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EXECUTIVE 

 
18 FEBRUARY 2020 

 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 

 

Procedure for the discharge of business at this meeting 
 
The Leader of the Council, as chairman of the Executive, welcomes the attendance of members of 
the public and non-Executive councillors at this meeting of the Executive.   
 
The procedure for dealing with each item of business shall be as follows: 
 
1. Lead Councillor to introduce report on the matter 
2. Members of the public invited to ask a question or comment, for which they will have a 

maximum of three minutes each 
3. Opportunity for councillors to ask questions of the public speaker(s) 
4. Non-Executive councillors invited to ask a question or comment, for which they will have a 

maximum of five minutes each 
5. Lead councillor to respond to comments and questions 
6. Executive debates the matter 
7. Chairman to invite Executive to make decision on the matter 
 
 
Item 5:  Walnut Bridge, Guildford - Call in of Executive decision taken on 7 January 2020 
(Pages 29-54) 

 

Lead Councillor:  Councillor Jan Harwood 
        
Lead Officer:       Liz Fleming 
 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee – 4 February 2020 
The draft minutes of the special meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee (OSC) held on 
4 February 2020, which dealt with the call in of the decision taken by the Executive on 7 January 
2020, were published on 16 February 2020, and are attached as Appendix 1.  
 
A copy of the minutes containing exempt information considered by the OSC is attached 
as the NOT FOR PUBLICATION Appendix 2. 
 
Update 
A meeting was held with the LEP on Tuesday 11 February 2020 to explore and consider what 
options there may be with respect to the Local Growth Fund expenditure dates and conditions for 
the Walnut Bridge Project. 
 
The Council was represented at the meeting by: 
 
Councillor Caroline Reeves – Leader of the Council 
Councillor John Rigg – Lead councillor for Major Projects 
Robert Parkin – Council Solicitor and Monitoring Officer 
Claudia Frost – Major Projects Programme Manager 
 
The following options came from this meeting: 
 
 
 



 

2 
 

Option  

1 Review design of the Bridge/Ramp to address concerns raised on the bulk of the 
ramp specifically and the design of the bridge itself. 
 

2 Decline to proceed with Scheme  
 

3 Decline to proceed with scheme and resolve to incorporate bridge/public realm vision 
within DPD, or informal Masterplan 
 

4 Confirm the Executive’s decision taken on 7 January 2020 which was:  
 

(1) That a virement of £450,000 be transferred from the capital contingency fund 
for the Walnut Bridge Project. 
 

(2) That the Bedford Plaza Public realm works be incorporated within the Walnut 
Bridge Project. 
 

(3) That £350,000 be transferred from the provisional to approved capital budget 
to fund the public realm work. 

 

 

Other issues for noting from the meeting: 
 

 Walnut Bridge funding is Local Growth Fund – this fund required that expenditure be made 
by 31 March 2021. 

 

 LEP meeting BEIS (HM Govt) for annual performance appraisal– this month (Feb 2020). 
LEP are under significant pressure to secure that projects are delivered, and expenditure 
complete, to time. 

 

 Uncertainty as to whether alternative or supplemental funding may be available from HM 
Govt, so there is an imperative to direct funding to projects which will deliver by the 2021 
date. LEP would seek to recover funding by way of clawback if GBC were to choose not to 
deliver the scheme. 

 

 LEP may offer flexibility on the detailed design – but the delivery deadline, and the 
continued meeting of the funding award criteria (the growth, transport indicators etc) are 
mandatory. If GBC sought to modify the design then it (design, contractor appointment) 
needs to be deliverable within the timeframe. 

 

 LEP referred to the Winchester City Council example – funding was here withdrawn owing 
to a change in administration and strategic direction on town centre project. 

 
The considerations, advantages and risks for all four options are set out in the tables below 
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OPTION 1 

Review design of the Bridge/Ramp to address concerns raised on the bulk of the ramp 
specifically and the design of the bridge itself 

Considerations: 

 Impact on time and whether (given additional design, cost appraisal and possible 
regulatory or third-party consent requirements), it is achievable within the time 
constraints 

 Assuming time constraint cannot be met and LEP grant is repaid the financial cost to the 
Council will be: 
o Annual Debt (MRP) cost of say £150,000 to general fund revenue account for 

funding the repayment of the LEP grant from internal borrowing over a period of 10 
years (10 years chosen as no asset life) 

o Further annual MRP cost to the general fund of £102,000 per annum as total cost of 
the bridge is funded by internal borrowing over 50-year asset life 

 Potential Additional costs  

 Whether this could be done within existing planning permission 

 Material supply and resource chains (whether affected by EU exit or not) 

 If timings change, are the transportation/road space bookings/TMO arrangements still 
valid - what dependencies are there on SCCs own programme of work in this area 

 Timing of the ODEON works – if this goes ahead 
 

Advantages: 

 Addresses the concerns on the bulk of the ramp raised by Councillors in the Call-In 
process  

Risks: 

 New planning permission may be required if the changes are more than minor and non-
material (including key stakeholder consultation (EA, NT)) 

 New tender process required 

 Additional funding required due to revised design and any EU exit impact on 
supply/resource chains 

 Additional time required - taking the completion date significantly beyond the LEP time 
constraint 

 Obligation to repay LEP monies 

 Third-party object to any new planning application/uncertainty as to planning permission  

 

OPTION 2 

Decline to proceed with Scheme 

Considerations: 

 one-off £1.5million charge to the Council’s general fund reserve for writing off capital 
expenditure 

 Annual Debt (MRP) cost of say £150,000 to general fund revenue account for funding 
the repayment of the LEP grant from internal borrowing over a period of 10 years (10 
years chosen as no asset life) 

 Whether there is anything salvageable from the existing work undertaken to date on the 
Bridge for future use in the greater Bedford Wharf regeneration 

 

Advantages: 

 New Bridge could be included in future Master Planning 

 Cost certainty 

 Reduction of impact of works on other occupiers in the area and potential financial claims 
for disruption  
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Risks: 

 Adverse reputational implications for GBC – with stakeholders, Public, LEP and SCC  

 Requirement to repay LEP money 
 

 

OPTION 3 

Decline to proceed with scheme and resolve to incorporate bridge/public realm vision 
within DPD, or informal Masterplan 

Considerations: 

 One-off £1.5million charge to the Council’s general fund reserve for writing off capital 
expenditure 

  Annual Debt (MRP) cost of say £150,000 to general fund revenue account for funding 
the repayment of the LEP grant from internal borrowing over a period of 10 years (10 
years chosen as no asset life) 

 Whether there is anything salvageable from the existing work undertaken to date on the 
Bridge for future use in any Masterplan or any other activity on the site 

 Identification of an outline timetable for a bridge in this area to come forward again 

 Funding strategy as LEP funding would no longer be available. 
 

Advantages: 

 New Bridge included in future Masterplan 

 Cost certainty 

 Reduction of impact of works on other occupiers in the area and potential financial claims 
for disruption 

 Addresses some concerns raised by Councillors at the Call-In 

Risks: 

 Adverse reputational implications for GBC although incorporation into the DPD and 
identification of a potential delivery timetable for a bridge in this area could dilute this 
impact 

 Requirement to repay LEP money 

 No external funding available 
 

 

OPTION 4 

To confirm the Executive’s decision taken on 7 January 2020  

Considerations: 

 Ability, following 6 months delay to the contracting of the works, to meet the LEP 
timescales through successful negotiations with all relevant parties including SCC and 
the preferred bidder. 

 Net cost to the Council funded by internal borrowing, creating an MRP cost to the 
revenue account over a 50-year period of £71,000 per annum 

 Potential further Increase in project costs following Brexit in Jan 2020  

 Availability of materials 

 Availability of Resources 

 Timing of Odeon works – should these go ahead 
 

Advantages: 

 Possibility of project delivery (Subject to successful negotiations with preferred bidder 
and the LEP on time constraints) 

 Limited ‘Sunk’ costs 

 If Bridge delivered – reduced reputational damage to GBC 
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Risks: 

 That SCC may no longer guarantee road closures/TMOs/Street Works orders because of 
delays and impact on other scheduled works – thus potentially delaying the project 
beyond LEP required dates  

 With the project time contingency having been eroded since the tenders were received 
and the delay to the tender process itself, that negotiations with SCC and the preferred 
bidder to meet LEP time constraints, are not successful and that the LEP declines to 
agree a further extension. 

 Further funding is required as proposed mitigations to date do not deliver what is 
expected. 

 Following the tender process delay bidders have no appetite or incentive to negotiate 
savings or reduce the programme duration. 

 
 
Item 6: Allocation of Community and Voluntary Grants 2020-21 (Pages 55-64) 

 
Lead Councillor:  Councillor Julia McShane 
        
Lead Officer:      Stephen Benbough 
 
 
COMMUNITY EXECUTIVE ADVISORY BOARD Draft Minute 13 February 2020 
 
COMMUNITY AND VOLUNTARY GRANTS 2020-21 
 
The Board considered an Executive report which set out the proposed allocation of grants to 
voluntary and community organisations for 2020-21 following their review by the Council’s Grants 
Panel.  In order to protect and maintain services to some of the Borough’s most vulnerable and 
disadvantaged residents, the Council was proposing to transfer £50,495 from the community 
grants budget, where there was a surplus, to support the voluntary grants scheme, which was 
oversubscribed, in 2020-21. 
 
The following points arose from related questions and discussion: 
 

 All grant applications were scored against a criteria previously agreed by the Council. 

 The grant recommended for allocation to the Stoke and District Horticultural Society in 
respect of Aggie Hall was for essential maintenance works and was anticipated that the 
refurbished Hall would remain open for some years to come. 

 Some grants funded the employment of staff and it was important for applicants to be 
aware of their likely allocation at an early stage to facilitate forward planning and provide 
certainty.  In the future it was likely that some annual voluntary grants would be replaced by 
three year rolling service level agreements (SLAs) for this reason and community grants 
may be provided through a crowdfunding model going forward.  SLAs would enhance 
monitoring of grant delivery and outcomes as they required formal monitoring review 
meetings with grant recipients. 

 Although South West Surrey Association for Mental Health had applied for a voluntary grant 
of £22,500 in respect of its Canterbury Care Centre project, the recommended allocation 
was a reduced amount of £20,000. 

 The total allocation of community grants in 2020-21 was £81,865 and the remaining 
£50,495 had been transferred to support the voluntary grants scheme. 

 
In conclusion, the Board indicated its support for the recommended community and voluntary 
grant allocations and transfer of £50,495 from the community grants budget to support the 
voluntary grants scheme in 2020-21, with the exception of the proposed grant to South West 
Surrey Association for Mental Health.  The Board recommended that the Executive should 
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reconsider the latter grant to establish the Association’s need for the full amount of £22,500 
applied for and consider increasing the grant to match that sum. 
 
Item 7: Town Centre CCTV Equipment Upgrade (Pages 65-98) 
 
Lead Councillor:  Councillor Fiona White 
        
Lead Officers:       Geoff Fowler 
 
Item 8: Paperless Meetings (Pages 99-106) 
 
Lead Councillor:  Councillor Joss Bigmore 
        
Lead Officer:       John Armstrong 
 
Item 9: Exclusion of the public  
 

The Executive is asked to consider passing the following resolution: 
 
"That under Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 1972 (as amended) and Regulation 5 
of the Local Authorities (Executive Arrangements) (Meetings and Access to Information) 
(England) Regulations 2012, the public be excluded from the meeting for consideration of agenda 
item 10 on the grounds that it involves the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in 
paragraph 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A to the Act.” 
 
Item 10: North Street Development, Guildford (Pink Pages 107-124) 
 
Lead Councillor:  Councillor John Rigg 
        
Lead Officer:       Andrew Tyldesley 
 
      
 

 

 



 
 

OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
4 February 2020 

* Councillor Paul Spooner (Chairman) 
* Councillor James Walsh (Vice-Chairman) 

 
* Councillor Colin Cross 
  Councillor Graham Eyre 
* Councillor Liz Hogger 
* Councillor Tom Hunt 
  Councillor Steven Lee 
 

* Councillor Masuk Miah 
* Councillor John Redpath 
* Councillor Tony Rooth 
* Councillor Deborah Seabrook 
* Councillor Patrick Sheard 
 

 
*Present 

 
Councillors Tim Anderson, Joss Bigmore, Lead Councillor for Finance and Assets, Customer 
Services, Chris Blow, Dennis Booth, Ruth Brothwell, David Goodwin, Lead Councillor for 
Waste, Licensing, and Parking, Ted Mayne, Julia McShane, Lead Councillor for Community 
Health, Support and Wellbeing, Maddy Redpath, Caroline Reeves, the Leader of the Council 
and Lead Councillor for Environment and Sustainability across the Borough, Transformation, 
Sustainable Transport, Economic Development, and Governance, John Rigg, the Lead 
Councillor for Major Projects, Pauline Searle, Lead Councillor for Countryside, Rural Life, 
and the Arts, and James Steel, Lead Councillor for Tourism, Leisure, and Sport were also in 
attendance. 
 
In accordance with Council Procedure Rule 23(j), Councillor George Potter attended as a 
substitute for Councillor Steven Lee. 
 

OS40   APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND NOTIFICATION OF SUBSTITUTE MEMBERS  
The Committee was advised of apologies for absence from Councillors Graham Eyre, 
Steven Lee, and Jan Harwood, Lead Councillor for Planning, Regeneration and Housing 
Delivery and a substitute as detailed above. 
  

OS41   LOCAL CODE OF CONDUCT AND DECLARATION OF DISCLOSABLE 
PECUNIARY INTERESTS  

There were no declarations of Disclosable Pecuniary Interests. 
  

OS42   CALL-IN OF PROPOSED EXECUTIVE DECISION: WALNUT BRIDGE - 
APPLICATION FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING  

The Chairman outlined the procedure to be followed at the meeting and confirmed that the 
public would be excluded from the part of the meeting dealing with exempt information. 
  
The Council’s Monitoring Officer explained the purpose of call-in and the options available to 
the Committee.  He indicated that the role of the Committee was to review the 7 January 
2020 decision of the Executive in relation to Walnut Bridge.  The Committee was advised 
that it had the power to endorse the proposed decision or refer it back to the Executive with 
appropriate comment and advice.  The Monitoring Officer indicated that should the 
Committee not support the decision and decide to refer it back to the decision maker, then 
the Executive should respond specifically to any comment and advice from Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee when reconsidering its original decision.  
  
The Chairman indicated that the purpose of the meeting was to review the 7 January 
decision by the Executive in relation to additional funding for the Walnut Bridge project and 
the incorporation of the Bedford Plaza public realm works into the Walnut Bridge project.  He 



 
 

informed the meeting of the role of the Committee in considering the call-in: to explore the 
Executive’s understanding of the Walnut Bridge project and whether the Executive had 
sufficient and accurate information, took into account all relevant facts and assessed them 
properly; and to consider whether the Executive acted in accordance with the Council’s 
Principles of Decision-Making.  The Chairman advised the meeting of the Principles of 
Decision-Making contained within Article 14 of the Council’s Constitution.  
  
The Chairman welcomed the Leader of the Council and Lead Councillor for Environment and 
Sustainability across the Borough, Transformation, Sustainable Transport, Economic 
Development, and Governance, the Lead Councillor for Finance and Assets, Customer 
Services, and the Lead Councillor for Major Projects to the meeting.  In addition, other 
Executive members present, officers attending to support the Committee’s review, and 
Councillors who had called-in the proposed decision of the Executive were introduced. 
  
To aid the Committee’s deliberations, a design walkthrough video clip of the proposed 
Walnut Bridge was shown. 
  
After reminding the meeting not to discuss, at the current stage of the meeting, the exempt 
information within the ‘Not for Publication’ Appendices 3 and 4 of the report submitted to the 
Committee, the Chairman invited those Councillors who had called-in the proposed decision 
of the Executive to explain their reasons for doing so.  A number of issues and questions 
were put forward by Councillors calling-in the decision: 
  

         Councillors questioned whether the Executive had properly assessed all the relevant 
information in making its decision on 7 January 2020.  They suggested it was proper 
to question whether the rationale informing previous decisions on the Walnut Bridge 
Project still held, especially as circumstances had changed.   

  

         With reference to the lack of cycle or disabled access to the towpath and the 
concerns that cyclists had raised with the proposed design, the extent to which the 
proposed bridge would improve sustainable travel and accessibility was queried.   

  

         Councillors suggested that the Executive had not taken into account the Council’s 
July 2019 commitment to bring forward a Town Centre Master Plan Development 
Plan within the term of the current Council.  Councillors suggested that to progress 
with the proposed bridge design would restrict the Master Plan options and more 
likely to result in a bridge not in keeping with the Plan.   

  

         Councillors suggested the value in pausing the project to rethink the design of the 
proposed bridge.  

  

         The issue of whether there was insufficient, misleading, or inaccurate information 
available to the Executive was raised.  In particular, the adequacy of information on 
the background to the Project within the report provided to the Executive meeting on 
7 January 2020 was questioned.  The meeting heard that papers and reports 
relevant to the Executive’s decision were not referenced within the report presented 
to the Executive on 7 January 2020.  Moreover, one Councillor suggested the merit 
in providing more complete information on the work carried out and the costs 
incurred to progress the Project to date given the newness of the Executive members 
to their roles.   

  

         Councillors questioned the assertion within the report to the Executive on 7 January 
2020 that the carbon cost of constructing the bridge was not measurable.  The 
suggestion was put to the meeting that efforts to estimate the carbon cost of the 



 
 

project and identify accompanying options to mitigate its impact should have been 
included in information provided to the Executive.   

  

         With reference to comments made at the meeting of the Executive on 7 January 
2020, a Councillor questioned the wisdom in undertaking the proposed bridge if 
future changes to it were likely.  The acceptance of incurring additional costs and 
materials was juxtaposed with the Council’s declaration of a climate change 
emergency. 

  

         With reference to the value in a wholesale review of the project, Councillors 
questioned the justification for the virement of £450k requested in the report 
submitted to the Executive on 7 January. 

  

         Councillors questioned whether the Executive’s decision was in accordance with the 
decision-making principles set out in the Council’s constitution.  They questioned the 
apparently binary choice presented to the Executive of either ceasing the project or 
agreeing additional funding.  The options of requesting the LEP [Local Enterprise 
Partnership] to authorise a delay in the project or to seek a cheaper and more flexible 
design that would be less of a possible impediment to the Town Centre Master Plan 
were options suggested for consideration by the Executive. 

  

         Councillors queried the apparent lack of scrutiny or involvement by the LEP in the 
changes to the Project.  In addition, the quality assurance role of the LEP was 
questioned. 

  

         Councillors questioned the chances of the proposed bridge being completed by the 
LEP funding deadline of March 2021 and suggested the value in obtaining an 
extension regardless of the outcome of the call-in. 

  
Following the explanation of the reasons for the call-in, the Committee confirmed that it 
wished to review the proposed decision itself rather than refer it to full Council. 
  
The Chairman invited the Leader of the Council to respond to the reasons for the call-in.   
  
The Leader of the Council indicated that the report considered by the Executive on 
7 January 2020 related to one element of a £23 million package of work that dated back to 
2012.  The meeting was advised that the purpose of the package of work was to improve 
sustainable travel around and through Guildford, including a reduction in the number of 
pedestrians using Bridge Street.   
  
The Leader of the Council indicated that the report to the Executive on 7 January 2020 
requested additional Project funding because the prices quoted by bidders to construct the 
bridge were significantly higher than originally estimated.  She suggested that some of the 
questions raised by Councillors at the meeting did not relate to the Executive’s proposed 
decision of 7 January 2020. 
  
In specific response to questions about whether the report considered by the Executive on 7 
January 2020 contained insufficient information on the background to the Bridge Project 
from July 2016 to the date of the Executive meeting on 7th January 2020, the Leader of the 
Council advised that the Walnut Bridge Project had been in existence since 2012 and been 
the subject of numerous Executive and other reports.  The Leader of the Council indicated 
that these previous reports had been referred to in the report considered on 7 January 
2020.  The meeting was informed that the replacement bridge had been the subject of a 
planning application that had included public consultation.   



 
 

  
Next, the Leader of the Council addressed the suggestion that the report of 7 January 2020 
contained insufficient information and detail concerning the works carried out and the costs 
incurred to progress the Bridge Project generally to date and in particular since July 2016.  
She indicated that Executive members either possessed the information needed or had the 
opportunity to ask for additional information if required before reaching their decision on 7 
January 2020.  The Committee was advised that the Project had been discussed at various 
Executive meetings that had been held in public and webcast and had been reported at the 
Major Projects Portfolio Board.  In addition, the Leader of the Council advised the Committee 
that there had been meetings held with the Lead Councillor for Planning, Regeneration, and 
Housing Delivery, and the Lead Councillor for Finance and Assets, Customer Services prior 
to the Executive meeting on 7 January 2020.  
  
In reply to the suggestion that it was possible to estimate the carbon costs of constructing 
the bridge, the Leader of the Council stated that it was not possible to estimate the carbon 
impact of demolishing the existing bridge, the impact of fabricating, transporting and 
constructing the new bridge, and the potential carbon savings through encouraging and 
facilitating more sustainable travel over the new bridge.  The Leader of the Council indicated 
that the Council had recently invested in resources to provide more information on the 
climate change implications of proposals but were not in a position to do this at this time.   
  
With reference to the suggestion that the report considered by the Executive on 7 January 
2020 lacked sufficient information about the Bedford Plaza Public Realm Project, the Leader 
of the Council stated that the landscaping scheme was the subject of a report to the 
Executive in January 2019.  She indicated that the justification and benefits for bringing the 
Bedford Plaza Public Realm Project back into the Walnut Bridge Project were within the 
report considered by the Executive on 7 January 2020.   
  
In responding to another query raised by the call-in, the Leader of the Council confirmed that 
aside from the additional funding requested all other elements would remain unchanged, 
including the landscaping and provision of public art around the bridge structure. 
  
In specific response to questions about whether all relevant facts had been taken into 
account and assessed properly in relation to the commencement of a Town Centre Master 
Plan Development Plan Document, the Leader of the Council noted that all development in 
the town centre would not stop whilst work on a plan took place.  She advised the 
Committee of other schemes progressing in the town centre and stated that if the bridge 
project stopped to wait for a town centre masterplan then safe sustainable travel around and 
through Guildford will continue not to be addressed and funds would have to be re-paid to 
the LEP. 
  
With reference to the question of why the Executive considered only two options – to cease 
the project or agree the additional funding – the Leader of the Council indicated that the LEP 
had re-confirmed the week previous that a failure to deliver the bridge by the March 2021 
deadline would require repayment of the £1.5m LEP funding.   
  
In response to questions about the lack of cycle or disabled access to the towpath, the 
Leader of the Council stated that the new bridge would be wider than the current one and 
DDA compliant, with safety further improved by the installation of a pedestrian crossing 
across Walnut Tree Close.   
  
The Leader of the Council indicated that the Executive was not looking at the whole project 
on 7 January 2020, rather it was considering the latest stage. 
  



 
 

The Leader of the Council indicated that the report considered by the Executive on 
7 January 2020 contained information on risks and mitigation, including an evaluation 
around the new funding requirement.  In concluding her response to the explanation for the 
call-in, the Leader of the Council stated her belief that Executive members had sufficient 
information upon which to vote on the recommendations on 7 January 2020. 
  
The members of the Committee then questioned the Leader of the Council, the Lead 
Councillor for Finance and Assets, Customer Services, the Lead Councillor for Major 
Projects, and officers, and debated the proposed decision of the Executive. 
  

         The Director of Resources confirmed that the Council had spent £1.5 million of the 
LEPs grant on the initial stages of the project and drawn down the grant.  If the 
Council needed to repay £1.5 million to the LEP then this would constitute a net 
spend of £1.5 million and, in accounting terms, a gross spend of £3 million. 

  

         The Leader of the Council agreed that the current bridge needed replacing and 
indicated that if the decision was not taken quickly to progress the bridge then the 
LEP delivery deadline could not be achieved and the grant would require repayment.   

  

         The Director of Service Delivery informed the meeting that the terms of the 
agreement between the Council and the LEP had been confirmed in writing by a 
representative of the LEP the previous week.   

  

         Members of the Committee questioned the likelihood of achieving the March 2021 
deadline for construction of the bridge 

  

         The Lead Councillor for Major Projects stated that the £1.5 million spent to date 
included research that would be needed whenever a replacement bridge was 
constructed and it would be incorrect to designate the £1.5 million as lost if the LEP 
was repaid. 

  

         The Leader of the Council advised the meeting of usage figures for the bridge in 
2017 [5352 per term-time weekday between 7am and 7pm and 3636 users per 
Saturday].  The Director of Service Delivery indicated that the new bridge would be 
constructed alongside the current one and the period during construction when a 
bridge was not available would be two-weeks. 

  

         In response to a question from a Committee member about the merit of pursuing a 
more flexible bridge design, the Director of Service Delivery indicated that the 
existing planning permission for the bridge was a likely constraint on the flexibility of 
design for the replacement bridge and that there would not be sufficient time to 
progress a different design through the planning process and adhere to the LEP 
deadline.  In reply to a subsequent question from a member of the Committee, the 
Director of Service Delivery stated that the design of the bridge was not being 
compromised to meet LEP timescales. 

  

         The Director of Service Delivery confirmed that bidders for the construction were 
aware of the March 2021 deadline and he was confident the bridge could be 
delivered on time and within budget unless there were further delays.   

  

         A member of the Committee questioned whether delaying the bridge was a practical 
option in the circumstances and the merits of the call-in. 

  



 
 

         The Chairman indicated that the discussion showed that, while outside the remit of 
the current meeting, it would be worthwhile for Overview and Scrutiny to review the 
decision-making of the overall project.  

  
The Chairman then invited the Leader of the Council and other members of the Executive to 
respond to the non-exempt information debate. 
  
The Leader of the Council advised the meeting that the project for an important opportunity 
to regenerate an area of the town in her ward that had been neglected and was subject to 
anti-social behaviour. 
  
The Lead Councillor for Finance and Assets, Customer Services noted the lack of an ideal 
solution to complete the project and the risk of losing LEP funding should the Council seek 
an extension to the LEP deadline to re-examine the design of the bridge.  He advocated 
pursuing a more flexible bridge design that would not restrict future choices for the area and 
commented on the expense of the current proposal. 
  
The Lead Councillor for Major Projects indicated that the Executive should not feel bound by 
decisions or scrutiny undertaken by a previous administration and the Council was obligated 
to consider the project, particularly the cost and design of the bridge.   
  
The Lead Councillor for Waste, Licensing, and Parking commented on the availability of 
information to Councillors requesting it and the need for a replacement bridge.   
  
The Lead Councillor for Community Health, Support and Wellbeing questioned the scope of 
the discussion and reasons for the call-in and noted the subjectivity of design objections.   
  
The Lead Councillor for Countryside, Rural Life, and the Arts indicated that the replacement 
bridge was necessary and that the project should be progressed with the bridge design 
perhaps re-examined within the scope of the existing planning permission.   
  
The Lead Councillor for Tourism, Leisure, and Sport noted that the newness of the Executive 
members to their roles did not lessen their decision-making abilities. 
  
The Chairman referred to the designation of financial information within two appendices of 
the report submitted to the Committee as exempt due to its relevance to an ongoing 
commercial negotiation and commercial sensitivity.  The Committee 
  
RESOLVED:  That, under Section 100A(4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the public be 
excluded from the meeting for the consideration of information contained within Appendices 
3 and 4 to the report on the grounds that it involves the likely disclosure of exempt 
information as defined in paragraph 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A to the Act; namely, 
information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular person (including the 
authority holding that information). 
  
The Chairman invited those Councillors who had called-in the proposed decision of the 
Executive to explain, with reference to exempt information, their reasons for doing so.  The 
Leader of the Council made a statement in response. 
  
The Committee debated the exempt information related elements of the call-in and the 
Leader of the Council, the Lead Councillor for Finance and Assets, Customer Services, and 
the Lead Councillor for Major Projects responded to the debate. 
  
Following consideration of the exempt information and readmittance of the public to the 
meeting, the Committee considered whether or not to refer the proposed decision back to 



 
 

the Executive for reconsideration and possible comments and advice to accompany any 
such referral. 
  
RESOLVED: (I) That the proposed decision taken by the Executive on 7 January 2020 in 
connection with the Walnut Bridge project be not supported and that it be referred back to 
the next appropriate meeting of the Executive for reconsideration. 
  
(II)        That, in considering the referral back of the proposed decision, the Executive be 
requested to take into account the following comments and advice from the Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee: 
  

(a)  To re-examine the financial arrangements with the LEP in relation to a possible 
further extension of the delivery deadline.   

(b)  To investigate the possible separation of the ramp from the bridge design, with 
the aim of a cheaper, less permanent option to the proposed ramp, in order to 
better accommodate any changes that may arise from the Town Centre Master 
Plan process. 

(c)   Subject to the outcome of the discussions with the LEP, to take the opportunity of 
looking at the bridge design in the round. 

(d)  To review the proposed decision on the Walnut Bridge project with consideration 
to the Town Centre Master Plan.  

(e)  To consider whether it would make sense for the Town Centre Master Plan to be 
progressed prior to a decision being made in respect of proceeding with the 
Walnut Bridge project.  

  
 
The meeting finished at 9.27 pm 
 
Signed   Date  

  

Chairman 
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