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AB
MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL MEETING 
HELD THURSDAY 17 DECEMBER 2015

COUNCIL CHAMBER, TOWN HALL, PETERBOROUGH

THE MAYOR – COUNCILLOR JOHN PEACH

Present:

Councillors Aitken, Ash, Ayres, Bisby, Brown, Casey, Coles, Davidson, Elsey, 
Faustino, Ferris, Fitzgerald, F Fox, JR Fox, JA Fox, Harper, Harrington, Herdman, 
Hiller, Holdich, Jamil, Johnson, Khan, Lane, Martin, Miners, Murphy, Nadeem, Nawaz, 
North, Okonkowski, Over, Peach, Rush, Saltmarsh, Sanders, Sandford, Seaton, 
Serluca, Shaheed, Sharp, Stokes, Swift, Sylvester, Thulbourn, Whitby and Yonga. 

1. Apologies for Absence

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Forbes, Fower, Iqbal, Lamb, 
Maqbool, Scott, Shabbir, Shearman and Thacker.

2. Declarations of Interest

The Mayor advised that in November 2012, the Audit Committee had granted a general 
dispensation for all Members, should they have any disclosable interest that enabled 
them to debate and vote on the budget item.

Councillor Ash declared an interest in item 10(a), Cabinet Recommendation – Phase 
One Budget Proposals, in that he was a trustee of the Citizens Advice Bureau.

Councillor Peach and Councillor Saltmarsh declared an interest in item 13(d), 
Registration of the Mayor’s Charity with the Charity Commission, in that they were both 
involved with the Mayor’s Charity. 

The interests declared did not prevent Councillors from taking part in the items.

3. Minutes of the Meetings held on 14 October 2015:

3.1 Extraordinary Council Meeting 

The minutes of the Extraordinary Council Meeting held on 14 October 2015 were 
approved as a true and accurate record. 

3.2 Council Meeting

The minutes of the meeting held on 14 October 2015 were approved as a true and 
accurate record subject to the following amendment:

Item 10(b) Cabinet Recommendation – Medium Term Financial Strategy 2016/17 to 
2025/26, recommendation to read:

It was RESOLVED that Council approved amendments to the Budget Framework 
Procedure Rules to follow a two stage budget process as set out within the Cabinet 
report.  



COMMUNICATIONS 

4. Mayor’s Announcements

Members noted the report outlining the Mayor’s engagements for the period 
commencing 12 October to 13 December 2015.

The Mayor advised that he had a number of further announcements to make. 

Honorary Recorder of Peterborough
His Honour Judge Peter Murphy had recently retired from the role of Honorary 
Recorder of Peterborough and in recognition of his service, the Mayor presented him 
with a gift. His Honour Judge Murphy addressed Council and following a brief speech, 
he introduced his successor, Judge David Farrell QC. Judge David Farrell QC 
addressed Council, stating that he looked forward to undertaking the role and he paid 
tribute to the retiring Honorary Recorder, His Honour Judge Peter Murphy.

Civic Awards
The Mayor advised that it was the second year of the Civic Award scheme, these being 
awards which recognised residents, groups, organisations and businesses that had 
made a difference in their local community. The following nominees had been selected 
to receive a Civic Award:

Community Involvement Civic Award:

 Mr Abdul-Muquaddas Choudhuri 
 Mr Jay Gearing 
 Dr Sarah Kennedy 
 Mr Robert Johnson 
 Mr Richard Roffe
 Mrs Sue Bigham 
 Miss Bernadetta Omondi 
 Mr Farooq Mohammed 
 Sister Mary Clare Mason 
 Mr William Robertson 
 Mr Bob Smith 
 Mr Ratilal Joshi 
 Mrs Susan Rolfe
 Mrs Jessica Phillips
 Mrs Karen Cooper  
 Mrs Linda Smith 
 Ms Sophie Antonelli
 Mr Stanley Kaye; and
   Mr John Turner

Sports Civic Award:

 Police Constable Chris Baker 
   Mr Ciaran McAuley 
 Mr Ged Rathbone; and
 Mr Gordon Pearson

Environment Civic Award: 

 Mrs Janet Cox; and



 Mr Peter Reynolds 

Contribution to Art and Culture Civic Award:

 Ms Sheena Carman
 Mr Mark Richards; and
 Mr William Prideaux 

Business Civic Award

 CityFibre, represented by Mr Andy Starnes 

Young Person Civic Award

 Miss Michaela Anthony 

The Lifetime Achievement Award 

 Mr Peter Moyes. 

The winners were to be presented with their awards at a ceremony due to be held on 
Wednesday 24 February 2016, at the Town Hall. Further details of the awards would 
be announced at the ceremony and would be available to view on the Council’s 
website.

Further Announcements
The Mayor congratulated Councillor Lynne Ayres on her recent election as a West 
Ward Councillor and welcomed her to her first Full Council meeting. 

The Mayor thanked all Councillors for their Christmas cards and invitations to 
Christmas events in their wards. He had received a Christmas card from former 
Councillor Nick Arculus wishing everyone a Happy Christmas and New Year. 

Councillor Swift had circulated an email requesting donations for the Salvation Army 
and the Mayor advised that as well as assisting financially, the Salvation Army was 
always looking for Christmas Day transport volunteers to pick people up to take them to 
have their Christmas dinner. 

5. Leader’s Announcements

Councillor Holdich wished everyone a Happy Christmas and thanked staff for their 
considerable efforts on behalf of Members.

Councillor Jamil concurred with Councillor Holdich’s comments and further advised that 
as Islam ran on a lunar cycle, the month of December was also very special for 
Muslims, as on Christmas Eve it was the birth of the Holy Prophet Muhammad. He 
therefore wished the Muslim community in Peterborough well with their celebrations, a 
Happy Christmas to everyone and a prosperous New Year to all.

Councillor Holdich concurred with Councillor Jamil’s comments.

6. Chief Executive’s Announcements 

There were no announcements from the Chief Executive. 

QUESTIONS AND PETITIONS



7. Questions with Notice by Members of the Public

There were 2 questions submitted by members of the public. These were in relation to:

1. Honeyhill Football Pitch; and
2. The Friends of Central Park.

The questions and responses are attached at APPENDIX A to these minutes.

8. Petitions

(a) Presented by members of the public

Mr Wood presented a petition signed by 162 residents concerning the Westwood 
Centre Car Park. Residents were against the sale of the Car Park to Cross Keys and 
objected to the secret nature of the negotiations. 

Residents did not want the car park developed, as it would be an overdevelopment 
which could create a dangerous traffic situation and an unacceptable on street parking 
problem. Residents wished the site to remain as part of the Westwood Open Space, as 
a car park, which would support local shops and they wished for it to become an Asset 
of Community Value. 

(b) Presented by Members

There were no petitions from Members. 

9. Questions on Notice

(a) To the Mayor
(b) To the Leader or member of the Cabinet
(c) To the Chair of any Committee of Sub-Committee

Questions (b) to the Leader or Member of the Cabinet were raised and taken as read in 
respect of the following:

1. The Serious Case Review;
2. New community and enforcement teams;
3. Verge and footpath parking;
4. The Christmas tree in Cathedral Square. Question responded to in writing;
5. Risk assessment at Gunthorpe Road Primary School;
6. Sky Ride Local;
7. Police on the beat in Werrington South. Question responded to in writing;
8. Voyager Academy service delivery;
9. Litter across the city;
10. Levels of behaviour at the Voyager Academy. Question responded to in writing;
11. Bushes and tree cuttings along the footpath in Brookfurlong; 
12. Factual statements by Councillors in meetings. Question responded to in writing;
13. Neighbourhood policing; and
14. Increases in flytipping.

 
The questions and responses are attached at APPENDIX A to these minutes.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND REPORTS

10. Executive and Committee Recommendations to Council

(a)    Cabinet Recommendation - Phase One Budget Proposals



Cabinet at its meeting of 7 December 2015, received a report as part of the Council’s 
agreed two stage budget process, as outlined in the report considered by Cabinet on 
25 November 2015.

The purpose of the report was to enable Cabinet to consider the feedback from 
consultation undertaken to date with Scrutiny, residents, partner organisations, 
businesses and other interested parties and to recommend to Council approval of the 
phase one budget proposals. 

Cabinet endorsed the recommendations contained within the report and recommended 
that Council approve the phase one budget proposals to enable implementation of the 
budget proposals to commence.

Councillor Seaton introduced the report and moved the recommendations contained 
within. Gratitude was expressed to all those who had been involved in the first stage of 
the budget process, including the Finance Team and the Joint Scrutiny Committee, 
chaired by Councillor Sandford. The recommendations from the Joint Scrutiny meeting 
were contained within the addendum document which had been circulated to Members, 
along with responses to each point raised. 

Councillor Seaton provided an overview of the Council’s financial position, how this 
would look over the forthcoming years and further outlined how the Council would need 
to operate going forward in order to ensure that the budget challenges faced could be 
met. This included the need for a clear set of strategic priorities for the city, cross party 
agreement for those priorities and a clear strategy to be in place. The Council’s 
approach was focussed on building a strong and healthy economy, which provided jobs 
for residents and helped to reduce dependency on welfare benefits; generating income 
by selling services to other authorities; changing the culture of the Council to be more 
enterprising by looking at ways to improve value for money and reduce costs; changing 
the way in which services were delivered enabling residents to live independent and 
healthy lives and the innovative use of technology. 

Since May 2015, Cabinet and Officers had been working to this strategy in order to 
meet the Council’s priorities and to deliver a balanced budget. The Cross Party Budget 
Working Group had once again ran alongside in order to consider the budget 
proposals. The Working Group ensured the maximum opportunity to provide input and 
delivered openness and transparency to the process and Councillor Seaton expressed 
his gratitude to the Members involved. 

Since the proposals had been first published, a wide ranging budget conversation had 
been underway. Interim feedback had been issued with the Council papers and a 
further addendum document had been circulated to Members prior to the meeting 
along with an updated Cabinet appendix, which detailed the budget proposals. 
Councillor Seaton advised that, whilst he was grateful for all comments, where the 
feedback included suggestions for saving money, these had been reviewed and in 
most cases the Council was either undertaking them already, was planning to do so or 
the savings generated were not at the level that the respondent may have thought. 

Each comment received had been specifically addressed and considering the feedback 
overall, Councillor Seaton did not believe that the phase one budget proposals should 
be amended. It was however advised that in light of recent developments relating to the 
saving for ‘updating the pay award forecast’, that this be reviewed further and brought 
back to Full Council as part of phase two. 



Councillor Seaton further outlined the positive work which had been undertaken in the 
city over recent years and advised that the framework in place had enabled the delivery 
of a set of budget savings with no cuts to services. 

A second set of proposals which would close the remaining £7.5m gap would be 
published in the New Year and the financial settlement for 2016, which had been 
received earlier in the day, was being reviewed by Officers.  

Councillor Holdich seconded the recommendations and reserved his right to speak.

Members debated the recommendations and in summary raised points including:

 There were certain issues contained within phase one that were considered to 
be premature for agreement. These issues focussed on vulnerable groups;

 In relation to fostering and adoption, there were concerns around the costs 
highlighted to change to a new service, whether this was the right course of 
action, and the importance of supporting foster carers;

 The consultation feedback received did not appear to have been addressed in 
its entirety;

 It was premature to consider the cuts to social services following the local 
government settlement announcement of a possible social care council tax 
precept of 2% a year. This needed to be looked into further; 

 It was also premature to consider the savings associated with the Front Door 
Project as the Scrutiny Commission for Rural Communities had been advised of 
issues relating to the project. Further work needed to be undertaken; 

 Whilst other Councils were announcing cuts, Peterborough City Council was 
delivering with no cuts, whilst also having one of the lowest Council tax rates in 
the country;

 There were some concerns with regards the introduction of the Permanency 
Service. The first year would not save money it would cost £110k. Further 
clarity was required on what the new service would look like and who the new 
provider would be;

 The Budget Working Group had worked well in the current year, however a 
number of meetings had been cancelled without good reason;

 The forthcoming meeting of the Budget Working Group was scheduled for 20 
January 2016, with the second phase of the proposals due to be published nine 
days after that. This would not allow the Working Group sufficient time for 
appropriate input;

 As well as the 2% increase mentioned in the financial settlement, the Council 
had the ability to increase its council tax further by 2%;

 Within the proposals there was no reference to services contracted out to 
partners and there was also no mention of fees and charges;

 The Council benefitted from having a large amount of economic growth;
 Green space, parks and trees should be classed as an asset to the Council 

which could be used to bring about income. The proposals did not address this 
and this would only lead to further cuts in this area; 

 The issues raised should have been raised during discussion at the Budget 
Working Group;

 There was a difference in the figures contained within the agenda book, to 
those that had been presented to Council; 

 It was hoped that the Adult Social Care element would be further explored in 
phase two, particularly if there were additional funds which could be pulled in; 
and

 The need for the Council to become an income producing Council, rather than a 
spending council.



Councillor Holdich exercised his right to speak and addressed a number of points 
raised, summarising that the priority for the budget was to ensure people were looked 
after. 

Councillor Seaton summed up and addressed a number of the issues raised during 
debate. He advised that although there were no service cuts within the phase one 
proposals, there was a big challenge still ahead for the Council. Approval of the phase 
one proposals would allow for implementation of the proposals to commence.  

A recorded vote was taken:

Councillors For: Aitken, Ayres, Bisby, Brown, Casey, Coles, Elsey, Faustino, 
Fitzgerald, F Fox, JR Fox, JA Fox, Harper, Harrington, Herdman, Hiller, Holdich, Lane, 
Nadeem, Nawaz, North, Okonkowski, Over, Peach, Rush, Sanders, Seaton, Serluca, 
Sharp, Stokes and Whitby. 

Councillors Against: Davidson, Ferris, Jamil, Johnson, Khan, Martin, Murphy, 
Sandford, Shaheed, Sylvester, Thulbourn and Yonga.

Councillors Abstaining: Ash, Miners, Saltmarsh and Swift.

Following the vote (31 for, 12 against, 4 abstentions) it was RESOLVED that Council 
approve the phase one budget proposals to enable implementation of these budget 
proposals to commence.

 
(b) Licensing Committee Recommendation – Statement of Licensing Policy – 

Licensing   Act 2003

Licensing Committee, at its meeting of 19 November 2015, received a report which 
followed consultation carried out between 6 July 2015 and 13 September 2015 on the 
Council’s Statement of Licensing Policy, as recommended by the Licensing Committee 
on 18 June 2015.

The purpose of the report was for the Committee to note the responses received to the 
consultation, to determine if the current Cumulative Impact Area covering ‘Op-Can-Do’ 
should be retained, which was agreed by the Committee, to determine if sufficient 
evidence was available to implement a Cumulative Impact Area in East Ward, which 
was not agreed by the Committee, and to recommend adoption of the Final Statement 
of Licensing Policy to Council. The Committee agreed the recommendations and 
recommended Council adopt the final Licensing Act 2003 Statement of Licensing 
Policy.

Councillor North introduced the report and moved the recommendations contained 
within. It was advised that the Policy reflected a number of key changes in legislation, 
namely going from a three to five year review of the Policy; the introduction of late 
temporary event notices and deregulation of entertainment. Council was requested to 
adopt the revised policy as a Major Policy item. A ten week consultation had been 
conducted between July and September 2015 and eight comments had been received.

Councillor Hiller seconded the recommendations and reserved his right to speak.

Members debated the recommendations and in summary raised points including:

 It was welcomed that the Cumulative Impact Policy had been retained in the 
Operation Can-do area, however it was disappointing that the impact policy 
area had not been extended to cover lower Eastfield Road and parts of East 
Ward;



 The evidence gathering argument could be flawed, there was an element of 
underreporting of some anti-social behaviour and it was difficult to attribute 
some anti-social behaviour to the impacts of alcohol;

 The free availability of cheap alcohol in a wide range of outlets was something 
that had caused problems in a number of areas, not just in Peterborough. The 
Council had a responsibility to get control of this situation;

 A needs based assessment should be considered when a licence application 
was submitted; and

 The Council needed to ensure that individuals who broke the terms of their 
licence were dealt with in the appropriate manner, including licence revocation if 
appropriate. 

Councillor Hiller exercised his right to speak as seconder of the recommendations and 
advised that many aspects had been considered at the Licensing Committee with 
regards the consideration of the Cumulative Impact area. The existing Cumulative 
Impact Policy which formed part of the Operation Can Do area had been appropriately 
consulted upon and there had been sufficient evidence to support its continuance. The 
report presented to the Licensing Committee had not supported the extension of the 
existing area as there was not appropriate evidence to support that proposal. If the 
area had been extended by the Committee without evidence and the absence of proper 
consultation the authority would have been open to a judicial review. 

Councillor North summed up as mover of the recommendations and stated that in 
relation to the cumulative impact extension into East Ward, this could be brought in at 
any time and the situation would be monitored carefully. He also concurred with 
comments that those individuals who broke the law with regards their licence should be 
penalised accordingly.

A vote was taken (unanimous) and it was RESOLVED that Council adopt the final 
Licensing Act 2003 Statement of Licensing Policy.

(c)  Licensing Committee Recommendation – Statement of Principles – Gambling Act 
2005

Licensing Committee at its meeting of 19 November 2015, received a report which 
advised of amendments to the Gambling Act 2005 Statement of Principles.

The purpose of the report was for the Committee to approve the revised Statement of 
Principles and to recommend adoption by Council.

Councillor Hiller introduced the report and moved the recommendations contained 
within. The Council was required by Section 349 of the Gambling Act to produce, adopt 
and publish the authority’s Statement of Principles every three years. The Statement 
explained the way decisions were made and governed the administration of the 
Council’s duties under that Act. A ten week consultation had been conducted between 
July and September 2015 and no comments had been received. In order to comply 
with statutory requirements, the Council was requested to adopt the Statement of 
Principles.

Councillor North seconded the recommendations.

Following a vote (unanimous) it was RESOLVED that Council adopt the revised 
Gambling Act 2005 Statement of Principles.

11. Questions on the Executive Decisions made since the last meeting

Councillor Holdich introduced the report which detailed executive decisions taken since 



the last meeting including:

1. Decisions from the Cabinet Meeting held on 25 November 2015;
2. Decisions from the Cabinet Meeting held on 7 December 2015;
3. Use of the Council’s call-in mechanism, which had not been invoked since the  

previous meeting;
4. Special Urgency and Waiver of Call-in provision, which had not been invoked since 

the previous meeting; and
5. Cabinet Member Decisions taken during the period 5 October 2015 to 30 

November 2015.

The Mayor advised that the Cabinet decision on anti-social behaviour enforcement, 
taken at the meeting held on 7 December 2015, had been incorrectly recorded. The 
Cabinet had extended the enforcement scheme city wide and the decision was to be 
republished and would be subject to the relevant call-in procedures. Details of the 
amendment had been included within a briefing note which had been circulated to 
Members prior to the meeting. 

Questions were asked about the following:

Future of Wind and Solar Projects – America Farm
Councillor Sanders queried why £3m had been spent on the project and would there be 
an apology.

Councillor Holdich advised that the costs associated with the scheme could have 
brought in revenue if the scheme had gone ahead and if the project had not been 
ceased.

Councillor Harrington queried why the scheme had been allowed to proceed when it 
had been obvious it was the weakest of all those put forward.

Councillor Elsey advised that the scheme was far smaller than the other two proposed, 
it was on grade three land instead of being on grade one land and at the time that the 
other two proposals were pulled, it was still a potentially viable proposition. Therefore 
exploratory works had continued and up until the decision from the Government a short 
while ago, it could have still been a potentially viable proposition. The decision to 
reduce the subsidies even further that the Council would receive had made it clear that 
the scheme was no longer viable.

Councillor Murphy queried when there would be an apology in relation to the scheme.

Councillor Holdich stated that the former Leader had made an apology on the grounds 
that the initial consultations with the farmers and the local residents of Newborough 
and Peterborough had not been handled in the best manner. If this had been handled 
in a different way, the scheme may have gone ahead, albeit with a smaller scheme. 

Peterborough City Council Procurement Strategy
Councillor Ferris advised that his original motion had called for a report back to Council 
on the development of an ethical investment and procurement policy and he sought 
clarification on when this update would be provided.

Councillor Seaton advised that a way forward had been agreed and he would look into 
the provision of an update report. 

City Centre Anti-Social Behaviour Enforcement
Councillor Saltmarsh queried what enforcement action was proposed against beggars 
and buskers etc. Fines would not be appropriate as they would not be able to pay.



Councillor Holdich advised that the Scrutiny Committee meeting scheduled for 20 
January 2016 would address these issues in detail.

Councillor Sandford queried what confidence could be held in the decision making 
process. The report had stated ‘city centre enforcement’ and the Cabinet had made a 
decision in relation to such, but Council had subsequently been told that the decision 
had been incorrectly recorded and had to be changed. What confidence could be held 
in the rigour of a decision making process that permitted that to happen?

Councillor Holdich advised that full confidence could be held in the process. The report 
was in two parts and it was quite clear from the discussions held at Cabinet that the 
proposals would be city wide. 

Councillor Murphy queried whether the Leader shared his concerns with regards the 
demise of neighbourhood policing in Peterborough, for example the closure of 
Hampton Police Station and the loss of jobs. The full item should be allowed to go to 
Scrutiny for discussion.

Councillor Holdich reiterated that the proposals would be going to the Scrutiny 
Committee meeting in January 2016.

Councillor Sylvester queried whether the Leader agreed with her that the current 
Conservative Government had created the anti-social society in which we currently 
lived, and that the Government was anti-social in the extreme.

Councillor Holdich stated that the question did not relate to the decision.

Consultation on Selective Licensing Scheme
Councillor Thulbourn requested that exploration be undertaken into the most 
appropriate way of undertaking the consultation on the scheme.  

Councillor Hiller advised that the consultation process was critical and would include all 
those who may be affected by the proposals. Without appropriate consultation none of 
the proposed areas could be designated as selective licensing schemes.

Award of Contract for Car Leasing
Councillor Davidson queried why Northumbria Healthcare Trust had been awarded the 
contract and would a period of three years have been less of a risk on a leasing 
scheme rather than the five years. Furthermore, employees entering into a salary 
sacrifice scheme for cars could be affected in other areas such as working tax credit, 
child tax credit, child maintenance, mortgage and occupational pensions. Would this be 
fully explained to potentially interested employees and would all employees feel the 
benefit, and not just Northumbria Healthcare Trust, by being exempt under the de 
minimis grounds or would they incur additional tax liabilities?

Councillor Seaton stated that Northumbria Healthcare ran a scheme at the current time 
and it had been easier to go with them rather than to undertake a large tender exercise. 
Quite often it was three years for the lease of a car and therefore it made sense to go 
with five years as people would have the opportunity to renew before the end of the 
scheme. All implications would be explained to individuals. 

COUNCIL BUSINESS TIME

12. Motions on Notice



1. Motion from Councillor Sandford

Council welcomes initiatives by Peterborough City Council to set up joint working 
arrangements with other local authorities. 

Council notes:

1. Current moves to set up Combined Authorities in a number of areas of the country  
including Greater Manchester, South Yorkshire and the North East and that these 
combined authorities are receiving significant delegations of powers and budgets 
from central government.

2. That “Greater Peterborough” has a travel to work area which includes parts of 
Cambridgeshire but also Rutland and parts of south Lincolnshire and east 
Northamptonshire. Peterborough also has strong historic links with 
Northamptonshire.

Council supports continuation of current discussions between PCC and neighbouring 
local authorities about the possibility of setting up a combined authority.

Council requests the Leader to ensure that:

1. There should be no presumption that Cambridgeshire is our preferred partner in 
any future arrangements.

2. Full consultation with councillors, key stakeholders and Peterborough residents 
take places before any final decisions are made.

In moving his motion, Councillor Sandford advised that the purpose of the motion was 
to enable the important issue around combined authorities to be debated in a public 
forum. He advised of the work undertaken in Greater Manchester and the joint 
arrangements between Greater Manchester Councils which had been in place for a 
number of years. This had been taken forward as a combined authority and as a 
consequence, a large tranche of devolved powers had been secured from the 
Government which Councillor Sandford outlined. 

More limited devolution proposals had since been agreed for the North East of 
England, for South Yorkshire and for Cornwall, all involving substantial amounts of 
government funding being devolved to these Local Authorities. It was a rapidly moving 
agenda and all authorities were likely to come under some pressure to consider 
becoming part of a combined authority.

Councillor Sandford stated that Peterborough had entered into a number of joint 
working arrangements with a number of other local authorities, but there were 
significant differences between combined authorities and joint working arrangements.

He thanked the Leader for keeping Group Leaders informed of discussions being 
undertaken with neighbouring authorities regarding joint arrangements and combined 
authorities and he advised that a workshop had been arranged for the New Year which 
would involve the Cambridgeshire authorities.

He further advised that he would like to see exploration into a Greater Peterborough 
Combined Authority, with Peterborough at the centre. The benefits of a combined 
authority could be great, however it needed to be ensured that any arrangements 
delivered better services for the people of Peterborough. 

Councillor Davidson seconded the motion and reserved her right to speak.



Councillor Holdich addressed Council in response to the motion and in summary raised 
points including:

 The motion stated the obvious, that Peterborough City Council was not 
committed to a devolution deal with Cambridgeshire and that it would only be 
through proper discussion, consultation and as a decision of the Council that 
any devolution deal would be secured with Cambridgeshire or with any other 
Council;

 Councillor Holdich had been leading discussions with neighbouring authorities 
on how they may work together with Peterborough. These discussions were 
progressing and exploration was being undertaken into a collaboration 
regarding skills and economic development;

 There was already a collaboration in place with Fenland for Planning Services;
 Working together with the Councils would open up further opportunities for new 

investment;
 There were challenges faced in the area of ‘skills and workforce to meet the 

needs of new business’ and these challenges would benefit from closer 
collaboration between Councils;

 No decision had been made and any decision would go through the appropriate 
decision making route;

 Discussions had been taking place with Cambridgeshire County Council, 
District Councils, Clinical Commissioning Groups, the Police Commissioner, the 
Chief of the Police, the Fire Authority and other enterprise partnerships about 
the potential of a devolution to transfer powers to a single combined authority. 
The areas under discussion were Planning, Transport, Housing, Skills, Health, 
Social Care and Community Safety;

 Discussions were at the early stages and it had been made clear that although 
the Council was happy to be part of discussions, no commitment had been 
made to enter into any devolution deal with the Government;

 No commitment had been made at this stage owing to the lack of understanding 
of any benefits. Therefore further discussions needed to take place in order to 
find out what the benefits would be;

 The approach being taken had been agreed with Group Leaders and 
involvement of groups had been sought;

 The workshop due to take place in January 2016 would discuss next steps and 
how organisations and residents would be consulted with; and

 All Members would have the opportunity to understand the potential of obtaining 
devolution powers from the Government and no proposals would be taken 
forward without a full debate and vote at Full Council. The motion was therefore 
considered unnecessary.  

Members debated the motion and in summary raised points including:

 The motion was premature, there were talks underway. The Leader had to be 
trusted at this stage and there was a workshop scheduled and this would have 
cross party involvement;

 The Leader had been open with regards any discussions that had taken place. 
Debate could be held at a later date;

 Transparency was the key issue and public involvement in any future decisions;
 Members were urged to talk to people in their wards in order to garner their 

viewpoints;
 It was important that Members ensured the best deal for Peterborough and its 

citizens; and
 The Leader of the Council was inclusive and kept people informed, and he 

should be permitted to go away and undertake the appropriate discussions.



Councillor Davidson exercised her right to speak as seconder of the motion stating that 
the Council should ensure that all options were kept open. It would be important to gain 
strong economic links with whomever the delegations and engagements were to be 
with; to ensure that the public were involved; to be accountable and transparent and to 
ensure the interests of the residents of Peterborough were at the forefront of any 
decision going forward. 

Councillor Sandford summed up as mover of the motion stating that if a combined 
authority did happen, it would be the biggest change to Peterborough City Council’s 
powers in its history. The levels of discussion around any such proposals were 
therefore important and people should be involved and consulted at an early stage. 

A vote was taken (12 for, 33 against, 1 abstention) and the motion was DEFEATED. 

13.    Reports to Council

(a) Results of the West Ward By-Election

Council received and noted a report which detailed the results of the West Ward By-
Election held on Thursday 29 October 2015, where Councillor Lynne Ayres had been 
elected.

(b) Allocation of Seats to Committees Following the West Ward By-Election

Council received a report which requested it to review and agree the allocation of seats 
on Committees of the Council, following the West Ward By-Election in accordance with 
the statutory requirements concerning political balance. Councillor Holdich moved the 
recommendations in the report and this was seconded by Councillor Fitzgerald.

A vote was taken (unanimous) and it was RESOLVED that Council agree the allocation 
of seats on Committees of the Council subject to revised political balance seat 
arrangements following the West Ward By-Election.

(c) Polling District Review

Council received a report which requested it to consider the revised polling districts, 
polling places and polling stations following a recent Electoral Boundary Review, where 
new ward boundaries would be implemented for the elections in 2016. 

The Mayor advised that there had been an additional consultation response circulated 
to Members prior to the meeting.

Councillor Holdich moved the recommendations in the report and in so doing 
expressed his gratitude to the Electoral Review Group who had spent time looking at 
the most appropriate places for polling stations in the new wards. The proposals had 
gone out to consultation on 11 November 2015 for one month and all stations had been 
checked for disability access and to make sure they were fully accessible. This was 
seconded by Councillor Fitzgerald. 

Members debated the recommendations and in summary raised points including:

 The Queensgate Hotel had been included, however its feasibility was still being 
explored. A replacement site had yet to come forward and further discussions 
would be undertaken;

 The changes to the Gunthorpe polling station for district GUN5 were welcomed. 
There had been considerable concern expressed that the people in the Manor 



Drive area would have to travel a substantial distance. A mobile unit was now 
proposed for the area;

 The Hampton Community Sports Association was identified as the polling 
station for HAH1 and HAH4. A lot of residents lived a distance from this station, 
on the opposite side of the parkway. 

 Clarification was sought as to whether the elector figures were up to date, or 
whether they were the previous year’s figures. The Legal Officer advised that 
this point would be clarified; and

 All Members were encouraged to ensure their residents were on the electoral 
register. 

Councillor Fitzgerald did not wish to exercise his right to speak as seconder of the 
recommendations.

Councillor Holdich did not wish to add anything further in summing up.

A vote was taken (unanimous) and it was RESOLVED that Council approve the 
changes to polling districts, places and stations as set out in the report to Council.

(d) Registration of the Mayor’s Charity with the Charity Commission

Council received a report which requested it to resolve to apply to the Charity 
Commission for charitable status of the Mayor’s Charity and to appoint the role of 
Mayor as trustee of the charity. Councillor Holdich moved the recommendations in the 
report and this was seconded by Councillor Fitzgerald.

A vote was taken (unanimous) and Council RESOLVED to apply to the Charity 
Commission for charitable status of the Mayor’s Charity and to appoint the role of the 
Mayor as trustee of the charity.

(e) Alternative Governance Arrangements

Council received a report which outlined the progress made by the Design and 
Implementation Working Group and requested that Council note the progress and that 
it agree that a further report be submitted in January 2016 to confirm the constitutional 
proposals required to implement the hybrid model and a proposed structure for 
Scrutiny Committees. 

Councillor Holdich moved the recommendations in the report and this was seconded by 
Councillor Fitzgerald who reserved his right to speak.

Members debated the recommendations and in summary raised points including:

 The model being considered by the Design and Implementation Group differed 
substantially from the model operated by the London Borough of Wandsworth, 
this being the Council on which it was agreed that Peterborough’s model would 
be based;

 It was proposed not to have a reference up function to Council and it was also 
proposed to retain individual cabinet member decision making. All of 
Wandsworth’s decisions went through a scrutiny committee before going to 
Cabinet;

 Wandsworth had six Scrutiny Committees with 12 members sitting on each. 
Peterborough’s model under consideration proposed only three Committees 
with 10 members;

 The model under consideration would lead to a large number of decisions not 
being scrutinised and a large number of Councillors would be excluded from the 
decision making process;



 Peterborough needed to devise a system that worked for it. There would be 
opportunity for debate on the proposals and amendments could be made if it 
was felt that the arrangements were not working; and 

 The Working Group should consider daytime meetings, as numerous evening 
meetings put pressure on certain Officers.

Councillor Fitzgerald exercised his right to speak and advised that it was important that 
the arrangements were right for the city of Peterborough.

Councillor Holdich summed up and stated that the decision of the Council had been for 
a greater involvement in scrutiny, a Peterborough model, and that was what the 
Working Group had been looking at. There would be a number of discussions around 
the proposals and it would come back to Council at the end of January for debate.

A vote was taken (unanimous) and it was RESOLVED that Council:

1. Note the progress made by the Design and Implementation Working Group in 
designing the preferred model of alternative governance; a hybrid model of 
executive decision making with greater involvement of pre-scrutiny review (a 
Peterborough model); and

2. Agrees that the Design and Implementation Working Group should report their 
constitutional proposals to Council in January 2016. 

The Mayor
7.00pm – 9.56pm

APPENDIX A



QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Questions were received under the following categories:

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

7. Questions from members of the public
1. Question from Charley Francis

To Councillor North Cabinet Member for Communities and Environment Capital.

Would it be possible for the Honeyhill football pitch to be moved into the middle of the 
field or at least be turned round 90 degrees?

My reason for asking this is that we get a lot of footballs hitting our house which then 
results in people trespassing and damaging our property in the process. We have 
had to repair our fence on a number of occasions. My neighbour at 71 has also had 
escalated aggression which resulted in these people destroying her fence and 
shouting racist abuse. Number 69 has had to replace and reinforce his fence as a 
result of the damage caused. If we confront these people regarding the trespassing 
this has a negative effect and we have been threatened and had things thrown at the 
house. 

Also the mental anxiety has been unbearable. When the weather is nice they play all 
day and we cannot relax due to the constant threat of confrontation due to ball 
encroachment on our property.

Councillor North responded:

I do not know your area ever so well, so I have asked Officers to look into this and 
they tell me that the pitch cannot be moved be relocated because it occupies the only 
feasible location on the site.  The rest of the playing field has been sold, so if the 
pitch were re-orientated by 90o only a small five a side pitch would be possible.  That 
would impact on the usefulness of the pitch.  There is already a high security fence 
behind the goal which is opposite the houses in question.  Further physical 
alterations are not likely to be any more effective, so the Community Safety Team 
have been involved and they have been speaking to local residents to see if there is 
a solution to the behaviour issues. I would like to be involved myself and see exactly 
whether we can find a solution, so I will keep an eye on it and I will come out and 
have a look.  

Charley Francis did not have a supplementary question.

2. Question from Tony Forster  

Councillor Elsey, Cabinet Member for Digital, Waste and Street Scene

As Chair of Friends of Central Park, I would like to ask for clarification, for the record, 
of something raised on 14 October meeting by Councillor Elsey. 

In response to a question about Central Park from Councillor Ferris, which he was 



raising for Friends of Central Park, he said:

"This is well known to The Friends of Central Park who have independently 
suggested that, if you regularly attended their meetings, you would be better 
informed".

This is inaccurate and suggests that Friends of Central Park (FoCP) as a body has 
criticised one of our ward councillors, which we have not.

Could Councillor Elsey confirm that, whilst he may have had a conversation with an 
individual on which his remarks are based, that individual was not representing 
FoCP. Our minutes and correspondence are the record of FoCP and they make it 
clear that we appreciate the work all our ward councillors do for the park and its 
users, and we are a non-political group.

Councillor Elsey may have responded:

Thank you Mr Mayor, yes I can.

COUNCIL BUSINESS

9. Questions on notice to:

a) The Mayor

b) To the Leader or Member of the Cabinet

c) To the chair of any Committee or Sub-committee

1. Question from Councillor Sanders

To Councillor Coles, Cabinet Member for Children’s Services

Why has the serious case review into Child Sexual Exploitation within Peterborough 
not been published to date as was promised at September of this year?

Councillor Coles responded:

I can confirm that the Local Safeguarding Children Board has to date conducted two 
serious case reviews into the subject of Child Sexual Exploitation. They are now 
complete although there was a delay for some period of time whilst legal proceedings 
were taking place on the second case that was being dealt with. They have now been 
completed but that was a fairly significant delay which has probably caused the 
concern from Councillor Sanders about when the report would be received. 
 
The overarching report has been compiled and was due to be signed off today by the 
Serious Case Review Panel and once that is finalised and signed off by the 
Peterborough Safeguarding Children Board at their next meeting on 20 January 
2016, then it would be submitted to the Department for Education and then the 
National Panel of Serious Review Experts will see it and it will then be published for 
everyone to see.  



Councillor Sanders did not have a supplementary question.

2. Question from Councillor Davidson

To Councillor North, Cabinet Member for Communities and Environment Capital

Please confirm what proportion of the PCSO will be transferring to PCC New 
community and enforcement teams and will they will be Integrated into that team or 
will they remain as PCSO's?

Councillor North responded:

There are currently 18 PCSO’s in the Safer Peterborough Partnership.  It is proposed 
to move 13 of these to the new Joint Community Enforcement Team. The PCSO’s 
that are not moving into that team will continue to fulfil roles within the Safer Schools 
initiative, Operation Pheasant and licensing, which we need to maintain.  Along with 
the 13 PCSO’s there will be 14 warranted police officers in the Community 
Enforcement Team. 

The PCSO’s will work alongside Council Enforcement Officers and will share the 
same line managers, however they will continue to wear the PCSO uniforms as they 
are employed by Cambridgeshire Constabulary. They will have varying additional 
powers over those of the Council Officers.

Councillor Davidson asked the following supplementary question:

PCSOs have been the visible face of the Constabulary in our wards, they have built 
good relations in our neighbourhoods. What measures are you going to introduce 
amidst mounting concerns from concerned residents with crime and disorder and 
maintaining its responsibility to keep the public safe, reduce crime and that promotes 
a real belief in public service focussing on what matters to the public and that will 
best serve their interests and finally, in house staff I believe will be undertaking some 
of these responsibilities. Will the in house staff understand the expectations and 
concerns of different communities? 

Councillor North responded:

The PCSOs are still employed by Cambridgeshire Constabulary, I would anticipate a 
very close relationship in the various wards as of now. If you are asking about the 
staff that are going across to join with them, they will be working alongside, they will 
be trained properly and they will have access via radio communications with the 
PCSOs and with Police Officers should that be required, so I would anticipate a 
greater cover and it is anticipated, this needs to be decided it’s got to go to Scrutiny 
next month, that they will be wearing very similar uniforms so I would see it as being 
increased public security because they will see more people in uniforms walking 
around the streets.

3. Question from Councillor Ferris

To Councillor North, Cabinet Member for Communities and Environment Capital

The Cabinet member will be aware that verge and footpath parking continues to 
blight the lives of many Peterborough residents. The Cabinet member will also be 



aware that in the time of the former Dogsthorpe Partnership, bylaws were introduced 
in Dogsthorpe in an attempt to stop or reduce this nuisance.  Will the Cabinet 
member consider the possibility of introducing similar bylaws in other parts of the 
City?

Councillor North responded:

Inconsiderate verge parking is a recognised problem, but there are no proposals at 
present to replicate similar restrictions over large areas of the city, and to do so would 
require a substantial financial commitment given that the Dogsthorpe scheme cost 
upwards of £500k. Prohibiting parking on verges and footways without providing 
some form of alternative parking can result in displacement of vehicles into more 
unsuitable and potentially unsafe or dangerous locations, with the risk of creating 
greater problems. However if there are particular hot spots where verge and footway 
parking is causing a repeated major issue then these can be addressed through 
enforcement where possible or works similar to those undertaken along Coneygree 
Road in Stanground, subject to available funding.  The new Enforcement Team will 
be asked to look into this issue and pavement parking in general.

Councillor Ferris did not have a supplementary question.

4. Question from Councillor Fower

To Councillor Serluca, Cabinet Member for City Centre Management, Culture and 
Tourism

Could the relevant cabinet member please inform me who it was that signed off the 
decision to have a plastic tree erected in Cathedral Square this year? How much was 
actually spent on this and how much does it costs to power? Was the plastic used 
from a sustainable source and can the plastic be recycled?  More importantly in these 
austere times, why are we not using a tree sourced locally?

Councillor Serluca may have responded:

Christmas is the most important time of the year for our city centre businesses.  And 
for one of the fastest growing cities in the UK, a modern and energy efficient tree is 
the right choice for Peterborough.  

As we continue to develop the city centre as a regional shopping destination, festive 
displays help to encourage visitors to our city and support our local businesses and 
jobs.  Just look at the thousands of people that attended the switch-on event.
Many people think the tree is fantastic and have been coming into the city centre to 
view it and take their photograph by the tree – which is obviously the point.  
I for one think the tree looks great – especially when it lights up the square in the 
evening.

We spent £41,662.50 on our new Christmas tree.  Moreover we have purchased the 
tree to use over the next five years which spreads the cost and will produce savings 
to the council overall - while maintaining a fantastic festive display for residents and 
visitors.  

Now to answer your further questions…..

You call this a plastic tree.  The tree is aluminium with a steel frame and a wooden 
base.  Obviously the wiring for the lights has plastic covering and connectors.



It is an energy efficient tree - the cost of the electricity is estimated at just £100 for the 
duration of the six weeks display.  

Christmas trees in the past have been obtained from Elvedon Christmas trees and 
are usually bought in from Northumberland. There are no ‘local’ large Christmas tree 
plantations.

Collectively the cabinet is very happy to take responsibility for this fantastic tree.

5. Question from Councillor Davidson

To Councillor Hiller, Cabinet Member for Growth, Planning, Housing and Economic 
Development

Can the Cabinet Member confirm whether a Risk Assessment has been conducted at  
Gunthorpe Road Primary School, there have been concerns raised by residents 
related primarily to issues of congestion, speed and inappropriate parking of cars. 

Councillor Hiller responded:

I express sympathy with whoever has raised their concerns regarding the parking 
activities outside the school, it seems to be a problem outside schools often causing 
on occasions both safety issues and inconvenience to those residents living nearby. I 
regularly visit my own Ward’s primary school in Northborough to monitor with 
teachers and parents the very same happenings. We speak with the less aware 
drivers on occasion who park on the double yellow lines installed along that facing 
street. I am happy to respond to the question by informing Councillor Davidson that 
our Officers have recently visited the Gunthorpe Road School area to witness 
whatever parking issues are prevailing and shall be engaged in consultation on the 
introduction of parking restrictions in due course. As you might be aware, the school 
has taken part in activities to promote road safety to its pupils and has distributed 
leaflets to all parents with children at the school regarding the need to park safely and 
considerately. I have to tell you that no issues have yet been raised regarding either 
speeding or congestion. So in summary Mr Mayor, a consultation will be happening 
on the need and the potential implementation of parking restrictions outside that 
school and I will ask officers to keep you fully informed Councillor Davidson about 
that consultation and the timings in order that you can personally promote the 
exercise.

Councillor Davidson asked the following supplementary question:

I am very pleased that consultation will be being conducted. Can you just clarify for 
me, did you say that the school is actually going to roll out some road safety material, 
education wise to support parents in not parking immediately outside the school? and 
also whilst this assessment or consultation is being done, can we have a risk 
assessment carried out on how parents are dropping their children off etc. then that 
way we can get a true evaluation of what the problems are being faced at Gunthorpe. 
I’m very pleased and satisfied that we’ve had the puffin crossing introduced on 
Gunthorpe Road but we are having very similar problems being done at Gunthorpe 
Primary School.

Councillor Hiller responded:



I was in attendance at the opening of that puffin crossing and I have to say it’s a 
particularly fine bit of kit and I’m as pleased as you are no doubt that it has been 
installed and the kids seem to be using it properly. In answer to the first part of your 
question, the Officers have already visited Gunthorpe Road School area to witness 
whatever parking issues are prevailing and shall be engaged in consultation on the 
introduction of parking restrictions in due course. I’m sure a risk assessment could be 
part of that and the school has already partaken in the leaflets via their children to the 
parents regarding the need to park safely and considerately.

6. Question from Councillor Sandford

To Councillor North, Cabinet Member for Communities and Environment Capital

“Sky Ride Local” is a programme of hundreds of free cycle rides all over the country 
put on with support from Sky Television and British Cycling, with the aim of enabling 
people to engage in healthy exercise and have fun at the same time.  

One of my constituents, Carl from Walton, emailed me to say he used to participate 
in some of these rides in Peterborough, where of course we have an extensive 
network of off road cycle ways and our Local Transport Plan includes a strong 
commitment to encouraging cycling in all parts of the City.

Carl tells me he asked Sky Ride why he could not find any rides being organised this 
year in Peterborough on their website.  He was disappointed to get the following 
response:

“Our Sky Ride Local programmes take place as a partnership between Councils, Sky 
and British Cycling. Unfortunately Peterborough Council decided not to get back on 
board with Sky Ride Local which is why there were no guided rides there this year.”

Could the relevant cabinet member please tell Carl and myself what is going on?

Councillor North responded:

In 2011 the Council in partnership with other organisations, agreed to part fund a 
series of Sky Ride programmes. Sadly, turnout was very low and the cost was 
£25,000 so it was decided that we would not continue to fund this initiative. 

The Council is however committed to promoting cycling. For example, this year alone 
we have hosted the Tour Series, held a number of engagement events including 
pedal powered cinemas, as well as carrying out extensive works with schools and 
one of those school projects won a national award. 

Further, this financial year through the Department for Transport funded Local 
Sustainable Transport Fund, we have been granted £226K which we have passed 
onto to Sustrans to deliver personalised travel information to at least 2,000 
households, Bike-It officers to work with 23 schools in the city and a community led 
street design project where communities get together to discuss solutions to their 
streets and to make them safer and more attractive places to live.  
 
We have received a Bikeability grant from the Department for Transport since 2011 
to provide cycle training for year five and six pupils. This year we plan to train 1,532 
pupils.
 



In addition we have been working with businesses and residents to promote 
sustainable transport to support our Environment Capital aspirations.

Councillor Sandford asked the following supplementary question:

I think the gentleman that raised this with me may be slightly disappointed with the 
answer that the Cabinet Member has provided because I think he, like myself 
probably gets a number of emails almost on a weekly basis from Sky Ride urging us 
to take part in their rides but we find that there aren’t any in the Peterborough area. 
Councillor North made some points about expenditure on cycling so I actually looked 
in our Council’s Local Transport Plan in which it says that cycling and pedestrians 
should be the number one priority for Council expenditure. Could he tell me then why 
when I looked further on in the Local Transport Plan consultation that has just 
concluded, 13 of the 18 major schemes that were proposed were in relation to 
highway building not in relation to cycling. How does this show a council that treats 
cycling as its number one priority?

Councillor North responded:

Your feedback to your resident is ‘it’s £25k’. If a thousand people turned up then they 
would have to pay £25 each to make it balance. I do not consider it, if there is a low 
turnout, to be a good expenditure of Council funds. Following on from that you asked 
about road improvements. There are very good cycle ways in Peterborough and they 
are being improved constantly and we are always bidding for money, but as well as 
cyclists there are other road users and they need to be considered jointly. 

7. Question from Councillor Fower

To Councillor North, Cabinet Member for Communities and Environment Capital

Can you tell me whether there are plans afoot for my ward (Werrington South) to see 
no more policemen on the beat, no more local police stations and no more visits to 
people’s homes to discuss concerning issues, other than in certain prescribed 
circumstances and that the police will no longer take action if a resident happens to 
cycle down Bridge Street in a safe or environmentally friendly manner?

Councillor North may have responded:

Having spoken to my colleagues in the Constabulary they confirm that the Police will 
continue to respond to calls for service in the area and there is no change to the 
response to emergency calls. The Police are, however, seeking to find more efficient 
ways to discuss and address people’s concerns in relation to non-emergency 
matters.  
 
Of note, for the financial year to date Werrington South has seen a reduction in total 
crime of -8.2% and a reduction in ASB of -49.1%.

Police Inspector Kate Firman wrote to all local Councillors recently, advising them of 
the changes that have taken place regarding our response to community matters.  

A separate email address has been set up for all Police-SPP 
matters: policespp@cambs.pnn.police.uk.  This email contact address is for 
communities and colleagues to report concerns and issues for the partnership.  

mailto:policespp@cambs.pnn.police.uk


Community policing continues to be managed by the Safer Peterborough 
Partnership (SPP).

At least one team will be on duty every day.  For example, if there is a youth ASB 
issue in Werrington they will dedicate their time to resolving that issue.
  
The Police are also working with the Council to devolve powers to allow Council 
officers to deal with all aspects of low level ASB instead of just part of it as is 
presently the case.
  
Finally, the police response to cycling in Bridge Street has not changed. We ask 
patrolling officers and PCSOs to use discretion in dealing with people cycling on the 
pavement anywhere, including in Bridge Street.  In some cases it may be appropriate 
to give words of advice, on other occasions enforcement action may be more 
appropriate.

8. Question from Councillor Yonga

To Councillor Holdich, Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Education, 
Skills, University 

Now that Voyager Academy has a new Head in place, can the Cabinet Member 
please confirm what support they are going to be offered in order to ensure continued 
improved service delivery? The Head Teacher is actively engaging with the 
community and the Academy is improving. We are quick to blame the Head Teacher 
when things are going wrong but now that we have someone in place and we are 
seeing good results in the school and community, what are we going to do to support 
this and to keep it going?

Councillor Holdich responded:

As I am sure the Councillor is aware, the Voyager is an Academy School sponsored 
by the Comberton Academy Trust.  I am delighted that the Councillor reports that the 
Head teacher is actively engaging with the community and feels that the Academy is 
improving. I look forward to this improvement continuing and being translated into 
improved outcomes for students at the school and being recognised by OfSTED and 
the Regional Schools Commissioner.

The Council is ready and willing to offer further support to the school whenever 
invited to do so and Stewart Jackson MP and I have already met with the Minister for 
Education Nick Gibb to discuss the school. As the Councillor will know I have no right 
of direct intervention in an Academy school but am very open to the possibility of the 
school inviting us to provide or broker support where it is possible for us to do so.

Councillor Yonga did not have a supplementary question.

9. Question from Councillor Shaheed

Councillor Elsey, Cabinet Member for Digital, Waste and Street Scene

Walking around the city I have noticed a marked increase in the amount of litter being 
dumped on the streets instead of the many refuse bins dotted about. I'm obviously 
most familiar with my ward and it really has become a blot on the landscape in 



Walton.

I'm not saying it's fully their responsibility, but the level of litter does increase during 
school terms. I feel a good initiative would be to visit schools and communities to 
explain to them the cost and impact of not placing litter in the provided facilities. 

Are there any plans afoot to tackle what is a growing problem and could have a 
detrimental effect on people visiting this wonderful city in the future? If I were a 
stranger to the city and happened to drive into the town centre via Lincoln Road, the 
amount of litter strewn across the streets would make me think twice about revisiting 
the area.

Also, a bit outside of the box, but would it be possible to give councillors the authority 
to issue on-the-spot fines to people they see littering the streets?

Councillor Elsey responded:

Over the past year, we have been taking steps to try and reduce the amount of street 
litter, which has included increased litter bin capacity across the city, removing 
smaller post mounted bins and replacing with large floor mounted capacity bins. We 
have invested in Gluttons and smaller mechanical sweepers to enable Amey 
operatives to more effectively and efficiently cleanse areas.  

Also as part of the ‘Clean and Green’ campaign we did targeted communication on 
littering and the potential costs to the authority, these messages were delivered 
through a poster campaign and social media. 

Amey currently carry out a number of school assemblies, these at present mainly 
focus on waste and recycling. I will ask Amey, moving forwards, to try and include in 
these assemblies an aspect on littering and the costs that this incurs. 

I am afraid it would not be possible to give Councillors the power to give “on the spot” 
fines for littering. We are looking to use the Community Safety Accreditation Scheme 
(CSAS) to expand the powers of council enforcement officers which unfortunately 
does not extend to councillors. The legislation states “This is a voluntary scheme 
under which chief constables can choose to accredit employed people already 
working in those roles that contribute to maintaining and improving community safety 
with limited but targeted powers.”

Councillor Shaheed asked the following supplementary question:

Outside of the contractual obligations as outlined in Peterborough City Council’s 
contract with Amey, can you tell me how much extra is spent by Peterborough City 
Council on clearing up the city wide pandemic litter issue, such as flytipping etc.

Councillor Elsey responded:

With respect, there is no way that I will have that information off the top of my head. If 
the Councillor wishes me to provide information like that I am happy to do so in 
writing. 

10. Question from Councillor Shearman

To Councillor Holdich, Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Education, 



Skills, University 

The Cabinet member will be aware of the public disquiet over the poor levels of 
behaviour and educational outcomes at The Voyager Academy. In view of the fact it 
has been reported in the press that a new sponsor is being sought for The Voyager, 
could the Cabinet member provide an update on progress being made towards the 
appointment of a new sponsor, together with a timescale for the completion of this 
process.

Councillor Holdich may have responded:

I am aware, as the Councillor is, of statements which have been made in the press 
recently regarding this issue.  Any decisions regarding the future governance of the 
school are for the Department for Education (DfE) and the Regional Schools 
Commissioner to make. 

To facilitate understanding of the issues the school faces, you have already heard 
that I attended a meeting recently together with Stewart Jackson MP and the 
Assistant Director for Education at the DfE to meet Nick Gibb the Minister for 
Education.   

The DfE were very clear in their statement to the press, quoted on 27th November 
2015, that they are … “actively looking at other sponsors but it’s inappropriate to 
comment further at this stage”.

I can confirm that I am not aware of any further information than that released by the 
DfE regarding this matter having been communicated and/or finalised. 

11. Question from Councillor Murphy

Councillor Elsey, Cabinet Member for Digital, Waste and Street Scene

During my most recent walkabout in Ravensthorpe with Officers and representatives 
from our contractors, we came across many issues that needed action. One of these 
issues represented an immediate and serious health and safety hazard in the form of 
bushes and some trees which had been cut back along Brookfurlong and the debris 
left on a narrow cycle/footpath route that was poorly lit.  Can the Cabinet Member let 
Council know who was responsible for creating this serious hazard?

Councillor Elsey responded:

This particular shrub bed is owned by the school and does not form part of the 
maintained land under the Amey contract. The contractor used for this work would 
have been directly sourced through the school. 

I am pleased to note though that when Amey were made aware of the health and 
safety issue on your recent ward walk they quickly responded to have the area 
cleared and made safe.

Councillor Murphy asked the following supplementary question:

I would like to thank the officers who immediately escalated it to an urgent matter. 
The actual route runs from Mountbatten Way, Bader Close, right through 
Ravensthorpe through Sandford and it was getting to Sandford, Hartwell Way and it 



was getting dark. The question I would like to ask is how much did it cost Amey to 
sort it out and who has paid for it?

Councillor Elsey responded:

Again Mr Mayor, how can I possibly have that information off the top of my head. I 
am happy to provide it in writing to the Councillor, but I can’t have those facts and 
figures off the top of my head without any form of warning that they are going to be 
asked for.

12. Question from Councillor Shearman

To Councillor Holdich, Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for Education, 
Skills, University 

Does the Leader of the Council agree with me that any statements of fact made by 
councillors at meetings of the council should be accurate. And does he further agree 
with me that when a councillor is made aware that he/she has misled the council, 
regardless of whether or not it was intentional, it is incumbent on that councillor to 
clarify the inaccuracy as soon as they became aware of it?

Councillor Holdich may have responded:

All Councillors are aware of their responsibilities under the Members Code of 
Conduct and are expected to comply with its requirements.  If there are allegations 
that this is not being adhered to, this should be reported to the Monitoring Officer in 
line with the Constitution.

13. Question from Councillor Sandford

To Councillor North, Cabinet Member for Communities and Environment Capital

The major changes in policing in Peterborough which were implemented on 1 
November have significant knock on effects in terms of city council enforcement 
officers taking on new powers and responsibilities for plugging the gaps created in 
neighbourhood policing.  Yet the first time these changes will be discussed in a public 
forum by councillors will be at a meeting of the Strong and Supportive Communities 
Scrutiny Committee on 20 January which will then, we assume, make 
recommendations to Cabinet. 

Could the relevant cabinet member please explain why the Council decision making 
to authorise the Council’s involvement in these changes is taking place almost three 
months after the key decisions were effectively made by the Police?   When did the 
cabinet member first know that the Police were planning these changes and why did 
he not insist on a period of public consultation and discussion before the Council was 
forced into accepting them?

Councillor North responded:

An open letter from Superintendent Melanie Dales to all Councillors on 9 November, 
confirmed that changes in the structure of policing were not due to a reduction in 
officer numbers, so it is wrong to say that the Council’s enforcement team is plugging 
gaps in neighbourhood policing. 



The Neighbourhood Policing Team has existed for some time and prior to the 1 
November structure, was split into two main areas. 

The decision was made by the police that the teams should be moved to Chief 
Inspector Robin Sissons in order to encourage greater partnership working within the 
Safer Peterborough Partnership.  As the number of officers and PCSO’s remain the 
same these changes have had no direct or negative impact on council enforcement 
or other officers, other than to enhance the way that solutions can be found to 
challenging issues and to build capacity across our community and safety services.
 
Separate to this, the Council has been looking for some time at the way in which we 
challenge and change, most importantly, behaviours relating to fly tipping, littering, 
graffiti, unlawful parking and other highly visible issues that blight our communities.  
An initial high level paper was presented to Cabinet earlier this month with the more 
detailed and comprehensive report on how officers propose to develop a new way of 
working to be taken through the scrutiny process in January. The changes in police 
operational management means that we can include police officers and resources 
within the proposed model and significantly enhance the impact it will have for our 
residents.

The Council is not therefore authorising operational changes made by the Police.  
This confuses the decisions made by the Police regarding their operations and the 
decision made by the Cabinet to look at an alternative enforcement model involving 
its own officers. The Police and Council teams are co-located together for improved 
efficiency of both teams.  All members will have the opportunity to attend the Scrutiny 
meeting in January to review proposals.   

Councillor Sandford asked the following supplementary question:

Is it not the case, because this is what we were told at a Group Leader’s briefing on 
this on 12 October 2015, that a number of full time police officers are being taken off 
neighbourhood policing to work in central responsive teams at the Thorpe Wood 
Police Station and can he also comment on the sequence of events that took place 
because this new policing structure was implemented on 1 November 2015 before 
any letter had gone out to Councillors and without any public consultation and is he 
not also aware that what we were told was that this would be discussed by a Council 
Scrutiny Committee on 20 January 2016, but as I have mentioned earlier there was a 
Cabinet paper that went to the Cabinet on the 7 December 2015 which was about 
city centre enforcement, where the decision has now been rescinded and its now 
talking about enforcement across the whole city. Can I just say would he not agree 
with me that this constantly implementing the decisions before they have been 
consulted on, making decisions and then changing them, isn’t that just a catalogue of 
incompetence and didn’t we ought to expect a much more thorough decision making 
process on these issues which are important for law enforcement. 

Councillor North responded:

This was first raised and first looked at this issue, way back in 2011, the new 
enforcement teams. It had no relationship to the Police reorganising the way they 
work and we have no authority as a Council to tell the Police what to do. Now just to 
be clear, the Cabinet decision was for the concept of whether to have the system or 
not, the detail relating to uniforms, command control etc. etc. will be discussed with 
Members and will be scrutinised in the Safer and Stronger Scrutiny Committee in 
January 2016 and the details can be discussed there, and that is open to any 



Member to attend of course. 

14. Question from Councillor John Fox

Councillor Elsey, Cabinet Member for Digital, Waste and Street Scene

Due to the increase of flytipping especially in the rural wards, would the cabinet 
member for the environment consider introducing an online process to apply for a 
permit to dump waste from a company marked van that is clearly not conveying 
commercial waste.

Councillor Elsey responded:

The current application process for weekly permits for vans and trailers for the 
Household Recycling Centre does include being able to apply online.  Residents 
simply apply online and the permit is posted to an address within the Peterborough 
authority area only.  If a permit is required instantly it can be issued at Bayard Place 
when proof of an address in Peterborough is provided for example a Council Tax bill 
or a utility bill.

Councillor Fox asked the following supplementary question:

I appreciate what you are saying, the problem is when you turn up, like I have done in 
a marked van, obviously a commercial van with stuff that is obviously not related to 
that commercial operation, and I know that the Council do not control the tip to a 
degree, you are turned away and you have to go all the way to Bayard Place to get a 
permit and that’s probably why some people are not bothering. Common sense 
should prevail and they should look in the back and if it’s a painter or decorator’s van 
and there are settees in there, it’s hardly commercial waste and I don’t know if there 
is any way you can words with the tip to make sure that some of their officers that are 
down there use a bit of common sense and discretion, because there are a lot of 
people being turned away I believe.

Councillor Elsey responded:

I understand what you are saying Councillor Fox but the reality is that where do you 
draw the line, if people turn up without a permit when it is quite clearly advertised that 
if you are using a van or a trailer as such you need a permit to use the household 
facility, where do you draw the line between what you deem to be a few pots of paint 
and somebody else is using it as a means of disposing of their commercial waste, 
and the reason that it is only issued to people that have got a Peterborough address 
is because people travel significant distances to try and dispose of waste without 
having to incur any cost. 


