
TEWKESBURY BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

 
Minutes of a Meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee held remotely on 

Tuesday, 13 October 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, P D McLain, H S Munro, J K Smith, R J G Smith,                           

P D Surman, S Thomson, M J Williams and P N Workman 
 

also present: 
 

Councillors R A Bird and D J Harwood 
 

OS.19 ANNOUNCEMENTS  

19.1 The Chair advised that the meeting was being held under the emergency provisions 
of the Coronavirus Act 2020 and, specifically, the Local Authorities and Police and 
Crime Panels (Coronavirus) (Flexibility of Local Authority and Police and Crime 
Panel Meetings) (England and Wales) Regulations 2020. The meeting was being 
broadcast live via the internet, it was not being recorded by the Council but, under 
the usual transparency rules, it may be being recorded by others. 

19.2 The Chair indicated that Agenda Item 8 – Gloucestershire Police and Crime Panel 
Update would be taken at the end of open business after Agenda Item 12 in order to 
allow the Member who had represented the Council at this meeting to attend and 
present his report. 

19.3 The Chair welcomed Councillor Deborah Harwood, Lead Member for Organisational 
Development, to the meeting as the Tech Talent Charter Notice of Motion being 
considered at Agenda Item 12 fell within her portfolio.  

OS.20 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND SUBSTITUTIONS  

20.1 An apology for absence had been received from Councillor H C McLain. There were 
no substitutions for the meeting.  

OS.21 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  

21.1 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. 

21.2 There were no declarations made on this occasion 
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OS.22 MINUTES  

22.1 The Minutes of the meeting held on 1 September 2020, copies of which had been 
circulated, were approved as a correct record.  

OS.23 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE FORWARD PLAN  

23.1 Attention was drawn to the Executive Committee Forward Plan, circulated at Pages 
No. 15-21. 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. 

23.2 The Chair referred to the fact that previously the Committee had been concerned 
that the Forward Plan was somewhat sparsely populated but it appeared that this 
issue had been addressed in the report now before Members which showed a 
good spread of items across the work programme. He drew particular attention to 
the fact that the next meeting on 21 October only had one item on it but this was 
because the meeting had been called specifically to deal with this matter although 
he understood that there was now one additional matter being considered at this 
meeting.  

23.3 It was subsequently 

RESOLVED That the Executive Committee Forward Plan be NOTED. 

OS.24 OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE WORK PROGRAMME 2020/21  

24.1 Attention was drawn to the Overview and Scrutiny Committee Work Programme 
2020/21, circulated at Pages No. 22-30, which Members were asked to consider. 
The Head of Corporate Services advised Members of an additional item for the 
November meeting of the Committee in relation to the Notice of Motion on the Local 
Electricity Bill that had been referred from the last Council meeting. He also drew 
Members attention to Page No. 27 which showed an additional item added to the 
March 2021 meeting in respect of the Trade Waste Service Business Case which 
tied into the project plan being considered by the Committee later on the Agenda. 
 Reference was made to the Housing Strategy which had been programmed to 
come to the Committee last April and the Head of Community Services gave an 
update on the current position. He indicated that the current Housing Strategy ran 
until March 2021 and, in normal circumstances, the Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee or a sub-group of the Committee would have been involved over the last 
six months in developing a new Housing Strategy for the following four years. 
Obviously with the current situation, it had not been possible to do that but rather 
than rush to put a new strategy in place purely to meet the timescale of the current 
strategy expiring, the Head of Community Services was proposing to refresh and 
extend the strategy currently in place for a period of one year. This extension, which 
was supported by the Lead Member, would allow for the development of some new 
key performance indicators, as Members were aware the current indicators were not 
really fit for purpose due to changes in legislation, and it would also allow time to 
study the Local Housing Needs Assessment which had recently been published. In 
summary, the extension would allow for the next 18 months to be spent developing 
a new fit for purpose Housing Strategy. He maintained that this was not an 
uncommon practice, particularly in the current circumstances, with a number of 
authorities choosing to extend plans and strategies for 12 months covering various 
areas rather than rushing to get them reviewed in order to meet forthcoming 
deadlines. He indicated that, provided that the Committee was happy with this 
approach, it would be his intention to extend the Housing Strategy on this basis. The 
Chair asked whether the Committee would still receive reports during the life of the 
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extended strategy as he felt that whilst the existing key performance indicators were 
out of date, reporting on them was better than receiving no reports at all. The Head 
of Community Services assured the Committee that the key performance indicators 
would be reported in the performance tracker in the normal way and he maintained 
that not all of the performance indicators were out of date just those that related to 
specific pieces of legislation. On this basis the Committee was supportive of 
extending the current Housing Strategy for 12 months from March 2021. 

24.2 A Member asked whether there would be any support for inviting the Police to come 
to a meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee to talk about the changes to 
local policing. She reminded Members that they had all received a letter from the 
Police at the beginning of September outlining changes to the way they would be 
working going forward and she felt that a presentation on the proposals rather than 
words on a piece of paper may be helpful. The Chair reminded Members that the 
Police had attended a meeting of the Committee previously and he asked whether 
the Committee wished to add a pending item to the work programme on this basis. 
He indicated that obviously the Police were very busy at the moment and any future 
presentation to the Committee would need to fit in with their operational 
requirements which would be the priority. Another Member indicated that he had 
been working very closely with the Police in his role as a key worker and he did not 
feel that this was the right time for them to be pulled away from operational matters 
in order to address the Committee but acknowledged the benefits of a presentation 
in the future when resources allowed; he stressed that the Police were seriously 
overstretched at the moment but was happy for this to be included in the pending 
items for inclusion in the work programme for the future. The Chief Executive stated 
that he had been involved in discussions with the Police concerning the new 
arrangements and he would be happy to pick up the action and discuss with the 
new Superintendent when would be an appropriate time for her to come along to a 
meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee. He gave a brief overview of the 
changes and highlighted the fact that there were more local policing functions being 
dealt with from the police base at the Council Offices and he was sure that at the 
appropriate time this could be shared in more detail with the Committee. 

24.3 Accordingly, it was  

RESOLVED  1.   That the revised Overview and Scrutiny Committee Work        
 Programme be APPROVED subject to the Local Electricity 
 Bill Motion being added to the November meeting and 
 changes to local policing arrangements being added to the 
 pending items to be actioned by the Chief Executive in  terms 
 of agreeing an appropriate date when this could be 
 added to the work programme dependent upon police 
 resources; and 

2.   That it be NOTED that the current Housing Strategy is to be 
 refreshed and extended by 12 months until March 2022 to 
 allow time for the development of a new strategy to include 
 revised key performance indicators and taking account of 
 recent Local Housing Needs Assessment data.  

OS.25 REVIEW OF CORPORATE ENFORCEMENT POLICY  

25.1 The Head of Corporate Services introduced the Manager of the Counter Fraud Unit 
of which the Council was a Member. It was explained that the unit undertook a lot of 
policy work around governance for the Council and those Members that sat on the 
Audit and Governance Committee would be aware of the good work undertaken by 
it which included policies on Whistleblowing, Anti-Fraud and Corruption and the 
report now before the Overview and Scrutiny Committee on the Corporate 
Enforcement Policy. The latter policy was operated across several Councils with a 
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few tweaks to make it work locally. It was an umbrella policy with a number of 
operational enforcement policies sitting below it. 

25.2 The Chair welcomed the Manager of the Counter Fraud Unit to the meeting and in 
presenting the report, circulated at Pages No. 31-38 which detailed the policy, she 
explained that it was relatively legislative but was an overarching policy that had 
been prepared in partnership with One Legal to deliver a prosecution policy. The 
policy did not go into great detail with regard to each service area although each 
service lead had been consulted as they had specific enforcement policies which 
were much more detailed for their particular service area. However, if a member of 
the public was looking at what the Council could enforce, this explanatory document 
would cover this off as well as explaining that the Counter Fraud Unit was part of the 
Council and, if there was a fraud offence against the Council, prosecution could fall 
under this policy if it was not a service specific matter.  

25.3 During the discussion which ensued, a Member asked on how many occasions 
enforcement action had been undertaken under this policy and broadly in relation to 
what matters. The Manager of the Counter Fraud Unit indicated that any criminal 
enforcement which would go through the criminal process would be covered by this 
policy which was why it referenced all the different service areas such as 
environmental crime, revenues and benefits fraud etc. The policy was about 
considering the Public Interest Test and the Evidential Test with regard to any 
enforcement action which may go through the Courts to be considered as a criminal 
offence. The Member indicated that he was curious to know whether the policy had 
been used over the last 10 years and whether it was something frequently made 
use of as he had not heard a lot about action being taken on criminal prosecutions 
under the services listed in the policy. The Head of Community Services referred 
Members to the Tewkesbury Waste Aware website which was a website specifically 
dedicated to enforcement and detailed all Environmental Enforcement Action that 
had been undertaken over the last 18 months and, whilst he did not have the 
specific numbers to hand, it was certainly in the 10s, 20s or even 30s. From the 
point of view of Environmental Services, enforcement was proactively undertaken, 
and it was very much in the public domain; more recently action in relation to 
COVID-19 had also been undertaken. A Member raised specific questions around 
planning enforcement and complaints raised concerning breaches that went back 
several years with no apparent action being taken. He questioned whether this was 
a matter that would be dealt with under this policy and the Manager of the Counter 
Fraud Unit clarified that if it was a complaint then this would be dealt with under the 
Council’s complaints procedure, if it was a planning enforcement matter i.e. breach 
of Enforcement Notice, then it would be dealt with by the Planning Service - it would 
only be at the point that the service wished to pursue a criminal action because of, 
for example, a breach of Enforcement Notice or work on a Listed Building which 
was not subject to Listed Building Consent, that the evidence would be referred to 
the Counter Fraud Unit which would look at that and decide whether an interview 
under caution could be undertaken and a file prepared for prosecution 
consideration. The starting point for a Planning Enforcement matter was with the 
Planning Department who would look at the case and if, for instance, an 
Enforcement Notice had been breached and it was felt that there was a sufficient 
case to move towards pursuing a prosecution then the matter could be referred to 
the Counter Fraud Unit which would provide support in dealing with the evidential 
base. The policy before Members was about prosecution and how people were 
prosecuted for criminal offences and this policy was not relevant until the point that 
a prosecution was being considered in relation to any matter; it could, for example, 
be a parking offence, false representation or a housing application. At the point that 
a prosecution was to be pursed this policy would be used to ensure the right steps 
had been followed. The Head of Development Services indicated that an 
Enforcement Seminar had been arranged for all Members on Tuesday 10 
November and this would cover the whole process of enforcement law as well as 
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giving examples and looking at when criminal prosecutions were appropriate and 
how matters were taken forward. Hopefully the issues raised by the Member would 
be covered as part of the seminar but equally she was happy to meet with the 
Member outside of the meeting to discuss the specific case that he had raised. 

25.4 A Member referred to the fact that this policy was to be presented for adoption 
across multiple Councils within Gloucestershire and West Oxfordshire and she 
questioned whether any of those Councils had made any amendments to the policy 
which would have an impact on the Council. The Manager of the Counter Fraud Unit 
indicated that Tewkesbury was the last of the five partner Councils to consider the 
policy and therefore the final version approved by the other Councils was being 
presented at today’s meeting. Subsequently, it was 

RESOLVED  That it be RECOMMENDED TO EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

1. That the Corporate Enforcement Policy, as attached to the 
report at Appendix 1, be APPROVED. 

2. That the Head of Corporate Services be authorised, in 
consultation with the Counter Fraud Unit Manager, One 
Legal and the Lead Member for Corporate Governance, to 
approve future minor amendments. 

OS.26 GLOUCESTERSHIRE HEALTH OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
UPDATE  

26.1 Members received an update from the Council’s representative on the 
Gloucestershire Health Overview (HOSC) on matters discussed at the meeting on 
15 September 2020. She referred Members to the fact that a report had been 
circulated with the Agenda at Pages No. 52-54 and she would just highlight some of 
the salient points contained in that report. 

26.2 The Council’s representative stated that winter planning was currently underway 
although it was a little different this year which was why it was being called 
Gloucestershire Winter Sustainability and Surge Management Plan. In essence, 
there were four plans dependant on which direction the COVID-19 virus was 
heading and what level it was at. She indicated that this meeting had taken place a 
month ago, so things had moved on quite quickly and it was now more likely that a 
second peak of the virus was coming. What was not known was whether this would 
coincide with the winter flu outbreak or whether the surge of winter flu that was 
normally experienced would be tempered by the fact that everyone was wearing 
masks and washing their hands more frequently. Basically, attempts were being 
made to predict the unpredictable and preparing for this with four different scenarios 
with a plan in place to tackle each one. The Council’s representative also drew 
particular attention to the fact that the temporary changes implemented as part of 
the COVID-19 response would be continuing for a further six months until the end of 
March 2021 to enable the winter planning. She stressed that the changes which 
included the arrangements at Cheltenham accident and emergency department 
were temporary and essential for winter planning. The temporary extension would 
enable the return of non COVID-19 health services, making full use of capacity 
available, and recovery of the maximum elective activity possible between now and 
the winter peak. The service was already tackling reduced staffing levels due to self-
isolation and so for safety reasons it was important that the temporary changes 
remained in place in order to meet the challenges and cope with winter pressures in 
addition to the COVID-19 pandemic. The temporary arrangements would not be 
reviewed for six months as opposed to the previous three month review as this 
would mean a review in December which would be the peak of the winter season as 
well as the Christmas period. Other areas mentioned included Fit for the Future 
service review which would form the main item of business for the next meeting of 
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the HOSC in October. The review was continuing, albeit at a fairly slow pace, and 
was based on normal demand rather than COVID-19 demand, focusing on the 
medium to long term rather than the short-term response to a crisis. There was a lot 
of speculation that the current changes would set a precedent for the future and 
would ultimately become permanent but the representative stressed that 
assurances had been given that this was not the case. Also on the website if 
Members were interested, was the Gloucestershire Clinical Commissioning Group 
Performance Report which made for an interesting read. The Council’s 
representative particularly highlighted that the results were good, especially for 
cancer diagnosis and treatment, with the two week target achieved in 97.8% of 
cases and the 62 day national target to start treatment within two months being 
achieved in 79.3% of cases which was above the national average. Finally, the 
Council’s representative referred to a number of other reports which Members could 
access if they were interested to gain more information on how the Health Service in 
Gloucestershire was progressing. 

26.3 The Chair thanked the representative for her report, and it was 

RESOLVED That the Gloucestershire Health Overview and Scrutiny Update 
be NOTED. 

OS.27 GLOUCESTERSHIRE ECONOMIC GROWTH SCRUTINY COMMITTEE  

27.1 The Council’s representative on the Gloucestershire Economic Growth Scrutiny 
Committee (GEGSC) presented the report, circulated with the Agenda at Pages 
No. 55-62, which contained a summary of the Committee’s last meeting held on 16 
September together with a number of links which would enable Members full 
access to the documents/presentations and links to YouTube to watch the Joint 
Economic Growth Scrutiny Committee (JEGSC). 

27.2 The Council’s representative explained that his report was broken down into five 
parts: the work plan; Joint Economic Growth Scrutiny Committee (JEGSC) Update; 
Business Rates Pool; Broadband; and GFirst LEP Update. Workplan: The 
Committee discussed items for inclusion in its October and November 2020 work 
plan and Page No. 55 set out the detail of the items considered for inclusion. 
JEGSC Update: The Chair of that Committee reported on what had happened at 
the meeting earlier in the day which included an update on the cyber central 
development at the Golden Valley which boasted a central and well connected 
position within the country with a location ranking for cyber specialisation 
considered to be at “number one” and it was emphasised that Cyber Central was a 
huge development opportunity not just for Cheltenham but for the whole of 
Gloucestershire and the South West of England. The Council’s representative 
indicated that he felt the marketing materials for this site were rather good and he 
had provided links for the Committee to view them in full. The meeting also 
considered Gloucestershire’s Economic Recovery Plan and the point that kept 
being made was that nobody really knew what it was the County was recovering 
from particularly with the furlough scheme and other government subsidies 
masking potential problems. The COVID-19 situation was incredibly fluid and 
therefore the plan needed to be adaptable and responsive. Reference was made 
to the overall approach that the County was following utilising the 3 Cs of 
Collaboration, Communication and Confidence with, initially, the Senior Officer 
Group agreeing that the focus would be on skills, visitor economy and joint 
lobbying. The plan included a short-term, medium-term and long-term target for 
each of those areas but, following a prompt by a Committee Member, it was 
agreed that short-term deadlines would attempt to be assigned to the various 
events in the plan. Business Rates Pool: The Council’s representative indicated 
that he had found the presentation on this matter really interesting as it was 
something he had been unaware of previously. The presentation covered how the 
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business rates pool had done between 2019 and 2020, how the pandemic had 
affected the business rates pool in the current year and what the future was for 
business rates pooling. In terms of how the pool had done between 2019 and 
2020, the total growth over the given baseline across Gloucestershire was £19.4 
million. The gain from pooling as opposed to not pooling was the levy amount 
which was saved as it did not get returned to central government and over the 
period that gain was £4.85 million - the pooling gain was shared between the 
County Council, the Strategic Economic Development Fund and the District 
Councils based on the Business Rates Pool Agreement which had been signed at 
the start of the process. The impact of COVID-19 on the Business Rates Pool had 
been quite unusual in that it had provided greater certainty that central government 
had agreed to pay the business rates of those sectors severely impacted by 
COVID-19 and therefore there was a reduction in risk in terms of non-payment. 
Overall, the impact was negligible, and the most recent monitoring suggested that 
the gain would be similar to last year which had been a particularly good year. 
Looking to the future of Business Rates Pooling, for some time now the 
government had planned to redistribute growth around the country from those 
areas that had experienced it to those areas that had not in order to even things 
up. Accordingly, if there was no growth in Gloucestershire, the benefit of pooling 
would be lost and therefore it had been agreed to investigate this risk to pooling 
and report back later in the year. Broadband: An update on the Fastershire 
Broadband Infrastructure Programme was provided and the Chair of the JEGSC 
maintained that good progress had been made and the programme had been 
successful with all areas being covered by 2022. GFirst LEP Update: A brief 
overview of the latest project pipeline information was provided together with 
quarter one performance data. The importance of maintaining capital investment 
projects that could release economic growth was stressed as at any time the 
government could release additional funding for such projects. It was explained 
that the process of selecting projects for submission to government was based on 
a standard set of criteria together with additional criteria that was tailored to a 
specific funding opportunity. However, Members of the Gloucestershire Economic 
Growth Scrutiny Committee (EGSC) felt that they did not have sufficient 
information to be able to properly scrutinise why certain projects were accepted for 
submission to the government and others were not. It was felt that much more 
information was needed on the scoring matrix and the criteria used by the Local 
Enterprise Partnership (LEP) when submitting projects for a particular funding 
opportunity. On this basis, the LEP representative had agreed to look at what 
additional information could be provided so that scrutiny could be undertaken. 

27.3 In thanking the Council’s representative for his update, the Chair indicated that the 
representative from the LEP had now responded to the EGSC’s request; much 
more detailed information on formulas and criteria would be made available in 
future but obviously sensitive financial information would continue to be protected.  

27.4 It was 

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



OS.13.10.20 

 

OS.28 COUNCIL PLAN PERFORMANCE TRACKER AND COVID-19 RECOVERY 
TRACKER - QUARTER 1 2020/21  

28.1 The report of the Head of Corporate Services, circulated at Pages No. 63-144, 
attached the performance management and recovery information for quarter one of 
2020/2021. The Overview and Scrutiny Committee was asked to review and 
scrutinise the performance and recovery information and, where appropriate, 
identify any issues to refer to the Executive Committee for clarification or further 
action to be taken. Prior to the presentation of the report, which was a huge 
document containing a significant amount of information, the Chair pointed out that 
obviously the quarter four performance tracker, considered at the Committee’s 
meeting in July, was the last update before COVID-19 and the quarter one data now 
before Members was the first update since the start of the pandemic. He felt that it 
was important to point this out as just reviewing the information, without this in mind, 
could fill Members with despair given the number of unsmiling faces but 
undoubtedly this was as a result of the pandemic and he asked Members to bear 
this in mind when scrutinising the information before them. 

28.2 In presenting the report the Head of Corporate Services indicated that there were 
three elements to the report: the Council Plan tracker; the Recovery Plan tracker; 
and the financial information update. He indicated that he would deal with the first 
two elements and take any questions on those and then hand over to the Head of 
Finance and Asset Management to deal with the final element on the Council’s 
finances. He advised Members that the Council Plan tracker information could be 
found at Appendix 1 on Page No. 80 onwards and included the actions on the two 
new priority areas in the Council Plan, that of Garden Communities and Sustainable 
Environment. He indicated that there was a lot of detailed information in both of the 
tracker documents but hopefully on Pages No. 63-72 of the report, he had pulled 
out, by exception, the key points for Members consideration; for example at 
Paragraph 2.3 some of the key successful activities and projects specific to the 
Council Plan were listed and Paragraph 2.4 set out those activities and projects that 
had not progressed as swiftly as would have been anticipated many of which were 
due to the significant organisational effort involved in responding to COVID-19. In 
respect of the latter, new timescales had been added or the actions had simply 
been put on hold until there was sufficient capacity in the organisation to take them 
forward. Reference was made to the first action in the table at Paragraph 2.4 which 
related to the Trade Waste Service where the timescale had been amended but 
assurance could be given that this timescale could be achieved based on the high 
level project plan that was to be considered later in the meeting. Three of the 
amended timescales related to work on the Joint Core Strategy which now had new 
milestone dates of Summer 2021; however, it was evident from the commentary 
that the revised dates were not as a result of the pandemic. The next table shown 
on Page No.68, at Paragraph 2.5 (shown as 2.3 in error within the report), provided 
information on the actions that had effectively been put on hold due to resources 
being deployed elsewhere and Paragraph 3 provided a summary of the position, at 
the end of quarter one, in relation to the suite of key performance indicators (KPIs) 
contained within the Council Plan. The table in Paragraph 3.3, on Page No. 70, 
detailed those key performance indicators where the targets had not been achieved 
and/or the direction of travel was showing a downwards trajectory compared with 
the previous year. As could be seen from the commentary against these actions, the 
impact of the pandemic was noticeable whether it was the ability of Officers to 
perform enforcement visits (KPIs 17 and 18) or the impact on recycled and residual 
waste (KPIs 33 and 34). Nevertheless, there were a number of key performance 
indicators that were shown on Pages No. 71-72 that were performing well and these 
included, for example, the processing of benefit claims (KPI 24) the determination of 
minor planning applications (KPI 13) and a reduction in the average number of sick 
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days (KPI 28).  

28.3 Referring to the Recovery Tracker, attached at Appendix 2 of the report from Page 
No. 170 onwards, the Head of Corporate Services explained that for consistency 
and familiarity the same format used for the Council Plan Tracker had been 
followed. The Recovery Plan had been approved by the Executive Committee at its 
meeting on 5 August and assigned to the Overview and Scrutiny Committee for 
monitoring. He explained that the Council’s priorities had not changed because of 
COVID-19 and it still wanted to deliver the same outcomes to residents, 
communities and businesses therefore the Recovery Plan and its actions had been 
based upon the Council Plan priorities. The Head of Corporate Services sited the 
example of the Economic and Tourism Strategy which the Council continued to 
deliver albeit with re-focused actions as a result of the pandemic. He referred to 
Paragraph 4.2, on Page No.72, which set out some of the key activities undertaken 
as part of the Recovery Plan which ranged from significant support for businesses 
provided by the Growth Hub and Environmental Health teams, working with Places 
for People to safely re-open the Leisure Centre through to the formation of the 
Business Transformation team. Given the synergy between the two tracker 
documents they had been, and would continue to be, reported together in order to 
show Members the complete picture together with the financial position which would 
add to the overall picture and would be presented by the Head of Finance and Asset 
Management after scrutiny of the two tracker documents had taken place. In 
conclusion, the Head of Corporate Services indicated that the caveat to all of the 
actions in the tracker documents, but particularly in relation to those in the Recovery 
Plan and the Plan itself, was that at the time of approval it was wholly relevant as 
the country moved towards recovery; however, the position in relation to COVID-19 
was changing rapidly and at any point the Council could be back in full response 
mode which would obviously have an impact on both tracker documents. Some 
services were already creeping back to a response mode, for example, the 
administration of government grants with responsibility for the new self-isolation 
grant being supported by the Council and High Street safety measures that were 
being implemented as part of the changing national picture. 

28.4 During the debate which ensued, the following queries and comments were made in 
relation to the Council Plan and Recovery Plan trackers: 

Priority: Housing and Communities 
 

P92 – Objective 1 – Action d)     
Carry out housing needs assessments 
to deliver affordable housing in rural 
areas - a Member asked what the 
significance was of moving the date 
three years, from March 2020 to March 
2023, as opposed to a one or two year 
slippage. He queried whether the work 
involved was so significant that a three-
year delay could be justified. 
 

The Head of Community Services 
explained that a realistic view had 
been taken as there was quite a lot of 
work to be done across the Borough 
and particularly in the smaller 
Parishes. The Gloucestershire Rural 
Partnership was used to assist with 
this work and therefore he was 
assuming that the estimated 
timescale had been provided by that 
organisation. However, he indicated 
that he would clarify this and advise 
the Member accordingly outside of 
the meeting. The Chair asked that the 
information be provided to 
Democratic Services so that all 
Members of the Committee could 
receive it. 
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P92 – Objective 2 – Action a) 
Ensure adequate land is allocated 
within the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) 
and Tewkesbury Borough Plan to meet 
housing need - a Member referred to 
the government White Paper on 
Planning reforms which could result in a 
total change to the current system. He 
reminded Members that currently the 
JCS was looking to allocate and cover 
the needs of Cheltenham and 
Gloucester. However, the White Paper 
basically abolished the duty to co-
operate and as a result of the Council 
having more land it would get a higher 
allocation. He questioned if the 
proposals started to progress through 
Parliament, whether it would be 
possible to delay the JCS without any 
further implications on the Council. 
Alternatively, he asked whether there 
was any way to change the allocations 
to be included as part of Tewkesbury’s 
quota rather than that of Cheltenham 
and Gloucester as Tewkesbury would 
still need to find land for increased 
amounts of housing. 

The Head of Development Services 
indicated that, as the Member had 
pointed out, the JCS review and the 
inter-relationship with the White 
Paper was fundamental to the 
Council. As Members were also 
aware, the JCS was a key planning 
document for the Council as it would 
shape the growth of the Borough in 
terms of spatial housing and 
employment distribution. She 
explained that currently there was a 
slight delay to the timetable for the 
JCS as there were a number of 
technical studies that needed to be 
undertaken to ensure there was a 
robust evidence base and it was also 
necessary to review some of the 
existing evidence in view of COVID-
19 particularly relating to employment 
and how to progress an economic 
strategy. Work on the JCS would not 
be stopped because of the White 
Paper as the evidence work still 
needed to be undertaken; whatever 
the eventual outcome on the reforms, 
this work was still necessary to inform 
the Council going forward. The Head 
of Development Services stressed 
that, even if the duty to co-operate 
was abolished, it did not mean that 
the Council could stop working with 
its neighbours as this was actively 
encouraged to assess the spatial 
distribution of housing and 
employment. The message was still 
very much that Councils must work 
together and look at wider 
geographical areas and cross-
boundary. Obviously it was 
necessary to await the outcome of 
the consultation on the White Paper 
so Officers would be twin tracking the 
work undertaken so the Council 
would be in a position to move 
forward under the new system, 
whatever that maybe, should that 
prove to be appropriate dependant on 
timescales. However, for the time 
being it was felt that the work being 
undertaken would be beneficial under 
both systems with reviews being 
undertaken at certain key milestones 
to assess the best way to move 
forward. The response given 
prompted the Member to request that 
the Council, as part of the review, did 
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not agree to meet the housing 
allocations of other authorities as the 
White Paper proposed reducing the 
numbers where authorities had no 
land to build on and increasing the 
housing numbers for areas like 
Tewkesbury that had land available 
for development. He agreed that the 
evidence-based work needed to be 
done but was keen to ensure the 
Council controlled the allocation of 
housing and particularly to which 
authorities it was being allocated 
whilst the White Paper progressed. 
He was of the view that, if this was 
not possible, the review should be 
delayed. The Head of Development 
Services indicated that the Council’s 
response to the White Paper, along 
with many other authorities, strongly 
objected to the proposed algorithm to 
be used to determine housing 
numbers as it resulted in a 
disproportionate amount of housing 
being allocated to rural authorities 
like Tewkesbury and it was hoped in 
the light of the strong representations 
being made across the country that 
the government would revise the 
algorithm accordingly.  In terms of 
when the distribution of housing was 
assessed as part of the JCS review, 
the Head of Development Services 
indicated that this was not something 
that needed to be done now it would 
be part of the process once the 
housing numbers that the Council 
needed to deliver were known. The 
Chief Executive stressed that this 
was only a consultation document 
and the government was already 
indicating that changes may be made 
particularly in relation to the algorithm 
and whilst the duty to co-operate may 
be abolished he was of the view that 
something would be put in its place 
as all of the messages currently 
coming from government were that 
authorities should work in partnership 
in relation to planning and other 
services.   
 
 
 
 
 
 



OS.13.10.20 

P94 - Objective 2 – Action c) 
Annually monitor the delivery of homes 
within the Borough - a Member referred 
to the commentary which indicated that 
the Council was in the process of 
updating its five-year housing land 
supply calculation and it was the 
intention to publish this document on 
the Council’s website by the end of 
October. She questioned whether 
Members would be informed when the 
document was ready to be published 
and if the content would be self-
explanatory. 
 

The Head of Development Services 
indicated that she was unaware of 
what the Council’s previous policy 
was on this but she stated that, as 
soon as the document was published, 
she would ensure all Members 
received an email advising of 
publication with a link to the 
document on the Council’s website. 
In terms of ensuring that the 
information in the document was 
clear, she indicated that she hoped 
that this would be the case but would 
review it prior to publication to be 
absolutely sure. 
 

Priority: Customer First 
 

P107 – KPI 26 – Percentage of Council 
tax collected - a Member referred to the 
fact that Council Tax collection 
performance had been significantly 
affected by COVID-19 and, as a 
consequence, a reduced figure of only 
29.5% had been collected during the 
first quarter. He maintained that it would 
have been useful if the percentage 
figure that was normally collected had 
been included for comparison purposes 
and he requested to be provided with 
this figure. 
 

The Head of Corporate Services 
indicated that the collection rate was 
0.5% below the target which was in 
line with what was normally collected. 

Priority: Sustainable Environment  
 

P.115- KPI 33 – Percentage of Waste 
Recycled or composted and 
P116 – KPI 34 – Residual Household 
Waste collected per property in KGs – a 
Member drew attention to the fact that 
the percentage of recycled waste had 
gone down and the residual waste had 
increased. He maintained that the 
residents of Tewkesbury Borough were 
normally very diligent when it came to 
recycling yet it appeared that during the 
first part of the pandemic they wasted 
more and recycled less. He enquired 
whether there was any known reason 
for this to have occurred. 
 

The Head of Community Services 
explained that the Borough residents 
were normally very good at recycling 
but during lockdown there was a 
massive increase in waste and, by 
the nature of people storing more 
waste, they had simply disposed of it 
in the nearest receptacle without 
thought as to whether that was the 
appropriate disposal method. There 
was also an increase in 
contamination of recycled waste as 
Members may recall that initially 
during lockdown there was a 
tendency for people to start clearing 
out garages, lofts etc. and this led to 
some rather unusual items appearing 
in the recycling receptacles which 
people may have thought could be 
recycled but obviously could not; 
going forward extra education 
campaigns would be put in place. In 
addition, there was a lot of stockpiling 
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of food when the pandemic first 
started which then ended up in the 
food waste bin or the normal bin. 
Another factor to be considered was 
the closure of the household 
recycling centres. Taking all this 
together, the Head of Community 
Services did not think it was 
surprising that the overall result was 
an increase in waste and an increase 
in contamination of recycled waste. 
The other side of this matter was the 
reduction in the recycling market 
which resulted in the need for quality 
recycling in areas such as paper and 
this had resulted in loads being 
rejected which then counted towards 
the Council’s waste figure and not its 
recycling figure. A Member enquired 
whether it was possible to process 
waste more efficiently to ensure that 
it was not contaminated rather than 
having it refused at the Materials 
Recycling Facility (MRF). The Head 
of Community Services indicated that 
a number of checks were carried out 
to identify contamination both at the 
point at which the recycled waste was 
collected and when it was stored prior 
to transit to the MRF; any obvious 
contamination was removed provided 
it was practical and safe to do so. 
Nevertheless, when 20 tonnes of 
waste was being transported it was 
inevitable that things would slip 
through the net on occasions. The 
crews were very good at putting 
stickers on bins and not collecting 
recycled material that was obviously 
contaminated and, as he had 
previously indicated, education 
campaigns were taking place but with 
everyone producing more waste, and 
the market for recycled goods 
currently in decline, there was little 
more that could be done.  
 

Priority: Customer First 
 

P.107 – KPI 28 – Average No. of sick 
days per full-time equivalent - 
a Member stated that, whilst obviously 
it was good news that there had been a 
dramatic reduction in the number of 
sick days compared with last year, he 
wondered what the reasons for this 
were. 

In terms of the reduction in sickness, 
the Head of Corporate Services 
stated that whilst there had been a 
reduction in long term sickness the 
reduction in short term sickness had 
been quite significant which it was felt 
could be partly attributed to working 
from home. With many Officers not 
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working in the office they were less 
susceptible to minor ailments such as 
colds and stomach bugs. Also it could 
be that Officers who were feeling 
unwell felt that they could continue to 
work within the comfort of their own 
home which may not have been the 
case if they had to come into the 
Council Offices. Clearly this would 
need to be closely monitored as, if 
they were really unwell, they should 
be refraining from work and 
concentrating on recovery and 
wellbeing which was very important 
to the management team. He 
indicated that Human Resources had 
done a lot of work around health and 
wellbeing during the pandemic and 
that could also have contributed to 
the reduction in sick days. The HR 
Manager indicated that this was a 
pattern being seen across other 
organisations as well where sickness 
levels had dropped. Whilst this was 
good news for the Council, work had 
been ongoing to ensure that staff 
kept well, and the levels of sickness 
could be maintained once the 
pandemic was over. She advised 
Members of the work that HR had 
been undertaking which included 
training on effective remote working, 
managing difficult telephone calls, 
mental health training and wellbeing 
sessions covering issues such as 
sleep and managing finances. In 
addition, the Council was paying for 
staff to have flu jabs by reimbursing 
the cost, and the sickness process 
was being proactively managed to 
ensure good practice was being 
followed. A Member commented that 
these figures provided a good 
argument for some level of home 
working to continue once the 
pandemic was over. 
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Priority: Finance and Resources 
 

P81 - Objective 3 - Action c) 
Review property portfolio to ensure 
ongoing benefits to our communities - a 
Member questioned whether the 
pandemic had created any problems for 
the Council’s business tenants in terms 
of being able to meet their financial 
liabilities and whether there had been 
any indication of future problems. 
 
 

The Head of Finance and Asset 
Management indicated that so far, 
the Council’s commercial portfolio 
was holding up well and none of the 
tenants had reported any problems. A 
partial deferment of rent had been 
agreed with one tenant, but this had 
now ended, and full rent was being 
paid. Everything seemed to be going 
well for the businesses with some 
experiencing a business boom; one 
business specialising in homebrew, 
gin and other alcohol products had 
seen a significant increase in 
demand. 
 

28.5 The Chair asked a general question about what action was going to be taken in 
terms of prioritising projects/activities considering the ongoing pandemic. There 
were a lot of unsmiling faces in the quarter one data and it was clear that not 
everything could be delivered and therefore he questioned what action was going to 
be taken to assess realistically what could be progressed and what could be put on 
hold. The Deputy Chief Executive stated that an exercise being known as the 
“greying out” of certain projects had already started, as could be seen on Page No. 
68 of the report, but clearly further reprioritisation work was necessary and a 
template had been sent to all Heads of Service to work with their teams to enable a 
critical assessment of what projects they felt unable to take forward, what projects 
could be progressed but with revised delivery dates and what new projects may 
come forward as part of the COVID-19 recovery process that would supersede 
projects already in the tracker documents. All this information would be collated and 
included in the quarter two performance report to be presented to the Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee in January. This would allow Members to assess and scrutinise 
the complete picture in terms of which projects had been “parked” and for what 
reason, new milestones and key dates for projects and any new projects that had 
been brought forward as part of the recovery process.  

28.6 The Chair also questioned the impact on various projects, KPIs etc. of the departure 
of the Deputy Chief Executive. It was explained that the Corporate Leadership 
Team was currently assessing all of the projects which the Deputy Chief Executive 
was overseeing and determining the best way forward ensuring that none of the 
projects would suffer due to his departure, with new mechanisms being put in place 
and detailed handovers to be arranged. The Chief Executive confirmed that it was 
the intention for detailed proposals on the way forward to be presented to Council in 
December. 

28.7 Finally, the Chair asked about lessons learnt from the first wave of the pandemic 
that would be used to inform how a second wave would be dealt with whilst also 
allowing some of the recovery measures to be implemented as the Council 
fluctuated between response and recovery; he gave a number of examples of 
lessons that had been learnt by the NHS that were now being implemented for new 
Covid-19 cases. The Deputy Chief Executive indicated that a lot had been learnt 
that would inform the Council’s response going forward; he cited examples of 
improvements in the redeployment of staff to support initiatives such as the Help 
Hub, improvements in remote working, the experiences gained from administering 
grants for businesses, and more recently self-isolation grants, supporting business 
with webinars, electronic newsletters etc. and ensuring that the voluntary sector had 
the assistance it needed to deliver in the community.  Clearly, the experiences from 
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the first wave would ensure that the Council was able to respond quickly to the 
needs of residents and businesses and Officers were continually learning to ensure 
residents were provided with the services they needed. The Head of Corporate 
Services advised the Committee that the Council had to prepare an Annual 
Governance Statement and the guidelines for the current year’s statement included 
a ‘lessons learnt’ section as a result of the pandemic which would be in two parts; 
lessons learned and implemented and lessons learned that were longer term and 
needed to be implemented. He also gave some examples of lessons learned in 
respect of IT and communications and indicated that, for the longer term, there was 
a need to ensure that business intelligence was robust and proactively applied 
across the Council.  It was likely that the lessons learned review would be reported 
to the Overview and Scrutiny Committee sometime in the new year. 

28.8 The Head of Finance and Asset Management presented Pages. No.73-78 of the 
report which contained a summary of the Council’s financial performance for the 
period to the end of June this year with Appendices 3-6 providing some added 
detail. He indicated that unfortunately he had to report a significant deficit within the 
General Fund due to the impact of COVID-19 however the deficit was not as great 
as had first been feared. The report now before Members brought together the 
COVID-19 impact with normal operational expenditure activity providing an overall 
financial position for the first quarter which resulted in a deficit of £444,218. 
Paragraph 5 of the report set out a summary of the position with added detail 
contained in Appendix 3. As it was necessary to report to the government on 
COVID-19 costs, direct expenditure in this respect had been split out and was 
shown in the table at Paragraph 5.2 totalling around £285,000. The main 
components of that spend tended to be the amounts being put into the Leisure 
Centre in line with the Places for People leisure contract, the rollout of laptops to 
enable remote working and UBICO costs to keep the service running including 
protection of staff, backfilling and overtime. As expected, income was substantially 
down with a deficit in excess of £400,000, the detail of which was set out on Page 
No.75 of the report, but there were indications in respect of quarter two suggesting a 
recovery in some areas with both planning and parking income improving; although 
whether this would be sustained was unknown as parking income for September 
was already starting to drop again so the quarter three figures would be interesting. 
The Head of Finance and Asset Management thought it was also worth mentioning 
that a claim had been made for irrecoverable income losses from sales, fees and 
charges for the first four months of the year which, taking account of the parameters 
of the scheme, had totalled approximately £173,000; further claims would be made 
every four months with the next claim being made in December.  

28.9 The Head of Finance and Asset Management drew attention to the fact that the 
additional expenditure and loss of income had been offset by savings in operational 
expenditure the largest of which related to employees accounting for just over 
£229,000. There had been a number of vacant posts during the first quarter coupled 
with delays in recruitment, although this was picking up during the second quarter; 
there were increasing numbers of requests to fill posts, responses to adverts were 
higher and appointments were now being made. The other factor contributing to the 
underspend was the pay award with 2% being set aside in the budget to meet this 
and as a result approximately £35,000 of the underspend was attributable to the 
award not having been agreed and paid during the first quarter. As Members would 
be aware the actual award had only recently been agreed at 2.75% and the cost of 
the arrears backdated to April would show in October/November when the 
payments were made  Nevertheless, a contingency sum had been allocated in 
reserves and this would be brought into the budget during the second half of the 
year to create a match off for the increased costs. To date the Council had received 
£1.12 million to meet the additional costs resulting from the pandemic and, as 
mentioned previously, claims were being made separately for income losses. The 
Chancellor had last night announced a further £1 billion of support for local 
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authorities but it was not yet known what proportion would be made available to 
Tewkesbury Borough Council. Also included in the report, at Paragraph 5.8, was a 
forecast of the full year impact of COVID-19 which was still in the region of £3 
million as reported earlier in the year. Looking at the position just before the end of 
September, there was some improvement with income increasing and COVID-19 
costs decreasing but that was already starting to change as the virus numbers 
began to increase. 

28.10 Paragraph 6 of the report set out the position in respect of the capital budget and 
Paragraph 7 the position on reserves. As expected for the first quarter there had 
been little movement with the exception of a property purchase and a deposit being 
paid on a second acquisition which was expected to complete in October. In 
response to a question in relation to the final figures shown at the end of the table 
on Corporate Codes, on Page No.73, the Head of Finance and Asset Management 
indicated that unfortunately the tables had not been particularly well labelled so it 
was not clear how the figures added up. The totals at the bottom of the table on 
Corporate Codes were not the Corporate Codes total they also included the sub-
total brought forward from the Services Expenditure. Going forward a sub-total 
would be included under the Corporate Codes and then an overall total to make it 
clearer for Members.  A Member queried whether the £25,000 overspend on 
payments to third parties related to Ubico but the Head of Finance and Asset 
Management advised that Ubico expenditure was on track for the first quarter and 
that there was a range of items that accounted for this overspend including the MRF 
contract for the disposal of recycled waste. The Chair questioned whether the 
Council’s financial position would have an impact on the tracker activities and key 
performance indicators. The Head of Finance and Asset Management indicated that 
he felt that the Council was in a good position in the current financial year; hopefully 
there would be further funding from the government and there was a significant 
business rate collection fund surplus that could be used to support the net costs of 
the pandemic. Looking to the future at next year’s budget and beyond things were a 
little more unclear; as yet there was no confirmation from the government on 
funding sources, the levels of funding and the ongoing impact of COVID-19 in terms 
of income and expenditure levels. Assessing this, and balancing it against the 
Council’s ambitions, the two may not add up and therefore it was likely that over the 
coming months an exercise of examining how resources were allocated and into 
what priority areas would need to be undertaken taking account of the Council’s 
ambitions. Obviously, Members would be kept informed as further information 
became available and Officers would work with Members in examining some of 
these issues.  

28.11 Having fully considered the information provided, it was 

RESOLVED That the performance management information for quarter one of 
2020/2021 be NOTED.  

OS.29 COUNCIL MOTION - SUPPORT FOR TECH TALENT CHARTER  

29.1 The Committee was reminded that at the meeting of the Council on 28 July the 
following Notice of Motion was referred to Overview and Scrutiny for consideration 
and recommendation back to Council. 

The Motion asked the Council to adopt the following 

1.  Ask the Council’s Human Resources Section to look at the Tech Talent 
Charter, identify what the Council could do better, the benefits to the Council in 
signing up to the  Charter and how the Council can influence other shared 
service providers that the Council works with (including, but not limited to, 
Ubico, One Legal, Publica, South West Audit Partnership). 
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2.  Receive a report back to a future meeting of the Council in 2020/21 with the 
findings and recommendations from the Human resources Section. 

29.2 The Chair explained that he would firstly ask the proposer of the Motion to present it 
to the Committee, followed by the Head of Corporate Services presenting his report 
circulated with the Agenda at Pages No. 145-152. The item would then be opened 
up for questions and debate before determination of what response should be sent 
back to Council in respect of this Motion. 

29.3 The proposer of the Motion indicated that she would like to give Members some 
background on the Tech Talent Charter which was essentially a commitment by 
organisations to a set of undertakings that aimed to deliver greater inclusion and 
diversity in the workforce. An organisation had to nominate a senior member of staff 
who would be the lead and work towards inclusive recruitment and retention policies 
together with a commitment that once a year data would be submitted anonymously 
to the Tech Talent Charter organisation. She explained that the Motion had really 
come about to ask Tewkesbury Borough Council to look beyond itself and play its 
part in encouraging diversity in the tech area. The proposer felt that this was 
particularly pertinent as the Council was supporting the Cyber Park and she felt it 
would be a good message to send to potential employers that, as a local authority, 
Tewkesbury Borough Council was committed to doing everything it could within its 
power to try and achieve the best workforce with the most talent. The Charter was 
supported by the Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport together with a 
number of major government departments who were signatories to the Charter. In 
addition, a large number of the Country’s blue-chip companies and neighbouring 
authorities had signed the Charter, so it was very mainstream. There was no cost 
involved with the Charter, no membership fee to pay and each organisation’s 
progress was at its own timetable, so the Council set the timetable which it wished 
to work to. The Charter compliance was not monitored by the responsible body so 
the Council would not be questioned for instance on the outcomes from an interview 
panel. She indicated that, from reading the report of the Head of Corporate 
Services, it looked like Tewkesbury was doing very well with women in the Tech 
Sector but it needed to be recognised that the Tech Talent Charter was expanding 
beyond just the Tech Sector and was looking at diversity in more general terms. 
She felt that the Charter offered the opportunity for prestige, to have good work 
recognised and would enable the Council to scrutinise from within to see if there 
was anything more that could be learnt about diversity and inclusion. In conclusion, 
she urged Members to support the signing of the Charter which would be a good 
badge that demonstrated the Council’s commitment to equality and diversity and 
she asked that Members approach this matter with an open mind. 

29.4 The Head of Corporate Services presented his report which contained some 
background research he hoped would aid the Committee’s consideration of the 
Motion. He drew attention to Paragraph 3.1 which stated that, as at 16 September, 
544 organisations had signed the Charter, predominantly from the private sector but 
a few neighbouring Councils, including Cheltenham, Cotswold, Forest of Dean and 
West Oxford. A Board of Directors was in place to oversee the Charter but, again, 
the representation was dominated by the private sector. Paragraph 4.1 of the report 
set out some points that Members may find pertinent in discussing the Motion and, 
as had been stated earlier by the proposer of the Motion, it was very positive that 
the percentage of females in the Council’s IT and Business Transformation Teams 
were significantly above the national figure of 17%. However, the Motion went 
beyond just signing the Charter as it referred to influencing other shared service 
providers two of which, namely Publica and the South West Audit Partnership, the 
Council had no relationship with and therefore would be unable to exercise any 
influence over them. In terms of One Legal as the Council was the lead in this 
partnership the staff fell within the Council’s human resources and equality policies. 
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In respect of Ubico, the contract with the Council required adherence to equality and 
diversity practices and policies and the Committee received an annual performance 
report from that organisation which could include relevant data in this area if 
required. The Motion also referenced the fact that the influencing of other service 
providers should not be limited to these partnerships and the Head of Corporate 
Services indicated that, if Members were to accept this, Officers would need a steer 
on what other partnerships should be included. Again as indicated by the proposer 
of the Motion, the Charter was derived from the Tech Sector but as reference was 
made to other partnerships this broadened the scope beyond the ICT Sector as 
none of the partnerships referenced were from that sector. With regards to 
preparing a report for Council, the Head of Corporate Services suggested an 
alternative in that equality and diversity data relevant to the Tech Charter could be 
included in the Workforce Development Strategy which was considered by the 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee on an annual basis and was due to be presented 
at the next meeting in November. In conclusion, initial feedback from the HR team 
had been that signing the Charter would not have a significant impact on resource 
and could be seen as a badge of the Council’s commitment for continued positive 
work around equality and diversity based on the caveat that the Council simply 
signed the Charter and updates were provided through the Workforce Development 
Strategy. 

29.5 During the debate that ensued, a Member indicated that diversity and inclusion was 
recognised throughout the Workforce Development Strategy and particular 
reference was made to Page No.10 of the Strategy which stated that the 
effectiveness of these issues were regularly tracked and reviewed. On this basis he 
asked the proposer of the Motion whether she had been aware of this when 
proposing the Motion. The proposer of the Motion indicated that she felt the Motion 
was about looking beyond Tewkesbury Borough Council with the authority playing 
its part and contributing to get more women involved in the Tech industry across the 
board and raising the profile; nationally women did not have a very high profile in 
the Tech industry yet they made up 50% of the talent in the Country and she felt it 
was important to make use of all the talent available. Upon receiving confirmation 
that the proposer was aware of the content of the Workforce Development Strategy, 
the questioner asked why the proposer of the Motion appeared to be concentrating 
on specifically females. He was aware that this Motion was almost word for word the 
same as one put to Cheltenham Borough Council but with a paragraph missing 
which covered other under-represented Groups such as Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and 
Transgender (LBGT), Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic (BAME), the disabled and 
those with mental illness. He also referred to the fact that the Chief Executive of the 
Board responsible for the Tech Talent Charter had stated that if only white middle 
class women were brought into the industry that was not diversity. Again, he asked 
the proposer of the Motion if she was aware of this and specifically why the Motion 
focused on females only. The proposer of the Motion indicated that she would be 
happy with more diverse policies across the board she was not saying that it was 
particularly only women, she indicated that she was only asking the Council to sign 
up to the Charter and the aspirations of the organisation responsible for it. Other 
Members spoke about their concerns that the Motion was focussed on women, 
despite the fact that the Council’s statistics were very good with over 37% of the ICT 
team and over 50% of the Business Transformation team being female. The view 
was expressed that the Motion was not about diversity it was concentrating on 
females and by pushing one group forward other groups such as LGBT and BAME 
were automatically pushed back. Some Members agreed that the focus and wording 
of the Motion was not appropriate and were of the view that it should be withdrawn 
as it was just looking to promote one group to the detriment of other groups. One 
Member stated that he disagreed with this view as he believed that the Motion was 
about equality of the sexes and race, religion etc. did not factor into this. Further 
questions were asked about the time commitment involved with the Charter which 
covered just eight people at the Council. Whilst it was acknowledged that signing 
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the Charter involved a negligible amount of time Members were advised that the 
Chief Executive of the Tech Talent Charter was on record saying that organisations 
had been required to leave as they had not complied with the requirements of the 
Charter. In response to a question about whether the proposer was aware of how 
much time would be involved with the Charter requirements, she indicated that she 
was not but the Motion requested further information on the work involved and the 
report now before Members indicated that signing the Charter would have little 
impact on resources. It was stressed that the question was about compliance with 
the requirements of the Charter in terms of attending meetings, preparing data, 
exchanging views etc. not simply signing a document. The Member was of the view 
that the resource implications could not be justified in respect of such a small area 
of the Council’s business that already exceeded national expectations in terms of 
the gender split. He maintained that the Charter was aimed at the Tech Sector, 
companies like Hewlett Packard and the Royal Bank of Scotland that had hundreds 
of Tech Staff and, whilst he had nothing against the Charter, he was a consultant in 
the IT field and a member of the British Computer Society, which was a signatory of 
the Charter, he did not think that it was appropriate for Tewkesbury Borough Council 
which had a very small number of IT staff. In addition, he felt that the Motion was 
poorly written, was very woolly, and, in his opinion, its contents and scope had no 
worth. Some Members disagreed with the views expressed about the Tech Talent 
Charter not recognising all sectors of the community as opposed to just women and 
could see no problem with signing the Charter; the Council was not being asked to 
spend any money nor commit huge resources, other authorities locally had signed 
up to the Charter and their teams would be of a similar size if not smaller than 
Tewkesbury’s therefore they were in favour of supporting the signing of the Charter 
and could not understand the reluctance of other Members. 

29.6 A Member stated that the key to this was for all Members to work together to bring 
forward a Motion that would be acceptable and provide benefit to the Council and its 
residents. Other Members stated that the Motion as presented was trying to address 
something that was not a problem at Tewkesbury Borough Council in terms of the 
gender split in IT, it sought to influence partners that the Council was not able to 
influence, it did not address the real problem of the limited number of females in 
school studying in the Tech field at A level, it did not reference a diverse workforce 
and it did not provide information on the requirements of the Council once the 
Charter had been signed in terms of resource and what benefits would be derived to 
the Borough. In essence it was felt that the Motion was trying to address a problem 
that for the most part did not exist at Tewkesbury Borough Council instead of 
focusing on the real problems in this area and putting forward a Motion that was 
suitably worded to make a real difference. The Chair agreed that it was important for 
Members to work together but the time for that was before a Motion was submitted 
to Council not after it had been considered and referred for consideration by the 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee. He indicated that the situation currently was that 
the Committee was considering a Motion as written and it needed to determine its 
view on that Motion in order to report back to Council. Some Members of the 
Committee urged the proposer of the Motion to withdraw it, take on board the 
comments made at today’s meeting, work with all Members to prepare an 
alternative Motion that could at the appropriate time be submitted to Council. The 
Chair indicated his intention to make a proposal that the Council should not sign the 
Tech Talent Charter as there were no specific benefits to the Council; the gender 
split for females in the Tech roles at the Council was good and would not benefit 
from the Charter being signed; the Council’s resources were already under pressure 
and it was for other organisations and partners to determine for themselves whether 
they wished to sign the Charter without influence from the Council particularly since 
the Council was unable to influence two of the partnerships mentioned. He referred 
Members to the discussion that had taken place earlier in the meeting in relation to 
the performance trackers and how many projects for the benefit of the Borough and 
its residents were being delayed or put on hold as resources were severely 
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overstretched in trying to deal with response and recovery to the COVID-19 
pandemic; he could not support the Motion when it did not deliver for the Council’s 
residents and, however minor, would impact further on the Council’s resource 
problems. Putting aside the problems with the wording of the Motion, in addition he 
did not think that this was the appropriate time to be considering this Motion as, with 
everything else that was going on, it did not seem to him a good use of Officer or 
Member time. After further discussion, the proposer of the Motion agreed to 
withdraw it with a view to presenting a re-worded Motion at the appropriate time that 
took on board the points made and had been discussed with the other Groups on 
the Council prior to submission. 

29.7 Accordingly, it was 

RESOLVED  That the Council be advised that the Motion on the Tech Talent 
Charter had been WITHDRAWN at the current time whilst the 
proposer worked with other political groups to find some wording 
which would be acceptable across the board to come back to the 
Council at a future date. 

OS.30 GLOUCESTERSHIRE POLICE AND CRIME PANEL UPDATE  

30.1 It was reported that the Council’s representative on the Gloucestershire Police and 
Crime Panel had been unable to attend the last meeting on 18 September 2020 and 
therefore a substitute representative, the Leader of the Council, had attended and 
had prepared the feedback report circulated at Pages No.49-51 as well as being 
present at today’s meeting to answer any questions. In presenting his report, the 
Leader of the Council drew particular attention to the item on the Police and Crime 
Plan Refresh; he explained that the refresh had been necessary as the Police and 
Crime Commissioner Elections had been postponed this year and the current 
incumbent had therefore been granted a 12-month extension in the role which had 
then resulted in the need for the Plan to be reviewed and updated. However, the 
presentation on the refresh had consisted of just a few slides and it was his opinion 
that they were little more than a marketing exercise with a comment that more detail 
was to follow. The Panel was told that it had to vote on the Plan so as to formally 
endorse the changes, however the Leader of the Council had been of the view that 
as the Panel had not actually been shown a Plan it would be inappropriate to vote 
on what was essentially just a few headlines and definitely not a Plan. Nevertheless, 
despite some support, the majority of the Members on the Panel had disagreed and 
a vote had been taken with the Plan receiving the Panel’s support although the 
Leader of the Council had voted against it on the basis that it was not a Plan. The 
Chair thanked the Leader of the Council for his report and for stepping in as a 
substitute representative, after which it was 

RESOLVED That the Gloucestershire Police and Crime Panel Update be 
NOTED. 

OS.31 SEPARATE BUSINESS  

31.1 The Chair proposed, and it was 

RESOLVED  That  under Section 100(A)(4) of the Local Government Act 
1972, the public be excluded from the meeting for the following 
items on the grounds that they involve the likely discussion of 
exempt information as defined in Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the 
Act.  
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OS.32 SEPARATE MINUTES  

 32.1 The separate Minutes of the meeting held on 1 September 2020, copies of which 
had been circulated, were approved as a correct record. 

OS.33 TRADE WASTE SERVICE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT PLAN  

(Exempt –Paragraph 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 
1972 –Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular 
person (including the authority holding that information)) 

33.1 Members approved the project plan for the completion of the options appraisal and 
a business case of the preferred trade waste service delivery option. 

 The meeting closed at 7:05 pm 

 
 


