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COUNCIL MEETING 

 
17 July 2014 

 

7.00 pm – 9.00 pm 

Council Chamber, Ebley Mill, Stroud 

 

Minutes 

3 
 
Membership: 
Liz Ashton P Paul Hemming P Lesley Reeves P 
Dorcas Binns P Nick Hurst P Steve Robinson P 
Tim Boxall A Julie Job P Mattie Ross P 
Chris Brine A Haydn Jones P Roger Sanders A 
Paul Carter P John Jones P Emma Sims P 
Miranda Clifton P Stephen Lydon P Paul Smith P 
Nigel Cooper P John Marjoram A Ken Stephens P 
June Cordwell P Russell Miles P Nigel Studdert-Kennedy P 
Doina Cornell A Caroline Molloy P Brian Tipper P 
Gordon Craig P Stephen Moore P Geoff Wheeler P 
Karon Cross A Dave Mossman P Martin Whiteside P 
Paul Denney A Keith Pearson P Rhiannon Wigzell P 
David Drew P Elizabeth Peters A Tim Williams P 
Julie Douglass P Simon Pickering P Tom Williams A 
Jonathan Edmunds P Gary Powell P Penny Wride P 
Colin Fryer P Nigel Prenter P Debbie Young P 
Chas Fellows A Mark Rees P   
 
** = Chair of Council * = Vice Chair of Council  P = Present A = Absent 
 
Officers Present 
Chief Executive Head of Housing Management 
Legal Services Manager and Head of Community Safety 
  Monitoring Officer Supported Housing Manager 
Strategic Head (Tenant Services) Democratic Services Officers 
Public Space Manager  
 
Others Present 
Domini Gunn, Director of Health and Wellbeing at Consult-CIH 
Lorraine Regan, Assistant Director of Health and Wellbeing at Consult-CIH 
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CL.013 APOLOGIES 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Tim Boxall, Chris Brine, 
Doina Cornell, Karon Cross, Paul Denney, Chas Fellows, Elizabeth Peters, Roger 
Sanders and Tom Williams. 
 
CL.014 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
None received. 
 
CL.015 MINUTES 
 
RESOLVED That the Minutes of the Annual General Meeting held on 5 June 

2014 are confirmed and signed as a correct record, subject to the 
inclusion of the words at Minute CL.008 “Conservative group 
members were nominated for the positions of Chair and Vice-
Chair for all Committees, (except Strategy and Resources 
Committee), but upon the vote lost”. 

 
CL.016 ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Chair of Council 
 
Tribute was paid to former Councillors Len Tomlin and Mike Charley who had sadly 
recently passed away.  Both had been long serving Members who had worked very 
hard to make a difference within the District.  In a mark of respect all present stood 
for a minute’s silence in their memory.  Councillors David Drew, John Jones and 
Paul Hemming also paid tribute to their former colleagues. 
 
Tribute was paid to Philip Sullivan OBE, Head of Community Safety who would soon 
be retiring from the Council.  Councillor June Cordwell thanked him for his 
dedication and commitment throughout his employment at the Council and more 
generally in his work within the Stroud District. 
 
CL.017 PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 
 
The following questions were received from Mr James Stone from Bussage and 
presented to and answered by Councillor Geoff Wheeler, Chair of Strategy and 
Resources Committee. 
 
Question 
“Regarding the proposal to turn the fallen tree, that straddles the Painswick Stream 
in Stratford Park, into an "adventure" bridge: 
 
Could a progress report be made on the proposal, particularly, whether permanent 
signage will be installed that will either encourage the public to cross the 
"adventure" bridge or warn of the danger of doing so?” 
 
Answer 
“As a result of the high winds which occurred during February, a large black poplar 
tree fell onto the model railway track at Stratford Park.  When the debris was cleared 
the main trunk of the tree, which was estimated to weigh in the region of 6 tonnes 
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and was straddling the Painswick Stream, was left in situ awaiting a decision 
regarding its future. 
 
Removing the trunk would require cutting it into sections, which would be a difficult 
and high risk operation given its position.  Also the ground flora on the stream bank 
is of value for wildlife, and could be damaged by the use of heavy machinery.  A 
decision was therefore taken to seek quotes from suitably qualified contractors for 
both the removal of the tree and its conversion into a bridge.  Quotes for these 
operations have been received; the least cost option would be to convert the trunk 
into a bridge. 
 
Officers will be meeting with the successful contractor and a representative of the 
Stroud Society of Model Engineers to discuss the final design of the bridge. 
 
No decision has yet been taken regarding any signage which may be necessary but 
a decision will be made upon determination of the final bridge design.” 
 
Supplementary Question 
Public safety did not seem to be the primary concern but cost driven. 
 
Answer  
The primary concern is safety and a risk assessment had been undertaken.  I can 
confirm that the project is not cost driven. 
 
Question 
“In the year 2007, the decking of the ornamental iron bridge, located approximately 
25 metres downstream from the proposed "adventure" bridge was severely 
damaged.  Can the cause of the damage be confirmed?” 
 
Answer  
“In 2007 high water levels in the Painswick Stream caused the decking on the 
ornamental iron bridge to wash away.  This decking consisted of wooden slats 
which were not fixed in position, but fitted into slots.  The decking was replaced with 
steel sheets to prevent the situation reoccurring.” 
 
Supplementary Question  
As of yesterday the decking of that iron bridge was 1.8m above the level of the 
Painswick Stream, the lower surface of the proposed adventure bridge was 1m 
above the level of the Painswick Stream.  Now as repairing owners of the stream 
within the park, Stroud District Council must be aware over and above the advice 
from the Environment Agency that this is a recipe for flooding? 
 
Answer  
The Council’s Officers have discussed the flooding possibilities with the 
Environment Agency and also Environmental Health Officers to determine what risk 
is and would be present.  Your comments and concerns will be taken on board in 
future discussions. 
 
Question 3 
“Was the criteria for the decision to leave the fallen tree as an "adventure" bridge 
one primarily to ensure public safety?” 
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Answer 
“The decision to leave the fallen tree in situ, and explore the possibility of converting 
it into a bridge, was based on the difficulties associated with removing the trunk, as 
mentioned earlier, the potential damage that could be caused to the area by the use 
of heavy equipment and the cost of undertaking the work; it was also considered to 
represent an opportunity to introduce a new feature into the park which visitors 
would enjoy.  The Council has sought advice from the Environment Agency 
regarding any increased risk of flooding that may result from the trunk being left in 
place, and we have been told that the stream at the point where the tree trunk is 
located is not part of the main river system and that they have no concerns 
regarding flooding.” 
 
Supplementary Question  
What was the criteria, was it public safety or was it flora and fauna and a lack of 
expertise of Council employees? 
 
Answer 
The Council’s Officers are capable of producing a risk assessment for that operation 
and if they do not feel capable of doing this would find someone who was. 
 
The following question was received from Mr Peter Price resident from Cambridge 
House and South Area Forum Representative and presented to and answered by 
Councillor Mattie Ross, Chair of Housing Committee. 
 
Question 
“I wish to raise the question in relation to opening up the sheltered housing asset to 
the wider community in the future, namely, what form and scope will the 
consideration and consultation take? as outlined in meeting papers 2o.” 
 
Answer 
“Throughout the review of sheltered housing the Council have maintained and 
supported the view that the communal lounge asset for each scheme remains an 
asset for the tenants of each scheme and it has no plans to change this.  
 
Indeed, one of the options available to the Council, within the level 2 funding offer 
from County, provided that these lounges be opened as a ‘community asset’.  We 
have opted not to accept such an offer, for a number of reasons, with one being that 
to do so could lead to a future service that may not be aligned to the wishes of 
sheltered tenants in some schemes.  
 
I have asked about the arrangements at Cambridge House and am advised that the 
priority of the sheltered housing service is the provision of social activities which 
scheme residents can participate in, these may or may not include non residents.  It 
has been made clear that the community lounge is not the property of any one 
social club, rather it exists, and will be maintained, for the benefit of all sheltered 
residents, and, only where appropriate, elderly residents living nearby, who may 
wish to join in and socialise with their neighbours and friends who may well be 
residents of Cambridge House. 
 
This said, I am also advised that no other social activities, available to residents are 
currently provided at Cambridge House.  Staff have proposed that any resident of 
Cambridge House, not happy with the current social club, are quite at liberty to set 
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up their own, and will have every right to use the communal lounge.  No such club 
has been set up and no request for assistance in doing this has been received.  
 
Any social activity being run within our sheltered housing will continue to be required 
to be freely available for use by that scheme’s residents.  But I should like to say 
that we also recognise that elderly non-residents can make a valuable contribution 
to these activities and also to benefit from them.  The CIH review identified issues of 
isolation and loneliness amongst our elderly population, both resident and non 
residents.  The opportunity to bring people together, irrespective of where they live, 
in order to meet others, enjoy social activities and make new friends, can only offer 
major benefits to all involved.  It should also be noted that increasing participation 
levels, can make the provision of more and higher quality activities viable and 
sustainable, which is surely another benefit. 
 
I welcome your support for the principle of shared social activities that make the 
best use of the communal lounge asset, and hope that my answer reassures you as 
to the Council’s view on how this might be achieved.” 
 
Mr Price did not have a supplementary question to ask but would speak to the other 
residents at Cambridge House and also arrange to have a meeting with Councillor 
Mattie Ross. 
 
The following questions were received from Dr Alex Stennett from Dursley and 
presented to and answered by Councillor Geoff Wheeler, Chair of Strategy and 
Resources Committee. 
 
Question 1 
“In September 2013, Chairs and vice chairs of the committees met to discuss the 
budget.  Accepting the difficulties that the meeting was not minuted or otherwise 
recorded could the leader give an indication of how much time was taken in this 
meeting to discuss the pool project and how many councillors were present?” 
 
Answer 
“The committee chairs and vice chairs were all invited to the Budget discussion 
meeting, 6 members attended – Cllrs G Wheeler, D. Cornell, C. Brine, M. Ross, J. 
Cordwell, S. Pickering.” 
 
Supplementary Question 
44 Councillors were excluded from that meeting, there was very little discussed at 
that meeting and of those 44 no Conservative Councillors as they were excluded 
because there are no Conservative Chairs and Vice-Chairs then or now. 
 
Answer 
Meetings took place over a number of years so that when there was for instance a 
Conservative Cabinet the members present were just Conservative Councillors.  In 
the last three years there have been three groups represented at the meeting, which 
is not a discussion making meeting. 
 
Question 2 
“In the January meeting of full Council, Cllr Wheeler stated that “A very wide 
consultation was carried out throughout the population.”  Cllr Cordwell also stated 
that “It has gone through massive consultation.”  On the grounds that the only 
consultee in the business plan appears to be the office of national statistics, would 
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the leader be able to provide a bit more detail on what a “very wide consultation” is 
and which sections of the population were consulted? 

 
Answer 
“The consultations which took place were current user and non user questionnaires 
regarding the facilities at the centre.  Those consultations are conducted annually. 
The largest barrier for non users is the availability or lack of availability of the 
classes and fitness classes during the day.  The largest barrier for participation 
through the GP referral scheme is the lack of availability during the day.  A fitness 
suite and dance studio which can be accessed during the day has been the most 
requested area by customers over the last 10 years.” 
 
Supplementary Question 
There was no extra ordinary consultation, this is a normal annual process so under 
those circumstances would the Leader or Councillor Cordwell care to take back said 
comments “massive or though even”? 
 
Answer 
Consultation took place with those people who are most concerned with the 
provision of the fitness studio.  When members resigned from the membership from 
the club or pool they were always asked why they had left.  This was relevant 
consultation carried out throughout their membership. 
 
Question 3 
“In all, discussions around the Dursley pool project appear to have been:- 
 

 one meeting excluding all councillors and held behind closed doors 

 one meeting excluding all Conservative councillors and held behind closed doors 

 one meeting of less than an hour where only 7 of the 12 councillors attended 

 one meeting of 12 councillors, chaired by the Leader where members were asked 
to accept the recommendation of the previous committee and the business case 
was not available or reviewed 

 
And finally full council where, again, the business case was not available for review 
and a decision was based on information mostly from Cllrs Wheeler and Cordwell. 
 
Considering this decision is to spend £1.4 million, does the leader feel that an 
appropriately full, open and inclusive democratic process has been followed in 
reaching this decision?” 
 
Answer 
“I am satisfied that the member decision to invest in this project followed the proper 
democratic process through in place in the committee system.” 
 
Supplementary Question 
At the budget meeting the Section 151 Officer stated that “provided the initial 
investment is affordable and the business plan is robust these are the kind of 
projects the Council should look at.”  Considering the lack of review of the Business 
Plan by most Councillors at that time does the Leader believe that the Council has 
done enough to satisfy its obligations under Section 25 of the Local Government Act 
2003 in taking note of the Section 151 Officer’s advice to ensure that the business 
case is robust? 
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Answer 
When a paper comes before the Committee it is sent out at least 8 working days in 
advance so that all members of that Committee can consider that paper and ask the 
relevant Officers for the information supporting that paper.  There is a general facility 
for members to access any documentation necessary for them to be able to carry 
out their duties and make decisions, that is the business to be transacted.  That 
occurred in the case of the Dursley Pool extension and people could if they wished 
ask for that background information.  I am satisfied that we have carried out a 
proper process. 
 
CL.018 SHELTERED HOUSING SERVICE 
 
Councillor Mattie Ross, Chair of Housing Committee introduced the above report 
which had been debated at length at both Stroud Council Housing Forum and 
Housing Committee.  From these discussions a revision was made to 
recommendation 2.q. to provide for an independent review of the new service within 
12 months of its launch.  The report before Council also provided for additional staff 
resources because of concerns raised about cover for weekends, sickness and 
holidays.  The review had taken a long time to be completed with various 
consultations and also work undertaken by a cross party working group.  Thanks 
was conveyed to former Councillors Philip Booth and Brian Marsh, Councillor 
Debbie Young, Councillor Steve Lydon, who had chaired the working group 
meetings, officers, tenants and the consultation carried out by CIH. 
 
Domini Gunn, Director of Health and Wellbeing at Consult-CIH and Lorraine Regan 
her assistant provided background to the report that had been commissioned  
because of the reduction in the level of funding and change in the funding provided 
for services throughout the community and not just those living in sheltered housing. 
There had been detailed research and consultation with many stakeholders, 
including residents at every sheltered scheme. Various options for the future had 
been thoroughly considered. 
 
Councillor Mattie Ross moved a Motion to accept the Officer’s report, which was 
seconded by Councillor Paul Hemming. 
 
Confirmation was given that the work of the cross party project board would 
continue.  It was noted that the deficit in sheltered housing had been funded from 
the Housing Revenue Account since 2001, with financial constraints making any 
changes unlikely.  It was advised that a County Council funded floating support 
service was in operation with the current provider for Stroud District being the P3 
charity.  The Council would make referrals to that service, however, it was noted 
that it operated a waiting list and provided short term support up to a period of 6 
weeks, after which there was the need for a re-assessment. 
 
Because residents over the age of 60 are eligible to live in sheltered housing and 
some of these residents would prefer to live in general needs properties, a review of 
the Council’s Lettings Policy would be undertaken.  Clarification was given that there 
would be a review of the new service after 12 months of implementation. 
 
In debating the report it was confirmed that there was not an in-house bid for the 
County level 3 contract because in a competitive market, the Council were 
estimated to have been up to 80% more expensive compared to a private sector 
provider.  The best value for money for the Council’s tenants was important in 
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service delivery.  This Council was the only Council to have retained ownership and 
management of its housing stock within the County.  Members were urged to 
support the report which it was suggested went a long way to solving problems that 
had occurred in the past and also would provide a service that better reflected the 
wishes of sheltered housing tenants. 
 
On being put to the vote, all Councillors present voted for the Motion, with the 
exception of Councillor Caroline Molloy who abstained. 
 
RESOLVED 1. To provide a housing management service that enables 

independent living as set out in the CIH new service model 
recommendations as follows, and not to enter into a further 
County Council contract to provide housing related support. 

 
2. These recommendations are contained in the CIH report page 

59-61 and are set out as follows: 
 

a. Carry out a detailed housing support needs, assessment 
including gifts, skills and strengths assessment of all 
tenants to ensure that the level of support provided in the 
future is correct and the levels of staffing are appropriate to 
meet the identified needs. 

b. Review and amend the current cleaning and grounds 
maintenance arrangements. 

c. Develop and put in place a clear review mechanism to 
enable tenants to access support when their needs and 
circumstances change. 

d. Develop a robust process for referrals for more intensive 
support as and when required via the county floating 
support service (available from October 2014) in partnership 
with other providers. 

e. Allocate support staff on an area basis but with designated 
schemes and with clear, communicated responsibility for 
providing support and promoting social activities. 

f. Ensure that staff have the appropriate training and skill sets 
particularly in the areas of safeguarding, dementia and 
managing mental health. 

g. The two “extra sheltered” schemes no longer be classified 
as such and operate in a similar way to other schemes, with 
appropriate transitional arrangements. 

h. That Stroud give priority to the future of the support service 
review, but with a clear strategy for taking forward the 
recommendations to be outlined in the forthcoming 
sheltered housing asset report. 

i. Review and consult on the designation of a number of 
properties across SDC as older persons properties so that 
older people have more choice about older persons 
accommodation. 

j. Carry out and consult upon a fundamental review to look at 
implementing a new allocations and lettings policy for older 
people’s housing. 

k. Develop and implement a shared vision and strategy for an 
older people’s support service with key internal and external 
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stakeholders; including health, to ensure future service 
provision in meeting the targets and outcomes. 

l. Continue to work closely with the Health and Wellbeing 
Board, CCGs and health and social care commissioners, to 
raise the profile of housing support options for meeting 
health and wellbeing outcomes with reference to the new 
responsibilities for local authorities set out in the Care Bill 
2014. 

m. Take forward discussions with health in respect of potential 
funding to support a post that would help address local 
health priorities and reduce social isolation across sheltered 
schemes and the wider community. 

n. Develop and implement a shared vision and strategy in 
partnership with residents and other stakeholders, for a 
future stock of sheltered housing accommodation that 
focuses on the need for high quality schemes that meet a 
range of minimum tailored standards. 

o. To consider and consult upon opening up the sheltered 
housing asset to the community in the future. 

p. Undertake a mapping exercise across the wider community 
to fully understand the resources available to older people. 

q. That the Council undertakes to carry out an independent 
review of the implementation of the new services, as set out 
in this report, and that this review reports back to the 
Housing Committee within twelve months of the new service 
being launched.  

 
3. To apply an increase of £2.50 per rent week in sheltered 

housing service charges (from £22.42 to £24.92) with effect 
from 6th October 2014 or such later date thereafter as the new 
service referred to above is implemented and subject to 
protection of existing tenants as set out in this report. 

 
CL.019 MATTERS FOR INFORMATION 
 
RESOLVED To note the meetings that had taken place since the Annual 

General Meeting held on 5 June 2014. 
 
CL.020 MEMBERS’ QUESTIONS 
 
The following questions received from Councillor Paul Carter, were presented to 
and answered by Councillor Geoff Wheeler, Leader of Council. 
 
Question 
“It has recently been reported in the press that Stroud District Council has decided 
not to join a partnership with four other local councils to produce savings of in 
excess of £5M per year.  The report goes on to say that instead SDC will be making 
savings of £785k over the next four years, £200k in this current year.  Can we have 
details of the proposed savings please?” 
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Answer 
“The savings referred to were reported to the Strategy and Resources Committee in 
the General Fund Revenue Estimates report in January 2014 and subsequently 
approved by Council at it’s meeting on 23 January 2014. The detail can be found in 
the Council papers, Appendix A on page 9 and 10 of agenda item 5b”  
http://www.stroud.gov.uk/cmisLIVE_public/Document.ashx 

 
Supplementary Question 
£5m a year divided by 4 councils means that each of those councils is going to 
benefit by savings of between £1.3m and £1.4m and that compared with the savings 
that we are looking at of £200k a year.  Does the Leader agree with me that this is 
not a very good deal for the tax payers of Stroud District? 
 
Answer 
The needs for the 4 councils vary greatly.  We have continued to make savings over 
a number of years now mainly through the workforce planning programme and other 
savings too and I think we can do this.  We have maintained balances, if you look at 
the press releases from the 4 councils you will see that some of them need to make 
savings and are in shortfall and we are not; we are in a much more healthier 
position. 
 
Question 
“Further to my previous question, who made the decision that this council would not 
join the partnership?” 
 
Answer 
“As far as I know, the Council has not been approached about the recent proposals 
signed by the Leaders of four district councils - Cheltenham, Cotswold, Forest of 
Dean and West Oxfordshire - to set up the joint organisation involving a 
management company.” 
 
The meeting closed at 9.00 pm. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chair of Council 

http://www.stroud.gov.uk/cmisLIVE_public/Document.ashx

