 
provided. 

The Head of Corporate Services indicated 
that it would be possible to include a monthly 
breakdown in the comments section but it 
was important to remember that this was a 
contextual indicator to give an idea of what 
was happening in the borough and was not 
something within the Council’s control.  On 
that basis, Members agreed that it would be 
more appropriate to remove this from the 
performance tracker and to continue to 
receive crime figures in the update from the 
Council’s representative on the 
Gloucestershire Police and Crime Panel. 

P61 – KPI 27 – Average 
number of sick days per full 
time equivalent – A Member 
raised concern that these 
figures remained high despite 
the Committee having 
previously been assured that 
this could be skewed by long 
term sickness absence and 
she asked when the trend 
would be reversed. 

The Head of Corporate Services advised that 
the public sector average was eight days per 
full-time equivalent and Tewkesbury Borough 
Council was currently at 9.87 days for the first 
three quarters of the year.  There had 
previously been six or seven members of 
staff who were absent due to serious health 
issues but he was pleased to report that was 
now down to two so the figures were 
expected to improve in the final quarter, 
although clearly there could be short term 
implications as a result of the coronavirus 
pandemic. 

96.5  Turning to the financial information, the Head of Finance and Asset Management 
indicated that the budget summary for quarter three showed a significant surplus of 
£310,256 against the profiled budget.  The table at Page No. 26, Paragraph 4.2 of 
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the report detailed how the surplus had arisen.  Employee costs had generated a 
surplus of £148,351, largely from staff vacancies which had been managed during 
the period by utilising current staff to cover work in the short term and through 
savings arising from the decision to grant flexible retirement to the Chief Executive.  
A deficit was being reported on supplies and services in relation to the European 
and Parliamentary Elections but the Council received grant income to cover these 
costs so this was matched off by an income surplus within Democratic Services.  
There was a deficit of £214,973 in relation to payments to third parties which 
included a deficit of £204,643 in respect of the Ubico contract; as well as the 
increased resources for grounds maintenance and the increased cost of the depot 
rental, an additional £77,000 costs relating to the corporate core of Ubico had been 
added to the Tewkesbury Borough contract.  The majority of this was as a result of 
an insufficient recovery rate at budget setting for 2019/20 and a number of budget 
items being missing from the costings.  This was disappointing given the good work 
that had been done to improve financial management and monitoring but the Head 
of Finance and Asset Management provided assurance that Officers were working 
closely with Ubico to change the processes around the way the corporate core was 
accounted for.  Members were informed that this had impacted all Ubico 
shareholders.  He went on to advise that current year income was showing a 
surplus of £354,763 and more detail of what that included was set out at Page No. 
28, Paragraph 4.8.1 of the report.  The positive position was being offset by deficits 
in relation to planning income and recycling credits during quarter three.   

96.6 Members were advised that corporate codes included the other sources of financing 
that were needed to balance the budget and there was a significant budget deficit 
being shown on investment properties due to the inability to secure another 
commercial property during the year as anticipated.  This had meant that income 
expected to be received in rent had not been achieved; however, the loss had been 
mitigated to a large extent by treasury management costs being reduced through 
less borrowing and no minimum revenue provision being made.  Notwithstanding 
this, Members were advised that, in recent weeks, the Council had secured two 
additional properties, with a third in the pipeline, so this position was expected to 
change very quickly in 2020/21 and all of the investment balance allocated by the 
Council would be used.  Business rates continued to perform well with a surplus of 
£161,129 at the end of quarter three, in addition, the Council was a member of the 
Gloucestershire business rates pool which allowed the authority to retain additional 
monies if the pool was showing a positive return and, although it could not be 
confirmed as this time, the current position suggested a windfall in the region of 
£250,000 by year end.  A summary of the position for each Head of Service 
showing current variance against their budget was attached at Appendix 2 to the 
report. 

96.7 Appendix 3 to the report provided the capital budget position as at quarter three 
which was currently showing a surplus of £12,027 – this was being offset due to 
incurring higher than predicted expenditure on Disabled Facilities’ Grants; however, 
in reality that was covered by a government grant so the Council’s capital allocation 
was not being depleted.  Appendix 4 to the report provided a summary of the 
current usage of available reserves which showed expenditure against resources as 
at the end of December 2019. 

96.8  A Member drew attention to Appendix 2 to the report and indicated that he had 
calculated the full year budget for Democratic Services to be £847,254 as opposed 
to £741,229 at set out in the papers.  The Head of Finance and Asset Management 
explained that the figures for the full year budget were incorrect for a number of 
areas due to an error in transferring the information; nevertheless, this did not distort 
the overall budget position.  He apologised for the mistake and undertook to ensure 
this would not happen again.  Another Member queried whether the Council was 
obliged to pay the additional £77,000 costs relating to the corporate core of Ubico 
given that this was due to an accounting error which was not the fault of the 
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authority.  In response, Members were informed that, unfortunately, the Council was 
responsible for the cost just as it would for any other service area.  This had come 
as a surprise as the Council had been receiving improved transparency reports from 
Ubico, particularly in respect of operational service costs; unfortunately, a review of 
the corporate core had been undertaken when the individual responsible for that 
budget had left the company which had revealed budget deficiencies and 
inaccuracies during budget setting resulting in the overspend.  Clearly this was not 
ideal given the previous overspend, but Ubico had worked quickly with all the 
Section 151 Officers across the company to mitigate some of the costs during the 
current financial year and to ensure the corporate core became part of the normal 
reporting package so there was full transparency on every line of the budget.  It was 
disappointing that the error had occurred, but the Head of Finance and Asset 
Management was encouraged that it would not be a problem going forward and he 
was meeting Ubico’s new Director of Finance the following week to discuss the 
commitment to transparency.  In response to a query as to whether the budget for 
2020/21 would be impacted, Members were informed that the contract sum had 
already been set and consideration was being given as to how savings could be 
made without affecting the overall service.  Another Member noted that Ubico was 
currently operating with a number of temporary staff, including the Chief Executive, 
and he questioned whether there was any flexibility to offer improved packages to 
ensure those roles were filled.  The Head of Finance and Asset Management 
confirmed that there was room for manoeuvre in the base budget so it would be 
possible to increase remuneration slightly if necessary. 

96.9 A Member drew attention to Page No. 28, Paragraph 4.8.1 in respect of the net 
surplus in income and he noted that the figures provided in the bullet points did not 
add up to the overall surplus of £354,763.  The Head of Finance and Asset 
Management explained that this was not an exhaustive list of all the areas of 
variance - the budget had approximately 160 lines of income so the report focused 
on a few key areas.  In response to a query regarding interest, Members were 
advised that the authority had been able to secure interest on cash balances, such 
as council tax and business rates, which was invested in a range of products 
including banks and pool funding etc. resulting in approximately £400,000 income.  
For 2020/21 this was estimated at between £500,000-600,000 depending on the 
market. 

96.10  Having considered the information provided, it was 

RESOLVED That the performance management information for quarter three 
of 2019/20 be NOTED. 

OS.97 GLOUCESTERSHIRE ECONOMIC GROWTH SCRUTINY COMMITTEE UPDATE  

97.1  Members received an update from the Council’s representative on the 
Gloucestershire Economic Growth Scrutiny Committee on matters discussed at the 
last meeting held on 26 February 2020. 

97.2 The Council’s representative explained that the meeting had comprised two parts: a 
presentation from Lead Members and Officers from Gloucester City Council on key 
issues and concerns affecting economic growth and development; and a verbal 
update from the Chief Executive of the Local Enterprise Partnership.  He undertook 
to circulate a copy of the presentation via Democratic Services following the 
meeting.  He advised that two booklets were made available at the meeting – 
Gloucester City Council’s Economic Growth Strategy 2018-21 and its Regeneration 
and Economic Development Strategy 2016/21 - and copies had been placed in the 
Members’ Lounge. 

97.3 The presentation had explained that Gloucester City had been in the process of 
regeneration for the best part of 20 years and included: the opening of St Oswald’s 
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retail park in 2004; the opening of Oxstall’s Campus in 2003; regeneration of the 
Gloucester Docks over the last 10 years; completion of the south-west bypass 
which was linked to the Gloucester Quays development; regeneration of Greyfriars 
into significant residential development; and, transformation of the Railway 
Triangle/Corridor for commercial use including Morrison’s, Costa etc.  It had been 
pointed out that there had not been enough regeneration in the city centre but there 
would be in future.  In terms of the economic challenges, whilst unemployment was 
relatively low, it was still the highest in the county with an over-reliance on public 
sector jobs.  Gloucester City Council’s role was to promote the city to visitors and 
investors; provide a robust planning framework; and invest in sites and 
infrastructure, for example, creation of the transport hub with the help of the Local 
Enterprise Partnership and its purchase of Eastgate Shopping Centre to determine 
its future use.  In terms of the local economy, there was a population of 130,000 
which was growing at 1% per annum.  Whilst the city had an economically active, 
young population, there was a lack of skills to meet business needs as well as a 
lack of technical skills.  The average house price was £200,000 with prices rising 
significantly over the last couple of years.  The shortage of grade A office space had 
also been noted along with the high level of deprivation and the ageing workforce.  
Gloucester City Council wanted to ensure that the wealth created in the city was 
retained locally – ideally people would live and work locally. 

97.4 In terms of key challenges, the City Council faced an ongoing decline in 
manufacturing and other traditional forms of employment; low property values but 
high property development costs; the changing face of retail in the city centre; 
negative perceptions of Gloucester as a place to live and visit; a stressed and over-
congested road system; and impacts related to climate change.  Notwithstanding 
this, there were also opportunities in terms of the high proportion of young residents; 
the potential to attract more shoppers and visitors to the Quays and city centre; the 
potential to attract niche businesses and start-up enterprises; and drawing upon the 
city’s heritage e.g. Gloucester Cathedral, Gloucester Docks.  Gloucester City 
Council had successfully delivered a number of developments including Baker’s 
Quays Apartments; Black Dog Way Apartments; the transport hub; Blackfriar’s 
student accommodation; and King’s Quarter and Square developments.  In terms of 
the next steps, the Council needed to adapt to the changing role of retail by 
redeveloping the city centre and providing more homes and city-centre based 
experiences.  For instance, it was noted that Gloucester Prison was a target for 
development; the Council wanted to provide a high-quality hotel within the city; and 
the way to the city centre from the transport hub was to be made much clearer. 

97.5 With regard to the update from Gloucestershire First Local Enterprise Partnership, 
Members were informed that this was the fourth year of the five year investment 
plan and Gloucester City had benefitted from the £35m funding with the train station 
receiving £4m funding and the transport hub receiving £6.4m funding.  Student 
accommodation in the city had largely been completed and there had been a £5m 
investment in the Growth Hub at Oxstall’s Campus.  In addition, the Baker’s Quay 
development was almost signed off, a data centre at Barnwood had benefitted from 
£3m investment and Gloucester City Council now owned a total of three shopping 
centres. 

97.6 The Chair thanked the Council’s representative for his update, which had been 
circulated to the Committee prior to the meeting, and it was subsequently 

RESOLVED       That the Gloucestershire Economic Growth Scrutiny Committee 
Update be NOTED. 

 The meeting closed at 6:20 pm 

 
 


