
TEWKESBURY BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

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

Council Offices, Gloucester Road, Tewkesbury on Tuesday, 17 January 2023 
commencing at 4:30 pm 

 

 
Present: 

 
Vice Chair in the chair Councillor K Berliner 

 
and Councillors: 

 
K Berliner, G J Bocking, C L J Carter, K J Cromwell, P A Godwin, P D McLain, C E Mills,                         

H S Munro, J K Smith, C Softley, S Thomson, M J Williams and P N Workman 
 

OS.65 ANNOUNCEMENTS  

65.1  In the absence of the Chair, the Vice-Chair took the chair for the meeting. 

65.2 The evacuation procedure, as noted on the Agenda, was advised to those present. 

OS.66 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND SUBSTITUTIONS  

66.1   Apologies for absence were received from Councillors H C McLain and                                 
J W Murphy (Chair).  There were no substitutes for the meeting. 

OS.67 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  

67.1 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. 

67.2  The following declarations were made: 

Councillor Application 
No./Item 

Nature of Interest 
(where disclosed) 

Declared 
Action in 
respect of 
Disclosure 

P D McLain Agenda Item 5 – 
Fit for the Future 
2 Outcomes – 
Presentation.  

A member of his 
family has a senior 
role in the NHS in 
the region. 

Would speak 
and vote. 

67.3  No further declarations were made on this occasion. 

OS.68 MINUTES  

68.1  The Minutes of the meeting held on 22 November 2022, copies of which had been 
circulated, were approved as a correct record and signed by the Chair.  
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OS.69 FIT FOR THE FUTURE 2 OUTCOMES - PRESENTATION  

69.1  Attention was drawn to the Fit for the Future 2 Outcomes presentation, circulated 
separately.  The Chair introduced the Associate Director Engagement and 
Experience and the Fit for the Future 2 Programme Director from NHS 
Gloucestershire and the Fit for the Future 2 Programme Director indicated that the 
purpose of today’s presentation was to inform Members of the outcomes of the 
engagement activity in relation to Fit for the Future 2.   

69.2  Members were advised that the key objective was around using the Cheltenham 
and Gloucester hospital sites as effectively and efficiently as possible by separating 
planned and emergency care to maximise the opportunity for planned operations 
without the risk of cancellation due to emergency activity.  Five services were being 
considered as part of the consultation: at Gloucestershire Royal Hospital this was 
Diabetes and Endocrinology (in-patient), Respiratory (in-patient and high care) and 
Non-Interventional Cardiology (in-patient); at Cheltenham General Hospital this was 
Benign Gynaecology (day case) and stroke (in-patient).  The Associate Director 
Engagement and Experience explained that comprehensive engagement had taken 
place with the residents of Gloucestershire with over 50 engagement events, group 
meetings and online sessions. Over 3,000 engagement booklets had been 
distributed and made available in places such as libraries and GP surgeries.  There 
had also been live streaming on Facebook Live – this had been used successfully 
during the pandemic to connect with new audiences and attract a different 
demographic and was something which would continue to be used going forward.  
Over 1,800 face to face conversations had taken place with members of the public 
and staff through focus groups or when out and about on the NHS Information Bus 
which had been located in Spring Gardens Car Park and Morrison’s in Tewkesbury.  
More than 200 surveys had been completed which showed people’s dedication due 
to their comprehensive nature – people had been asked to answer the questions 
which were relevant to them as it was recognised that not everyone would have an 
interest in all five services.  There had also been a lot of communication with 
partners and presentations had been given to the Primary Care Networks (PCNs), 
Integrated Locality Partnerships (ILPs) and Clinical Programme Groups (CPGs) as 
well as the Gloucestershire Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee (HOSC). 

69.3 In terms of what had been learnt from the engagement, the Fit for the Future 2 
Programme Director explained that staff responses had been separated from the 
public although he stressed they were not treated differently in their views.  There 
was overall support of more than 90% for four out of five services with the results for 
Stoke slightly lower at 84% which was primarily due to concerns about vascular 
surgery and a misunderstanding about how the service would be configured.  As 
well as this qualitative feedback, it was equally important to know what people had 
to say and several themes had been identified in the feedback from public and 
patients around supporting the centre of excellence approach; travel and transport; 
car parking; ward environment – Stroke patients would benefit from a better 
environment in Cheltenham General Hospital as it was built for rehabilitation with 
larger rooms etc.; innovation ; and clinical considerations.  Similar themes had been 
identified from staff feedback in terms of benefits of the centre of excellence 
approach; clinical considerations; travel and transport; car parking for patients; 
health inequalities; interdependencies with other clinical services – focus on the 
person as a whole; and improved integration with primary and community services.  
It was noted that frailty had also been included as part of the engagement to seek 
views of the population regarding that pathway and the Fit for the Future 2 
Programme Director explained that no changes were being proposed to where the 
service was based but there may be opportunities to enhance service integration.  
The feedback had highlighted a real desire to achieve as much as possible outside 
of hospital in recognition that it was not always the best place for people to be. 
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69.4 With regard to the next steps, Members were advised that the report was being 
reviewed by partners including the Integrated Care System Board Executive, 
Gloucestershire Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust, National Health Service Executive 
and Gloucestershire Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee and was being taken 
into consideration along with the Clinical Senate Review report to test whether the 
proposals were clinically appropriate.  Subject to the partners being satisfied, it was 
intended to move to implementation with a decision-making business case in March 
2023.  It was noted that four out of five services had already re-located (Diabetes 
and Endocrinology, Respiratory, Stoke and Benign Gynaecology) on a temporary 
basis but it was necessary to formalise the arrangement in order to make this 
permanent. 

69.5 A Member asked whether the care system would be supporting the changes and 
raised concern as to whether there were enough staff to be able to implement the 
changes.  In response, the Fit for the Future 2 Programme Director clarified that it 
was about the relocation of services and it was not expected that additional activity 
would be generated as a result.  Staffing across the health and social care sector 
was a challenge and the benefits of centralisation and moving services from two 
sites to one included more resilient rotas and better management of current 
resources.  Although there was no requirement for additional staff, it was hoped that 
retention and recruitment would improve.  The Member was aware that six patients 
at Stroud Hospital who were ready to go home last week had been forced to stay as 
there were no carers available to support them.  The Fit for the Future 2 Programme 
Director recognised that this was a problem and, whilst these proposals were not 
part of the solution, they were impacted by it.  Another Member went on to 
challenge the idea that the changes were somehow optimising health services 
within the county.  Cheltenham General Hospital had been operating as a Minor 
Injury Unit and, in his view, running a single 24/7 Accident and Emergency site out 
of Gloucestershire Royal Hospital for the population of the county was ridiculous.  
He raised concern that the relocation of teams would mean that, even during the 
daytime, there would be no specialists available to deal with emergency cases 
coming to Cheltenham General Hospital.  He questioned whether relocation of four 
out of five services was ever a temporary measure as the fact the Fit for the Future 
2 consultation reinforced this seemed a “fait accompli” and he queried whether the 
consultation had properly followed the gunning principles.  With regard to delayed 
discharge, the Member went on to reference the Care Quality Commission’s State 
of Care report and concerns regarding morale, recruitment and retention.  The Fit 
for the Future 2 Programme Director indicated that he was not in a position to 
comment on the Care Quality Commission report but this had been discussed at 
Gloucestershire HOSC in November.  He reiterated that it was the in-patient 
element only so there were still respiratory, diabetes and cardiac patients on the 
Cheltenham site.  There would be more investment in things such as transport 
between the sites, out of hours etc. to ensure the Cheltenham site had the support it 
needed.  The NHS Gloucestershire Hospitals Foundation Trust had been on record 
in terms of its support for the Accident and Emergency Department at Cheltenham 
and it had reverted to its pre-pandemic state in July 2021 opening between the 
hours of 8am and 8pm.  With regard to issues around recruitment and retention, the 
stress for staff was significant – he worked for the NHS but did not feel the same 
pressure experienced by colleagues, friends and family on the frontline.  It was 
important to do whatever possible to support their jobs and delayed discharge was 
of no benefit to anyone.  In terms of the gunning principles, the Associate Director 
Engagement and Experience advised these were not rules, but very good 
guidelines by which to carry out any public consultation about probable service 
changes which required consideration to be given to including people at the start of 
the ideas process and ensuring people had enough time etc.  All public sector 
organisations were required to have regard to the principles and she confirmed that 
feedback from the engagement had been consciously considered which was the 
reason for such an extensive output report.  It was possible to be challenged on the 
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gunning principles but she confirmed there had been no challenge in relation to this 
particular piece of work.  The Fit for the Future 2 Programme Director indicated that, 
if Members were concerned about the process, they could write to the NHS to 
express those concerns and how things could be done differently.  He provided 
assurance that, if there was a need to reconsider plans around public improvement 
then they would do so and it was noted that the business case would not be brought 
forward until the time for consultation had passed. 

69.6 A Member questioned if the proposal to build a completely new hospital had been 
raised during the consultation as he felt a more radical solution of that nature was 
needed to address the issues – he had recently seen on the news that the NHS had 
been built to cope with 55 million people but there were now over 70 million so the 
reality was it could no longer cope.  Morale was at an all-time low and he felt that 
trying to adapt buildings which were not adaptable was not the answer.  The Fit for 
the Future 2 Programme Director noted this had been touched on at the previous 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee meeting in July and he recognised that a single 
hospital had been suggested around five years ago but had not been properly 
addressed; however, he believed that had now changed and was something which 
was now being considered more closely.  Notwithstanding this, his personal opinion 
was that, even if the right site could be found, it was a £600m project so funding 
would be a significant issue.  The Associate Director Engagement and Experience 
advised that, in the 20 years she had been doing her job, she did not think there 
was a single consultation where the idea of a new hospital had not been raised.  
The Member was quite right in that some of the infrastructure was old but fantastic 
remedial work was being carried out at both sites and the reality was that a new 
hospital was not something which could be afforded currently.  She pointed out that 
the problems would not go away even if a new hospital was agreed as there would 
be considerable debate about where it was located and its proximity to Cheltenham 
and Gloucester.  The Fit for the Future 2 Programme Director reminded Members 
that, during the pandemic it had been beneficial to have two hospital sites – a green 
site and a red site – as this had meant it had been possible to maintain some level 
of elective treatment which was not an option for single sites; whilst he recognised 
this was not a reason not to do something, it was a factor worthy of consideration.  
The Member raised concern that, in reality, both sites had been red – it was not 
possible to control who went into hospital and, if they had COVID, infection rates 
inevitably increased.  Staff, including surgeons, were currently being pushed 
between the two different sites and it was getting to the point that staff were being 
lost because they could no longer cope; his opinion was that this could not continue 
and he questioned how a service could be built to be ‘fit for the future’ if the solution 
was to plaster over old wounds.  Another Member agreed that the health service 
was not built for the current population; the population within Gloucestershire was 
growing at a considerable rate and he asked how much space was available for 
departments to grow.  If there was a shortage of space, he felt it was important to 
bring this into the political arena so pressure could be exerted to raise more interest 
in the county.  The Fit for the Future 2 Programme Director agreed that work would 
be needed in order to address population growth and there was a gap between 
where things were and where they should be; however, there were a number of 
things which could be done to maximise space with small differences adding up, for 
example, using procedure trolleys or chairs to maximise throughput and moving 
services to the new day care unit at Cheltenham General Hospital to free up the 
equivalent of more than 43 beds space at Gloucestershire Royal Hospital which 
could now be used as assessment rooms.  The Member indicated that he was 
impressed with the online service that was starting to roll out and expressed the 
view that online consultation had to be an option for a lot of people which would help 
to free up resources. 
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69.7 A Member sought clarification as to the implementation process and the services 
which were not yet in place and asked what the business case was designed to 
achieve.  The Fit for the Future 2 Programme Director advised that the Stroke unit 
at Gloucestershire Royal Hospital had been moved to Cheltenham General Hospital 
during the early part of the pandemic, around June 2021, and the Diabetes and 
Endocrinology (in-patient only) had moved in September 2021.  Respiratory could 
only be run from one location so the in-patient service had been centralised at 
Gloucestershire Royal in June/July 2021.  Benign Gynaecology had moved off the 
Gloucestershire Royal site during the pandemic with elective cases taking place in 
Cheltenham.  As had been referenced earlier in the meeting, there was a process to 
follow in accordance with the gunning principles; whilst it was possible to make 
temporary changes, it was necessary to draw up a business case to make these 
permanent and services would have to move back to their original sites if changes 
were not appropriate.  The only service which had not already moved was non-
interventional Cardiology.  Subject to approval, the four services in situ would 
become permanent in April 2023 with Cardiology moving around August/September 
2023.  The Member asked if any material changes would be made as a result of the 
consultation and the Fit for the Future 2 Programme Director advised that the 
consultation did ask for different ways of doing things but no alternative suggestions 
had been put forward in this instance.  Phase 1 of the consultation had proposed 
more significant change around planned general surgery but Phase 2 was more 
bounded in terms of the services so there were very few alternatives, for instance, 
the Hyper Acute Stroke Unit needed to be located on the same site as the Stroke 
Unit – from June 2020 to February 2022 the Hyper Acute Stroke Unit had been at 
Gloucestershire Royal and the Acute Stroke Unit had been at Cheltenham General 
which had not worked as staff had been required to move back and forth between 
the two sites.  The commissioners who ran the Stroke Unit had said themselves 
that, had the pandemic not happened, they would not have wanted the Unit to be 
located in Cheltenham; however, better outcomes were being achieved having done 
that with statistical data improving from D to B which could not have been forecast.  
A Member noted the early improvements in relation to Strokes and asked if there 
were any other indications of improvement.  In response, the Fit for the Future 2 
Programme Director advised that there were reduced cancellation rates for Benign 
Gynaecology day cases and the length of stay for Diabetes and Endocrinology 
patients had reduced by just under a day.   There was so much going on in 
healthcare that, to be able to say categorically that an outcome had been caused by 
one single factor would be unfair – it would be necessary to look at change over a 
much longer period to be clear what had actually caused it.  The Member asked 
whether any efficiencies had been identified in terms of staffing and was informed 
that the programme was not about saving money but there would be some financial 
savings as a result, for instance, having services over two sites required two sets of 
stock which could be combined if services were operating from a single location.  
The NHS needed as many staff as it could get so no savings would be made from 
reducing staffing numbers; rather, it was about using existing resources in a more 
effective way. 

69.8 The Chair thanks the representatives from NHS Gloucestershire for their informative 
presentation and it was 

RESOLVED That the outcomes arising from the Fit for the Future 2 
engagement be NOTED. 
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OS.70 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE FORWARD PLAN  

70.1  Attention was drawn to the Executive Committee Forward Plan, circulated at Pages 
No. 20-24.  Members were asked to determine whether there were any questions 
for relevant Lead Members and what support the Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
could give to the work contained within the plan. 

70.2  The Head of Corporate Services advised that great effort had been put in by 
Officers to ensure the Forward Plan was populated, as requested by Members.  He 
stressed that, due to the nature of Council business, it was a fluid plan so additional 
items would come forward and dates may change.  He drew attention to Page No. 
20 of the report and indicated that the ‘Health in All Policies’ Policy had been 
considered by Management Team and needed some further work around how it 
could be practically implemented so that would not be going to the meeting on 1 
February 2023 as set out in the Forward Plan.  In terms of the meeting on 1 March 
2023, it had been felt prudent to defer both the Council Plan 2020-24 Refresh and 
the High Level Service Plan Summaries until after the Borough Elections in May. 

70.3  It was 

RESOLVED That the Executive Committee Forward Plan be NOTED. 

OS.71 OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE WORK PROGRAMME 2022/23 AND 
ACTION LIST  

71.1  Attention was drawn to the Overview and Scrutiny Committee Work Programme, 
circulated at Pages No. 25-30, and the action list setting out the actions arising from 
meetings of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee between October 2019 and 
October 2022, circulated at Pages No. 31-52.  Members were asked to consider the 
Work Programme and the action list. 

71.2  The Head of Corporate Services advised that the Work Programme covered the 
next three meetings which would take Members to the end of the current municipal 
year.  He confirmed that the Review of the Economic Development and Tourism 
Strategy would be coming to the next meeting on 7 February having been deferred 
from today’s meeting.  There were a number of pending items and work was being 
done at an Officer level to bring those forward into the Work Programme.  With 
regard to the pending items, a Member asked if a date had been agreed with the 
Police and Crime Commissioner to present to the Committee and the Head of 
Community Services advised he would take this up with the Commissioner who he 
was due to meet the following day.  Another Member asked what the current 
situation was in relation to the Parking Strategy and the Head of Corporate Services 
advised that the Head of Finance and Asset Management had emailed Members of 
the Working Group to establish whether there was any appetite to reconsider car 
parking charges - that had appeared not to be the case so he hoped this would 
come forward sooner rather than later.  He undertook to speak to the Head of 
Finance and Asset Management following the meeting and update Members 
accordingly. 

71.3  In terms of the action list, the Corporate Services Manager advised that 13 of the 54 
actions remained outstanding with 11 of those relating to meetings which had taken 
place in July 2022 or earlier.  Members had previously asked for an audit trail of 
when outstanding actions would come back to Committee and there was now a 
requirement for Officers to include a target date.  The following issues were raised 
during the discussion: 
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Meeting Date: 22 October 2019 

P31 – Agenda Item – 
Warm and Well Scheme 
Update. 

A Member noted it was proposed that an item 
on the Warm and Well Scheme was due to be 
included on the Agenda for a Town and Parish 
Council seminar by April 2023 and asked if 
Parish Councils could be made aware of the 
grants available to open up as warm spaces.  
The Community and Economic Development 
Manager clarified that the Warm and Well 
Scheme was different to the Warm Space 
Scheme; in terms of the latter, there were two 
grants available – one which could be used 
towards the cost of opening up community 
venues as warm spaces and another which 
could be used to put on activities and provide 
food.  Funding had been capped at £500 as it 
had initially been unclear how many venues 
would come forward but there were funds 
available so this was being reviewed.  There 
were currently 28 warm spaces across the 
borough so the scheme was being well-used. 

Meeting Date: 12 July 2022 

P42 – Confidential Item – 
Trade Waste Project 
Update. 

A Member noted that the project plan was to 
be circulated by email by January 2023 and 
she asked if this was on schedule and whether 
the plan would be brought back to the 
February Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
meeting in order for Members to discuss it.  In 
response, the Head of Community Services 
confirmed that the plan was ready to be 
emailed to Members.  It had been discussed in 
a number of other places, such as the Depot 
Services Working Group, and the Trade Waste 
Project was an item on the Agenda for today’s 
meeting but he could see no reason why the 
project plan could not be brought to the next 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee. 

71.4  Accordingly, it was 

RESOLVED That the Overview and Scrutiny Committee Work Programme 
2022/23 and the action list be NOTED. 

OS.72 ACTIVE GLOUCESTERSHIRE 'WE CAN MOVE' PROJECT PRESENTATION  

72.1  Attention was drawn to the Active Gloucestershire ‘We Can Move’ presentation, 
circulated separately.  The Community and Economic Development Manager 
advised that the Council had agreed to provide funding support to Active 
Gloucestershire’s ‘We Can Move’ project for five years from 2021/22 to 2025/26 and 
he introduced the Chief Executive from Active Gloucestershire who would be  giving 
a short presentation and answering questions. 
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72.2 The Chief Executive for Active Gloucestershire explained that the case for sport and 
physical activity was very clear and had been proven to change lives, not only from 
a medical perspective, but it did require behavioural change and therefore was 
inherently complex and challenging.  The positive impact which physical activity 
could have on mental health meant that it was very important for deprived and new 
communities - this was particularly relevant to Tewkesbury Borough given the 
significant population growth in the area .  The ‘We Can Move’ programme had 
come about as a result of his predecessor joining Active Gloucestershire and the 
realisation that the approach being taken, based on helping the already active get 
more active through direct delivery of programmes, was not working.  The potential 
for grassroots participation in sports had not been realised following the 2012 
Olympics and this had sparked a period of change during which Active 
Gloucestershire had worked with Sports England, NHS Gloucestershire, 
Gloucestershire County Council and district authorities to redefine its role and 
support the county’s approach to sport and physical activity.  The Integrated Care 
Board and Health and Wellbeing Partnership Board, along with Active 
Gloucestershire, supported ‘We Can Move’ with training, resources and learning to 
assist voluntary and professional organisations.  ‘We Can Move’ became the 
movement to inspire, connect and enable individuals, communities and 
organisations across Gloucestershire to help the least active to move more.  The 
key values were to be brave – the best way to see if something worked was to give 
it a go; be curious and listen hard – gather learning, insight and data and look to 
understand the experiences of those with perspectives furthest from your own; 
stand shoulder to shoulder – ask for help when you need it, offer it when it would be 
useful and be prepared to grow ideas together; find the energy – focus on strengths, 
emphasise the positive and gently challenge the negative; and, build relationships of 
trust – invest in others as much as in getting things done.  He went on to give 
examples of initiatives where ‘We Can Move’ had made a significant contribution, 
the first of which was a countywide yoga programme for schools which had targeted 
those who were not interested in school sports – typically there was a drop-off in 
school sports participation in girls aged 14.  Active Gloucestershire had worked with 
Gloucestershire Healthy Living and Learning to develop a yoga programme with an 
expert yoga teacher which was provided to teachers to deliver in schools.  An 
unintended consequence was that teachers had really enjoyed it and had started to 
practice yoga themselves.  They had found that the eight week programme was not 
enough so this had been extended to 26 weeks.  The second example was the Fall-
proof campaign which was about behavioural change aimed to reduce the 
prevalence of falls in older adults – 29 groups had used the campaign resources in 
Tewkesbury Borough with over 500 packs being distributed and partnership working 
had taken place with GPs at The Mythe Medical Practice. This had started to 
generate more demand for strength and balance classes as people became more 
aware of the project.  Evaluation and monitoring was really important and an 
evaluation framework had been developed for that purpose – this formed part of the 
national Sports England evaluations.  In terms of what this meant for Tewkesbury 
Borough, there were a number of different programmes for children and young 
people with a pilot around creating an active school programme.  Cheltenham 
Borough had ‘Move More’ which covered part of Tewkesbury Borough and would be 
expanded to the remainder of the borough going forward.  There was access to 
funding with £200,000 obtained over the last two years and a further £40,000 
recently being secured and £5,000 specifically for providing resilience advice to 
organisations.  If any community organisations were struggling financially and had a 
line of sight to physical activity, he encouraged them to come forward so Active 
Gloucestershire could help to make their case.  Significant investment of £740,000 
had been secured for school facilities for sport or physical activity and he would like 
to see some of the money spent in Tewkesbury Borough so he urged Members to 
come forward with suggestions.  
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72.3 A Member indicated that he was a school governor in Innsworth and Sportily was 
the main organisation he was aware of in terms of delivering sports and physical 
activity initiatives.  He questioned what ‘We Can Move’ had delivered in the 
Tewkesbury Borough area and whether they worked with Sportily.  In response, the 
Chief Executive for Active Gloucestershire advised that they tried to work with as 
many partners as possible.  ‘We Can Move’ worked on the basis of a universal, 
proportionate approach whereby the money went to where it was needed most; 
however, Active Gloucestershire would like to do more work in Tewkesbury Borough 
and he would be happy to speak to the Member outside of the meeting.  The 
Member asked whether Active Gloucestershire got involved with the provision of 
infrastructure for other organisations to deliver what was needed in the area and the 
Chief Executive for Active Gloucestershire confirmed that was exactly the type of 
thing it did by working in a strength-based way with the community in order to 
achieve sustainable outputs. 

72.4 A Member thanked the Chief Executive of Active Gloucestershire for his 
presentation and enthusiasm and she questioned how much funding had gone to 
Tewkesbury Borough.  In response, the Chief Executive for Active Gloucestershire 
advised that applications for £20,000 funding to organisations had been approved 
for Tewkesbury Borough which he recognised was not enough; however, he 
stressed that, once the money was spent, they could ask for more so people should 
not feel they could not ask for the full amount.  The national grant programme had 
been opened up and Active Gloucestershire provided support with applications – 
traditional clubs had been discouraged in the past but since the pandemic they were 
no longer self-sustaining.  A lot of the work done by Active Gloucestershire was 
about making connections within the system so if Members could help with that in 
any way it would be appreciated.  The Member asked how many communities had 
benefited from the single payment and if there was a specific reason why the 
£11,000 had not been granted.  The Chief Executive for Active Gloucestershire 
advised that one of the two organisations had not been funded due to a request for 
further information.  In that case, all funding had to be signed off by Sports England.  
The average amount of funding received by an organisation was £2,500 – during 
the pandemic this was £1,500 which indicated that need was greater now.  The 
Member asked whether unsuccessful organisations were signposted elsewhere and 
the Chief Executive for Active Gloucestershire confirmed that, depending on the 
circumstances, a different funding route would be suggested. 

72.5 A Member asked whether there was interaction with planning authorities about how 
to improve design as a lot of inequalities were as a result of where people lived and 
proximity to facilities etc.  The Chief Executive for Active Gloucestershire indicated 
that they did not have as much contact as he would like.  In his opinion, there was 
value in being brave and trying new things, for example, closing roads around 
schools so children had to walk.  A Member indicated that this was being trialled in 
three schools within Gloucestershire.  In response to a query as to how Tewkesbury 
Borough Council and its Members could work better with Active Gloucestershire, the 
Chief Executive for Active Gloucestershire indicated that he would like to talk to 
Members more often, not necessarily via the Overview and Scrutiny Committee, 
and he suggested it may be beneficial to hold a less formal session for Members to 
meet other partners and see how they contributed.  Another Member felt it would be 
helpful for Members to receive more communications from the Community team 
about the ‘We Can Move’ project given that the Council was contributing financially.  
The Community and Economic Development Manager advised that campaigns 
were shared on social media and via Member Updates but he accepted these were 
not as frequent as they could be and he undertook to share more information 
following the meeting.   
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72.6 In response to a query regarding the line of reporting, the Chief Executive for Active 
Gloucestershire confirmed it was an independent charity and its strategy had been 
approved by Gloucestershire County Council – ‘We Can Move’ reported to the 
Health and Wellbeing Board which was part of the Integrated Care Partnership.  A 
Member indicated that she ran a youth club in the most deprived part of the borough 
and she asked if Active Gloucestershire did any work with youth clubs and if training 
was provided for staff to deliver programmes.  The Chief Executive for Active 
Gloucestershire confirmed that they did work with youth clubs but their role was 
more about enabling organisations to do things as opposed to delivering it for them.  
A Member noted the earlier comment about the difficulties with ensuring that girls at 
school stayed active and she asked how Active Gloucestershire engaged with hard 
to reach groups such as people who were unable to afford yoga classes etc.  She 
indicated that when she had lived in Leeds, a campaign had been targeted at 
deprived areas which focused on encouraging people to be more active in their daily 
lives, for instance, getting off the bus a stop early.  The Chief Executive for Active 
Gloucestershire agreed there was great work being done in other areas, such as 
Leeds, and University College London was developing strategies in line with that 
theory which could be adapted for different parts of the country.  He recognised 
there had not been enough focus on young people and ensuring physical activity 
and sport was systematically embedded but this was in the action plan for the 
current year.  A Member noted that The Mythe GP Surgery had been specifically 
referenced in the presentation and she asked if other GP surgeries were engaging.  
In response, the Chief Executive for Active Gloucestershire explained that having a 
primary healthcare provider who understood the benefits of sport and physical 
activity made a big difference - The Mythe GP Surgery was a real champion and 
there were a few others dotted across the county but they were still in the minority 
and he was keen to see more on board.  In response to a query as to whether 
Active Gloucestershire was in touch with the Council’s Community Funding Officer, 
the Chief Executive for Active Gloucestershire confirmed that they were.  Another 
Member noted that there had been a lot of references to elderly and young people 
but no mention of those in the middle who would be the next in line to experience 
health problems and he asked how Active Gloucestershire targeted the working age 
population.  The Chief Executive for Active Gloucestershire advised that it was 
harder to obtain funding for that group as they were not seen as a significant risk.  
There was an active businesses programme which targeted people in work and 
covered things such as sustainable transport – an active businesses group had 
been implemented pre-pandemic targeting the area between Cheltenham and 
Gloucester which aimed to reduce car travel.  Active Gloucestershire also supported 
a number of organisations such as Health and Hustle. 

72.7 A Member asked whether Active Gloucestershire helped to make connections in 
communities, for instance, providing assistance with advertising.  The Chief 
Executive for Active Gloucestershire explained that they ran online advice clinics 
each month where his colleagues would be able to answer this in more detail.  The 
Member asked if Active Gloucestershire would be willing to attend Parish Council 
meetings and the Chief Executive for Active Gloucestershire indicated this may be 
possible as a pilot but there were only 20 people in the team so he needed to be 
mindful of resources.  He was aware that a lot of Parishes in Tewkesbury Borough 
had Community Infrastructure Levy money to spend so that was potentially an area 
where Active Gloucestershire could work with them.  In terms of funding, a Member 
queried if there was someone who represented Tewkesbury Borough to ensure it 
received its fair share and was informed there was a relationship manager for each 
of the six district authorities in Gloucestershire.  The Member asked if there was any 
sports which people were encouraged not to do, for instance, which could cause 
injury or damage later in life, and the Chief Executive for Active Gloucestershire 
advised that Sports England stated that the benefits of participation in sport or 
physical activity at any age outweighed the risks. 
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72.8 The Chair thanked the Chief Executive for Active Gloucestershire for his 
enthusiastic and enlightening presentation and it was 

RESOLVED  That the progress of the Active Gloucestershire ‘We Can Move’ 
project be NOTED. 

OS.73 DEPOT SERVICES WORKING GROUP UPDATE  

73.1   The report of the Waste Contracts Manager, circulated at Pages No. 53-66, 
provided Members with an update on the progress of the Depot Services Working 
Group.  Members were asked to consider the report. 

73.2  The Waste Contracts Manager advised that the Depot Services Working Group had 
met on three occasions during 2022/23 and a further meeting was planned on 1 
March in accordance with its Terms of Reference.  The main considerations had 
been the Ubico overspend, which was largely due to the increased cost of diesel, 
and the impact of the pay award going forward; improvement in grass cutting 
standards with 82% of inspections meeting the required target compared to 48% in 
the previous year; waste fleet procurement; and, ongoing discussions with 
Gloucestershire County Council around the grass which Tewkesbury Borough 
Council cut on its behalf – discussions had reached an impasse but were now 
moving forward again. 

73.3 A Member of the Depot Services Working Group raised concern regarding the 
discussion that had taken place at the Working Group in relation to land maintained 
on behalf of Gloucestershire County Council.  He felt there had been a lack of 
understanding amongst Officers regarding the implications of changing the current 
arrangements – something which had been discussed at length by the former Grass 
Cutting Improvement Plan Working Group, which had been subsumed into the 
Grounds Maintenance Working Group and subsequently the Depot Services 
Working Group.  The Waste Contracts Manager explained that, since the Depot 
Services Working Group had requested that further negotiations take place at a 
senior officer level, Gloucestershire County Council had been more accommodating 
and work was being undertaken with Ubico to put together a proposal based on 
increased capital spend, as such, it was now considered that it may be possible to 
carry out two cuts per year using cut and collect methods which he hoped would be 
a good outcome for everyone.  The Member explained that certain areas would 
need to be cut more than twice per year, for instance, the Wheatpieces roundabout 
which was the gateway to Tewkesbury.  In his view it should not be all about money 
and he felt this needed to be looked into more fully.  The Head of Community 
Services recognised these concerns and clarified that the discussions with the 
County Council were in relation to having the correct equipment and it would be 
Tewkesbury Borough Council’s decision to continue to cut certain areas more 
frequently than twice per year but, for the majority of areas, two cuts would be 
reasonable.  The Member raised concern that it was not as straightforward as it 
seemed, for instance, would the areas be weeded, and he indicated that wildflower 
planting was something the Grounds Maintenance Working Group had also been 
keen to explore, and was included in the pending items of the Depot Services 
Working Group Work Programme, so he asked if consideration would be given to 
that.  The Head of Community Services took this point on board and advised that 
the initial conversation with Gloucestershire County Council had been financial and 
the County Council had blankly refused the proposal to pay for eight cuts per year; 
however, following the Depot Services Working Group meeting in October, further 
discussions had taken place at senior level about the possibility of using capital 
funding to obtain the right equipment to allow cuts to take place twice per year, 
possibly using the ‘cut and collect’ method.  It would take a period of time before 
natural growth looked aesthetically pleasing but that approach would cost 
Tewkesbury Borough Council less and benefit all parties; clearly that approach 
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would not be taken at the entrances to Tewkesbury.  A Member noted from Page 
No. 65 of the report that the recommendation arising from the Grounds Maintenance 
Working Group was that no further work on wildflower planting should be 
considered until the project at the Grange Field was complete and its impact 
evaluated.  She pointed out that the project was now complete and the wildflowers 
looked amazing with a lot of positive comments received so she asked when it 
would be evaluated and where that would be reported.  In response, the Head of 
Community Services undertook to speak to the Community and Economic 
Development Manager following the meeting.  He felt it was important to remember 
that the Grange Field project had cost a lot of money and had been paid for by 
European funding so whilst this was something that could be done across the 
borough it would be expensive.  Notwithstanding this, the evaluation would be 
important in considering how to move forward with wildflower planting in certain 
parts of the borough. 

73.4 A Member drew attention to Page No. 55, Paragraph 2.11 of the report, and 
indicated that she had been surprised to read that Gloucestershire County Council 
only cut twice per year.  She received a lot of complaints from residents in relation 
to grass cutting and, whilst she felt that Tewkesbury Borough Council’s grass cutting 
standards had really improved, the areas maintained by Gloucestershire County 
Council were a mess – those areas could be adjacent to Tewkesbury Borough 
Council land which caused a problem.  She was unsure what the solution was but 
she personally did not feel that two cuts per year was enough.  In response, the 
Head of Community Services stressed that it was not suggested to take that 
approach across the borough but it would work well in more rural areas.  A trial had 
previously been run in a small area in Winchcombe which had been successful and 
achieved the desired outcome.  Another Member noted that the Depot Services 
Working Group annual report was due to be brought to the Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee in April and he asked whether it would be appropriate to consider that 
under separate business so Members could have a full and frank discussion about 
that matter.  The Head of Community Services undertook to check whether the 
financial details were in the public domain and, if that was not the case, the report 
could be considered under separate business. 

73.5 A Member congratulated Ubico and Tewkesbury Borough Council Officers, 
particularly Customer Services, for the service provided during the recent snow; he 
had received a lot of compliments from members of the public who had been able to 
leave side waste out for collection – this was echoed by another Member who 
mentioned that the Communications team had done a brilliant job of keeping 
residents informed.  The Member went on to note that the Ubico overspend was still 
quite high so he asked if there were other factors besides the cost of diesel and he 
questioned if there was potential to cut any costs.  In response, the Waste Contracts 
Manager explained that the only other significant expense had been the increase in 
depot costs which was due to a historic undercharge which had been rectified by 
Cheltenham Borough Council.  An additional cost of £20-25,000 was expected as a 
result of the pay award and that would feature in forthcoming financial reports.  
Unfortunately, he was not aware of any potential savings at this time.  With regard 
to fleet procurement, the Member noted that Page No. 55, Paragraph 2.10 of the 
report mentioned the possibility of using Hydrotreated Vegetable Oil (HVO) as a fuel 
source – he asked whether it was intended to use food waste for this and he 
assumed the vehicles would have to be dual fuel.  In response, the Head of 
Community Services advised that there were financial and ecological questions to 
be balanced; dual fuel vehicles were an option being considered as it would be 
possible to switch between diesel and HVO as and when the prices varied but a 
guarantee was needed from the new vehicle supplier that they would still be under 
warranty on that basis.  The Member explained that he worked for a company which 
used dual fuel on its entire vehicle fleet which ran on fuel generated from food waste 
and he asked if there were plans to be able to run the Ubico fleet in that way.  The 
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Head of Community Services indicated that nothing had been looked at in terms of 
food waste but it was likely that HVO and electric would be form part of the 
procurement strategy which was being discussed by the Executive Committee in 
March.  Another Member pointed out that most diesel vehicles would run on HVO so 
he suggested it might be possible to trial this on some of the existing vehicles which 
were approaching end of life.   

73.6 It was 

RESOLVED  That the Depot Services Working Group update be NOTED. 

OS.74 GLOUCESTERSHIRE HEALTH OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
UPDATE  

74.1  Attention was drawn to the report from the Council’s representative on the 
Gloucestershire Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee, circulated at Pages No. 
67-69, which gave an update on matters considered at the meeting held on 6 
December 2022. 

74.2  The Council’s representative on the Gloucestershire Health Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee advised that the main issues discussed were dentistry and mental health  
In terms of dentistry, there was currently a shortage of NHS dentists with 29.2% of 
the population being able to access services in Gloucestershire – a lot of younger 
people could not find an NHS dentist therefore the focus was on preventative care 
e.g. giving out toothpaste and advice.  Local commissioners had been instructed by 
NHS England to look at this and it was hoped the situation would improve over the 
next two years.  With regard to mental health, there had been an increase in 
referrals, particularly into the crisis team, child and adolescent services and those 
dealing with eating disorders and autism.  Specialist mental health practitioners 
were being employed so that the correct services could be provided at GP level.   

74.3 The Committee had also been provided with performance reports and it was noted 
that weekly reviews were being carried out to check on progress in relation to 
ambulance call answering times, handover delays, category 2 response times and 
bed occupancy – all issues which had been in the national media recently.  A report 
from the Gloucestershire Integrated Care Board had referenced pooling of capital 
budgets to enable investments in specialist Housing Occupational Therapists, 
nursing to work on better outcomes for the homeless, two hospital step-down flats to 
aid movement of patients from hospital, fall prevention work and a Housing Frailty 
Officer.  The Gloucestershire Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust report had 
highlighted that £12.1m funding had been secured to transform the tower block at 
Gloucestershire Royal Hospital. 

74.4 A Member was aware that work was being done with universities such as the 
University of Worcestershire to bring new doctors to the area and he asked if there 
were any similar plans regarding dentists.  The Council’s representative on the 
Gloucestershire Health Overview and Scrutiny Committee confirmed that efforts 
were being made to get retain dentists from local dentist schools within the area but 
a lot wanted salaried roles as opposed to partnerships.  As with doctors, dentists 
tended to go to cities once they were qualified, unless they had areas of specialism. 

74.5 It was 

RESOLVED That the Gloucestershire Health Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee update be NOTED. 
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OS.75 SEPARATE BUSINESS  

75.1  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.  

OS.76 TRADE WASTE PROJECT UPDATE  

(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)) 

76.1 Members considered an update on the progress made in relation to the trade 
waste project and agreed that a further report be brought to the next meeting of the 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee on 7 February 2023.  

 The meeting closed at 7:10 pm 

 
 


