
 

 

CUMBRIA COUNTY COUNCIL 

 
Minutes of a Meeting of the Cabinet held on Thursday, 27 January 

2022 at 10.00 am at Cumbria House, Botchergate, Carlisle 
 

  

 
PRESENT: 

 
Mr SF Young (Leader) 

Mrs PA Bell 
Mrs A Burns 

Ms D Earl 
Mr KA Little 

Mrs S Sanderson 
Mr DE Southward 

Mr P Thornton 
Mrs C Tibble 

 
Mr K Hitchen – Agenda Item No 7 (a) 

Mr W Wearing – Agenda item Nos 8 (a), 9 (a), and 10 (a) 

 
Officers in attendance: 

 
Executive Director (People) and Acting Chief Executive, Executive 

Director - Corporate, Customer and Community Services, Executive 
Director - Economy and Infrastructure, Chief Fire Officer, Director of 

Finance (Section 151 Officer), Director of Public Health, Chief Legal 
Officer, Leadership Support Officer - Labour Group, Leadership Support 

Officer - Liberal Democrat Group, Professional Lead - Democratic 
Services, Communications Manager, Strategic Policy and Scrutiny Advisor 

and Area Manager - Allerdale. 
 

At the start of the meeting the Chair announced that in accordance with 
the Local Government Act 1972 he had agreed to take an additional item 

of business today for the Afghan Citizens Resettlement Scheme.  It was 

impractical to defer the decision until the next cabinet meeting as there 
was an urgent need to ensure that Cumbria was ready to accept arrivals 

early in February 2022. 
 

In recognition of today being Holocaust Memorial Day, a minute’s silence 

was then held in remembrance of those that lost their lives or whose 
lives have been changed beyond recognition during the Holocaust, and in 

the genocides which followed including in Cambodia, Rwanda, Bosnia and 
Darfur.  
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 PART 1 ITEMS CONSIDERED IN THE PRESENCE 

OF THE PUBLIC AND PRESS 

 

 

 
183 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 

 

An apology for absence was received from Mrs J Willis. 
 

 
184 DISCLOSURES OF INTEREST 

 
There were no disclosures of interest made on this occasion. 

 
 

185 EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC 
 

RESOLVED,  that the press and public be not excluded from any items 
on the agenda today. 

 
 

186 MINUTES 

 
RESOLVED, that the minutes of the meeting held on 16 December 2021 

be agreed as a true record and signed by the Chair 
 

 
187 STATEMENTS BY THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL AND 

CABINET MEMBERS 
 

The Cabinet Member for Health and Care Services took the opportunity to 
update Cabinet colleagues on the latest situation in Adult Social Care. 

 
There were 2 pieces of good news to report.  Firstly, staff that had been 

self isolating were beginning to return to work and secondly the 
recruitment campaign ‘Proud to Care Cumbria’ was making a difference 

and was an important part of the way forward for adult social care 
services. 

 
However, there were still a vast number of vacancies across the care 

sector and the County Council was still carrying Social Worker and 
Occupational Therapist vacancies. 

 
Requests for services were being received faster and at increased levels 

than before leading to greater pressures being experienced in meeting 
care needs with consequent pressure on families to step in to help. 
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The fragility of the social care sector, and demand was simply 

outstripping capacity, however, she wanted to reassure colleagues that 
when residents asked for, and needed an ASC service, every attention 

and effort was made to work with family, friends providers and the third 
sector to keep people as safe as possible. 

 
All the staff working across the health and care sector in Cumbria were 

doing an excellent job, and she wanted to thank them publicly for all they 
do. 

 
The Cabinet Member for Schools and Learning made an announcement 

about the incident at Walney School in Barrow in Furness. 
 

The County Council was informed about the incident shortly after it 
occurred on Tuesday morning, and made immediate contact with the 

Head Teacher.  The school had received support with resource, advice 
and pastoral support from the Council’s Education Psychology and 

Learning Improvement Service teams.  

 
Working closely with the police critical incident protocols, the County 

Council had supported the response to this terrible incident, lending 
communications support and brokering advice from other areas of the 

country where similar incidents had occurred.  
 

Thankfully, the injuries suffered by the victim in this case were much less 
severe than first thought and he had now been discharged from hospital. 

 
Everyone involved had been heartened by both the system response in 

wrapping round the school so quickly, and the attitude, approach and 
resilience of the pupils in the school whose response to this traumatic 

incident, after such a difficult two years, spoke volumes. 
 

The County Council would continue to work alongside the school, police 

and local community where necessary over the coming days and weeks 
to support efforts to minimise any negative impacts and to take 

advantage of any opportunities to learn from this very shocking and sad 
situation. 

 
The Cabinet Member for Children’s Services also made a short statement 

following the incident on Walney.  
 

As a resident of that community, Cllr Burns extended her thanks for the 
immediate response; and spoke about how from both a Children’s 

Services and a Barrow Local Committee perspective the increasing 
incidence of children carrying knives locally was of significant concern. 
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This was one of the reasons they had worked hard to secure funding for 
the Knife Angel sculpture to visit Barrow, and she was confident that 

everyone involved would work to ensure that the educational impact of 
these events would not be lost.  

  

 
188 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 
Mr Paul Carr Chairman of Fluoride Free Cumbria made the following 

statement to Cabinet:- 
 

“The report from the Director of Public Health – Colin Cox, in response to 
the Scrutiny Review – Fluoridation of water supplies is something of a 

curate’s egg.  My statement is not intended to be a critique of what the 
Director of Public Health is proposing but to point out the consequences 

of the Cabinet approval of the proposed response. 
 

In particular, attention is drawn to the proposed response in paragraph 
10, the major gist of which is “…..the current community water 

fluoridation scheme should be maintained…….extending fluoridation to 

other parts of Cumbria is not something that Cabinet wishes to consider 
at this time”.  The reasons given for this proposal are almost entirely 

contained within paragraph 15 which is fundamentally flawed.  Accuracy 
with words and reference to the statutory process governing water 

fluoridation schemes are vital in appreciating the consequences of 
approving the proposed response. 

 
The Director of Public Health quite rightly outlines the statutory process 

in paragraph 3 – “Under the current legislative framework, Cumbria 
County Council has the power to propose and consult on new fluoridation 

schemes, variations to existing fluoridation schemes, and termination of 
existing schemes” i.e., there are only three types of water fluoridation 

schemes new, variations or terminations.  There is no mention of 
continuation of existing schemes or maintenance of existing schemes.  

Furthermore, the statutory process requires public consultation to 

introduce new, or vary, existing schemes. 
 

The existing water fluoridation scheme in Cumbria is served from the 
water treatment works (WTW’s) at Cornhow and Ennerdale.  These 

WTW’s are shortly to be taken out of service and replaced by a new WTW 
at Williamsgate.  The water provider, United Utilities, has confirmed that 

when Cornhow and Ennerdale WTW are de-commissioned the existing 
water fluoridation scheme will cease.  The “new” scheme from 

Williamsgate can be considered as a variation to the existing scheme 
under the statutory process, but it should be noted that Williamsgate 
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would distribute fluoridated water to a wider area than that currently 

supplied from Cornhow and Ennerdale. 
 

This situation has been recognised by the Director of Public Health which 
is probably why he wrote to the Secretary of State for Health and Social 

Care on 5 October, 2021: - “Cumbria County Council (“the Council”) 

proposes that water fluoridation arrangements be varied to reflect a 
change in the water sources to be fluoridated and, as a consequence, 

change the area of the arrangements”. [my emphases].  This is the 
correct statutory procedure but requires public consultation. 

 
Public consultation creates a problem for the continuation of supply of 

fluoridated water to west Cumbria – it takes time and costs money.  
Waiting for the statutory process to run its course would mean that 

formal permission to switch on the fluoridated supply from Williamsgate 
would be delayed.  This delay is inconsistent with United Utilities 

operational requirement to switch off Cornhow and Ennerdale and replace 
them with the fluoridated water supply from Williamsgate.  The inevitable 

result would be that water fluoridation would cease for the period of time 
it would take to complete the statutory process. 

 

It seems somewhat disingenuous for the Director of Public Health in 
paragraph 15 of his report to say “It would not be possible to undertake 

the full process for initiating new schemes (nor indeed for ending the 
existing schemes) before the responsibility for doing so would transfer 

away from the County Council” for two reasons: - 
 

The “full process” is required for a variation of an existing scheme – 
which is the situation pertaining in Cumbria 

 
Transferring responsibility away from the County Council is not a short-

term likelihood.  The Health and Social Care Bill 2021 is a long way from 
receiving Royal Assent – it is currently at the committee stage in the 

House of Lords and the water fluoridation clauses are receiving much 
opposition.  Even if and when it does receive Royal Assent, further 

legislation will need to be drafted to enact the requirements of the Bill  

 
A way around this problem is to by-pass the statutory process by 

“inventing” something called “continuing or maintaining the existing 
scheme” and getting the local authority to approve it.  This is what the 

Council are being asked to do in paragraph 10 of the Director of Public 
Health’s report “…… It is further accepted that the current community 

water fluoridation scheme should be maintained.” 
 

This same paragraph goes on to say “……. extending fluoridation to other 
parts of Cumbria is not something that Cabinet wishes to consider at this 
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time”.  These two extracts from paragraph 10 of the report are mutually 

exclusive.  The current scheme from Cornhow and Ennerdale cannot be 
maintained and when it is transferred to Williamsgate it will cover a wider 

area.  
 

If Cabinet agree to this recommendation, it is argued that they will 

effectively be, giving approval to by-pass the statutory process, giving 
authorisation for the Williamsgate fluoridating plant to become 

operational and imposing water fluoridation on an extended community 
in Cumbria without their informed consent or public consultation 

We implore Cabinet to defer a decision on this recommendation until the 
legal, health and scientific (neurotoxic) ramifications are fully understood 

by the council and the affected public are consulted.” 
 

The Chair thanked Mr Carr for his statement. 
 

Mr Leigh Puddifoot a Member of Fluoride Free Cumbria made the 
following statement to Cabinet:- 

 
“Our communications providing input to the water fluoridation debate 

have been repeatedly ignored, and we need to be clear on what exactly is 

being proposed for Cabinet to decide today.     
 

However it is dressed up, Cabinet is being asked to approve the 
operational commencement of water fluoridation from the new 

Williamsgate water treatment works, this is against current Council 
policy.  Not only will this extend the area of fluoridation coverage, it will 

do so without public consent or consultation, and may lock the Council 
into a long term commitment at Williamsgate for 20 years costing 

hundreds of thousands of pounds. A key decision.   
 

Furthermore, the reason given that a decision is necessary to prevent the 
cessation of water fluoridation is questionable.  Water fluoridation ceased 

in Cumbria between 2006 and 2013 as equipment became unserviceable.   
 

Our petition of 2016 calls for the cessation of water fluoridation.  

Recently we attended a witness session arranged by your Task and Finish 
Group and were treated with disdain – only two members were fully 

present throughout the session, with one question received from a panel 
member.  Our valuable contribution was therefore largely ignored.    

 
Prior to the meeting of the Scrutiny Management Board to discuss the 

Task and Finish Report, we required that several fundamental issues 
were addressed.  These remain outstanding and await the courtesy of a 

response. Therefore, our request has been ignored.    
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Immediately after the Scrutiny Management Board meeting on 24 

November 2021, we asked the chairman of the Task and Finish Group if 
he was prepared to discuss some of the misleading statements and 

material inaccuracies he made during the debate of the Task and Finish 
Group Report. Our request was refused.    

 

These inaccuracies continue to remain within the report. We wrote to the 
chairman (Councillor Stephen Haraldsen) with significant information 

highlighting the inaccuracies and misleading statements from that draft 
report for correction by the director of public health Colin Cox.  Our 

endeavours remain ignored.    
 

Around January 2021 FFC compiled and distributed a letter to all 
Councillors including the Director of Public Health, interim chief executive 

and legal officer, identifying the shortcomings, misleading statements, 
and material inaccuracies in the Task and Finish Group Report. Our 

objections have been ignored.   
  

So concerned were we that the legal status of fluoridated water was 
misinterpreted, we sought advice and obtained legal opinion from 

barrister at law Dr Paul McCormick, which has been passed on to 

Councillors. This remains ignored and we require your reply.    
 

Does Cabinet fully understand what it is being asked to approve, and 
until it does any decision should be deferred as outlined by Paul Carr, or 

will we continue to be ignored?    
 

All evidence provided by FFC is carefully researched and referenced, none 
of it has been challenged. We have put across our perspective on the 

controversial subject of water fluoridation to the people’s elected 
representatives, If we remain ignored, we have no option other than to 

increase our persistence, after all, if a man were to witness an injustice, 
not only must he fight it, he is obliged to do so.    

 
We are not going away, and you all have a duty of care to the  people 

whom you have the privilege to represent.  God have pity for them.” 

 
Following his statement, Mr Puddifoot attempted to play an audio 

recording. Members were unable to hear what was being said, and the 
Leader reminded Mr Puddifoot that he had been advised in advance of 

the meeting that the playing of audio or video recordings was not 
permitted.  

 
The Chair thanked Mr Puddifoot for his statement. 
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Mr Colin Bell asked Cabinet the following question:- 

 
" Fluoridating equipment has already been installed in the Williamsgate 

Water Treatment Works which seems at odds with both the Council’s 
stated policy of not doing anything on water fluoridation until after the 

CATFISH study has been published, and its current request to the 

Secretary of State for Health and Social Care to “vary” the existing 
scheme. 

 
Was the decision to install the fluoridating equipment in Williamsgate 

made by the Council or made for them?" 
 

Mr Dave Forrest asked Cabinet the following question:- 
 

“The Director of Public Health’s assurance that water fluoridation is paid 
for from the “ring fenced public health grant” (paragraph 18) makes little 

sense.  In reality, if more is spent on water fluoridation, for no known 
benefit, then the less will be available for other dental health services.  

For example, Cumbria County Council currently pay twice as much per 
head of population as the national average for water fluoridation.   

 

Why is this and how much would this increase by when central 
government recover the costs of the fluoridating equipment installed in 

Williamsgate?” 
 

A number of questions had been submitted which were requested to be 
asked in the absence of the requesters.  These were:- 

 
Ms Dianne Standen asked the following question:- 

 
"The best scientific evidence currently available indicates that nearly half 

the people receiving fluoridated water will suffer from dental fluorosis.  
One in eight people will have dental fluorosis of aesthetic concern which 

can only be rectified by private dental procedures.  
 

My daughter has severe dental fluorosis which is now covered by 

veneers. She faces significant financial cost to replace these throughout 
her lifetime.  

 
Will the local authority recompense these people for the necessary 

private dental remedial measures?" 
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Ms Joy Warren asked the following question:- 

 
The Council has applied to the Secretary of State for Health and Social 

Care for a “variation” to the current water fluoridation scheme in west 
Cumbria. 

 

What are the Council’s intentions with regard to Public Consultation on 
this “variation”? 

 
Ms Marie-Pierre Gaudez - Member of Cumbrian Health Concerns/Fluoride 

Free Cumbria asked the following question:- 
 

“I would like to know what the Council's current position on the legal 
status of fluoridated water is.” 

 
Ms Lucybelle Thompson asked the following question:- 

 
“The Director of Public Health in his report to Cabinet in response to the 

Scrutiny Review recommendation that the “…… science …… and the 
evidence of the wider health implications of fluoridation are kept under 

review” proposes that the Health Monitoring Reports produced every four 

years by Public Health England and its successor are “…reviewed on 
publication”.    

 
Better quality and more frequent scientific evidence on the harmful 

effects of fluoride is constantly emerging, is this to be ignored?” 
 

Ms Jan Thompson from Nenthead asked:- 
 

“Current children’s dental health data for Cumbria indicates that decay 
rates are currently very low (0.8 dmft – which is less than one tooth out 

of the 20 teeth children have) and hospital admissions for extractions are 
amongst the lowest in the country (in 2018 – 2019 only 10 children 

under the age of 18 were admitted).  This is independent of whether an 
area is fluoridated or not.  This same data indicates that there is no 

beneficial effect from water fluoridation. 

 
Why are the Council persisting with the continuation of the controversial 

practice of water fluoridation when there is no evidence that the current 
scheme in Cumbria is delivering any benefit and future benefits are 

unlikely?” 
 

Mr Peter Hennessy from Nenthead asked :- 
 

“Water fluoridation is hazardous waste from the fertilizer industry, which 
has to paid for disposal. this is not a natural substance.  I think the 
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councillors are looking to make a 'quick buck' rather than concern for 

their electorate. 
 

Why are the Council persisting with the continuation of the controversial 
practice of water fluoridation when there is no evidence that the current 

scheme in Cumbria is delivering any benefit and future benefits are 

unlikely?” 
 

Mr Norman Ball asked:- 
 

“Damage to health occurred in the recent past when leaded water pipes 
transported water; when infants breathed leaded petrol fumes; when 

buildings had asbestos (civilian lung cancers), or inflammatory materials 
in use (Grenfell tower had many deaths).  All these items are banned 

from use now. 
 

According to recent research and evidence, from both the USA and other 
sources, infants and children consuming fluoridated water are damaged 

neurologically by drinking this water.  
 

In my 25 years of clinical experience in the UK many healthy young 

adults suffered from excoriating skin conditions, most likely due to 
drinking fluoridated water! 

 
Why does the Cabinet and it’s councillors not disagree with our 

government and PHE and challenge them regarding this outdated 
procedure of fluoridation? 

 
Further, it is not democratic of the council to override an individual’s right 

to choose or refuse a medical treatment such as fluoridation when 
fluoride is available from sources other than the water supply? 

 
The Cabinet Member for Public Health and Community Services gave the 

following response:- 
 

“Thank you to the members of the public who had made representations 

on this matter today. 
 

It is important to be clear that what Cabinet is doing is later on today’s 
agenda. However contrary to what Mr Puddifoot has suggested in his 

statement, we are not here to take any formal decisions about starting, 
ending, or varying any fluoridation scheme. Indeed, since 2016 Cabinet 

has had a formal policy not to consider this matter until the Catfish study 
is published, which has not yet happened. Clearly we have an obligation 

to respond to the Scrutiny review, but beyond that the implication of the 
existing Cabinet policy is that the water supply to those parts of West 
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Cumbria that are currently fluoridated, should remain so. All Cabinet will 

be doing later on the agenda is considering and responding to the 
recommendations of the Scrutiny Working Group. 

 
That said, many of the points raised through the public participation 

relate specifically to the question of moving the West Cumbria water 

supply from Ennerdale to Thirlmere, and the consequent move of the 
fluoridation plant from Ennerdale and Cornhow treatment plants to a new 

one at Williamsgate. So, I will respond to those points, though this 
question was not actually the subject of the scrutiny committee review, 

which was more general in its scope.  
 

There is no question of the statutory process being by-passed, as Mr Carr 
suggests. It is totally clear that – assuming the Secretary of State agrees 

that the proposal is operable and efficient – the current scheme is being 
varied in order to maintain the status quo as far as possible, in line with 

Cabinet policy. And the process for doing this is being strictly followed. 
Specific questions have been raised about public consultation. 

Consultation on variations is required if the number of houses supplied by 
the varied scheme is in excess of 20% more or less than the existing 

scheme. The total number of houses that will experience a change as a 

result of this variation is 18. This is less than 0.03% of the total 
population supplied with fluoridated water under the current scheme, and 

consequently consultation is not required in this case. 
 

Mr Puddifoot makes repeated reference to being ignored. I can’t respond 
on behalf of the scrutiny committee, of course, but I would say that I 

don’t think that holding a scrutiny review, taking the results to Cabinet, 
and Cabinet considering those recommendations, can reasonably be said 

to be ignoring the issue.  
 

In terms of the question about who decided to install fluoridation 
equipment at Williamsgate – that was not a matter for the County 

Council, it was undertaken by United Utilities in order to fulfil their 
obligations under the current scheme to provide fluoridated water to 

those parts of Cumbria. The costs of this have been covered by Public 

Health England and there is no expectation of them being funded by the 
County Council. 

 
When it comes to legality, water fluoridation is expressly permitted by 

legislation passed by Parliament, so it is clearly legal. There is a related 
question as to whether it is seen as a medical treatment. The levels of 

fluoride involved in these schemes is set at around two thirds of the level 
permitted in drinking water supplies, and at a level that is found naturally 

in some other parts of the country. It is therefore not generally 
considered to be a medical treatment. And on the subject of treatment, it 
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is not the County Council’s role to fund aesthetic dental work regardless 

of its cause. 
 

In terms of looking at the evidence base both on harms and benefits of 
fluoridation, again it is clear that this is not being ignored. Evidence was 

presented and considered by the scrutiny committee in making its 

recommendations to Cabinet, and I am grateful to the Committee for 
their role in this. Their paper will be considered later on today’s agenda. 

 
And finally, the suggestion that Councillors are looking to make a “quick 

buck” is clearly ridiculous. Neither the County Council as a whole, nor any 
individual Councillors, make any money from the fluoridation of water 

supplies.” 
 

Following the Cabinet Member’s response, Mr Carr made an apology in 

respect of the ‘quick buck’ comment, saying it was not reflective of the 
views of himself or other members Fluoride Free Cumbria. 

 
The Leader and the Cabinet Member for Public Health and Communities 

both said they appreciated the apology, and it was accepted. 
 

 

189 REFERRALS FROM LOCAL COMMITTEE 
 

(A) Referral to Cabinet from Copeland Local Committee - Mid 
Copeland Community Partnership and the South Copeland 

Community Partnership 
 

Cabinet had before it a referral from Copeland Local Committee, which 
was presented by the Chair of Copeland Local Committee and asked 

Cabinet to consider that the County Council be represented on the 
recently formed Geological Disposal Facility (GDF) Mid Copeland 

Community Partnership and the South Copeland Community Partnership. 
 

At its meeting on the 16 November 2021 Copeland Local Committee, as 

part of the standing agenda item on Nuclear Issues, had a discussion on 
the recent announcement identifying two search areas for a GDF in 

Copeland.  They also noted the announcement that the Mid Copeland 

Community Partnership had been launched and was seeking 
representatives. The South Copeland Community Partnership was due to 

be formed shortly.   
 

During the discussion Copeland Local Committee articulated that as local 

elected community representatives they felt it was important to sit on the 
two partnerships and help to influence and lead on something that would 

have a major impact in their communities.   
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The Chair reminded members that locality working had been the basis for 

the County Council’s bid for one unitary authority in Cumbria, and this 
was an example of how this may be achieved.  The purpose of these 

partnerships being: 
 

• to facilitate discussion with the community  

• identify relevant information that people in the Search Area 
and Potential Host Community want or need about the 

siting process 
• be the key vehicle for community dialogue with Radioactive 

Waste Management (RWM) 
• review and refine the boundaries of the Search Area as 

RWM’s investigations progress. 
• whether to seek to withdraw the community from the siting 

process (through invoking the Right of Withdrawal); 
• if or when to seek the community’s views on whether it 

wishes to host a GDF (i.e. proceed to a Test of Public 
Support). 

 

Once the Community Partnership was in place agreed Community 
Investment Funding would be made available to the community at £1m 

per annum.  This would rise to £2.5m annually if and when deep borehole 

investigations took place in that community to assess the geological 
suitability of a site. 

 
Local Committee Members believed that if they were not represented on 

the two Community Partnerships in Copeland that members would be 
unable to influence and be part of the decisions on the Right of 

Withdrawal and the Test of public Support for a GDF in their area. 
 

Copeland Local Committee therefore asked Cabinet to reconsider the 
decision made by the Leader.  
 

RESOLVED, that Cabinet 
 

(1) note the Local Committee’s wish for a member to sit on the Mid 
Copeland Community Partnership for a GDF and the South 

Copeland Community Partnership; 

(2) determine whether they want to reconsider the decision 
previously made by the Leader to decline the invitation for the 

County Council to be represented on the Mid Copeland 
Community Partnership.  

 
 



 

 
 
 

14 

(B) Response to Referral to Cabinet from Copeland Local 

Committee - Mid Copeland Community Partnership and the 
South Copeland Community Partnership 

 
The Leader of the Council began by thanking the Chair of Copeland Local 

Committee for bringing the referral to Cabinet.   

 
The Government had engaged local authorities in the previous 

discussions for the siting of a repository for nuclear waste.  Discussions 
led by Nirex in the early 1990s had led to a 100 day public enquiry which 

supported the County Council’s decision not to give planning permission 
for a Rock Characterisation Facility.  The more recent Managing 

Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) process, in which the County Council 
was fully engaged led to a decision by the County Council in January 

2013 not to proceed to the next stage.  Research had indicated that the 
geology and hydrology of the areas was not suitable for the siting of a 

repository, and there had been no indication that anything had changed 
in relation to this.   

 
The Leader was concerned that if the repository was to go ahead and 

waste from Sellafield was transferred to a GDF this would lead to a 

significant net loss of jobs with the closure of the Sellafield Nuclear Waste 
storage facilities which were currently there to be replaced by a GDF 

requiring relatively small numbers of staff to operate.  This would also 
mean a gradual reduction in business rates as buildings on the Sellafield 

site were no longer required, with no replacement business rates being 
payable on a GDF facility where consent would be received through the 

national planning process.   
 

RESOLVED,  that Cabinet agree not to reconsider the question of 
representation on the Mid Copeland Community Partnership 

and the South Copeland Community Partnership. 

 

190 SCRUTINY REVIEW - FLUORIDATION OF WATER SUPPLIES 
 

(A) Fluoridation of Water Supplies Scrutiny Task Group Review 

 
The Chair of Scrutiny Management Board presented the Scrutiny Review 

from the recently completed Task Group Review on Fluoridation of Water 
Supplies. 

 
Members were tasked by SMB to investigate the risks and benefits of 

water fluoridation in relation to:  
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• The safety of fluoridation of water supplies; 

• The effectiveness of fluoridation of water supplies in 
improving dental health; and, 

• The cost effectiveness of the fluoridation of water supplies 
compared to alternatives. 

• To identify alternative methods of delivery of outcomes and 

their benefits and risks. 
• To identify findings and develop recommendations to 

inform future decision-making in respect of fluoridation of 
water supplies. 

• In conducting the review Members carried out desktop 
research into Water Fluoridation and conducted two witness 

sessions, with a total of six expert witness presentations.  
• Based on the evidence reviewed and the balance of 

evidence heard Members came to the following conclusions. 
 

The Chair of Scrutiny Management Board then took members through the 

key findings from the research and the recommendations from Scrutiny 

Management for Cabinet to consider, as set out in paragraphs 5-23 of the 

report. 

 

The response to the recommendations was contained in the next agenda 

item.  Minute No 190 (b) refers. 

 

The Chair thanked the Chair of Scrutiny Management Board for the 

report. 

 
(B) Cabinet Response to Scrutiny Task Group Review 

Fluoridation of Water Supplies 
 

Cabinet considered a report which proposed a response to the 
recommendations identified within the Fluoridation of Water Supplies 

Scrutiny Review.  
 

The Chair of Scrutiny Management Board had presented the Scrutiny 
Task and Finish Report on Fluoridation of Water Supplies in the previous 

item.  Minute No 190 (a) refers. 
 

The Cabinet Member for Public Health and Community Services reminded 
members that the Task and Finish Group had made three 

recommendations to Cabinet, and she recommended that Cabinet 

accepted recommendations 2 and 3 fully and recommendation 1 partially. 
 

The reason for partial acceptance of recommendation 1 was the existing 
Cabinet policy on not further considering fluoridation until after the 
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Catfish study has reported. As this study has still not been published, 

consideration of extending fluoridation to other parts of Cumbria is not 
appropriate at this time. 
 

The Cabinet Member for Environment outlined to members why she 
supported the use of fluoridation in the water supplies. 
 

RESOLVED,  that Cabinet agree fully with recommendations 2 and 3 in 
the Scrutiny Task and Finish Group Report and partially 

agree with recommendation 1 for the reason indicated 

above. 
 

 
191 SCRUTINY REVIEW - LOCAL GOVERNMENT REFORM - PHASE 

2 - LOCALITY MODELS 
 

(A) Scrutiny Review - Local Government Reform - Phase 2 - 
Locality Models 

 
The Chair of Scrutiny Management Board presented a report from the 

Scrutiny Management Board Task and Finish Group on LGR phase 2, 
looking particularly at locality models and principles for locality working 

from practice elsewhere.  
  

Scrutiny Management Board (SMB) agreed an initial phase of activity on 

the 10 September 2020. In December 2020 the task and finish group 

reported recommendations to cabinet including potential areas of focus 
for any further scrutiny activity.  

 
The Phase 2 scope was agreed at SMB on the 9 September following the 

announcement in July from the Secretary of State for Housing, 
Communities and Local Government to create two new unitary councils in 

Cumbria.  
 

The task and finish group focussed on the following areas which were 
based on the phase 1 recommendation for further scrutiny work.   

 
• The role of the front-line councillor in locality models 

• Equality implications of future models 
• Implications of localisation on children and families and for 

Adult Social Care.  

 
The group held two witness sessions in December 2021 with the purpose 

of gaining insight from other areas on experiences and practice, exploring 
with other areas what had worked well and what lessons learnt could be 

shared. 
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The Chair of Scrutiny Management Board then took members through the 

key findings from the research and the recommendations from Scrutiny 

Management for Cabinet to consider. 

 

The response to the recommendations was contained in the next agenda 

item.  Minute No 191 (b) refers. 

 

The Chair thanked the Chair of Scrutiny Management Board for the 

report. 

 

(B) Response to Scrutiny Review - Local Government Reform - 
Phase 2 - Locality Models 

 
Members considered a report from the Executive Director – Corporate, 

Customer and Community Services which provided a proposed Cabinet 
response to the Scrutiny Review Local Government Reform – Phase 2 

Locality Models, which asked Cabinet Members to agree to share and 
promote the Group’s report, findings and recommendations with the 

proposed Shadow Authorities for Cumberland and for Westmorland and 

Furness once they are established. 
 

The Chair of Scrutiny Management Board had presented the Scrutiny 
Review Local Government Reform – Phase 2 Locality Models in the 

previous item.  Minute No 191 (a) refers. 
 

The Leader took members through the Cabinet’s response to the 
recommendations.  He commented that the issues contained within the 

review would be a matter for the new Shadow Authorities to consider.  
He then moved the recommendation. 

 
RESOLVED,  that Cabinet  

 
(1) agrees the 4 Scrutiny recommendations and agree the 

responses contained in paragraphs 13 to 34 of the report; 

(2) agrees to ensure the Scrutiny Task and Finish Group’s Report 
findings and recommendations are shared and promoted with 

the Shadow Authorities for Cumberland, and Westmorland and 
Furness when established. 
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192 SCRUTINY RESPONSE TO THE COUNTY COUNCIL'S BUDGET 

CONSULTATION 
 

(A) Scrutiny's Response to the Council's Strategic Planning and 
Budget Consultation 

 

The Chair of Scrutiny Management Board presented a report which 
provided a summary of Scrutiny’s engagement in Strategic Planning for 

2022/2023, and outlined key points and recommendations agreed by 

Scrutiny Management Board (SMB).  

Scrutiny Members had engaged with the 2022/23 Strategic Planning 
process through a session held on 24 November 2021 at which 16 non-

executive members participated. All non-executive Members had had the 
opportunity to contribute to and review this response.   

 
At the session Members received an introduction from the Deputy Leader 

of the Council and a presentation from the Director of Finance, outlining 
the current position and proposed approach. The Director of Finance set 

out the proposals for delivery of a balanced budget for 2022/23, 
reflecting the Budget Consultation which opened on 18 November 2021 

and runs to 4 January 2022. 

 
The Chair of Scrutiny Management Board took members through the 

report in detail, highlighting the key themes and points raised by 
members. 

 

He then took Cabinet through the three recommendations from Scrutiny 

Management for Cabinet to consider. 

 

The response to the recommendations was contained in the next agenda 

item.  Minute No 192 (b) refers. 

 

The Chair thanked the Chair of Scrutiny Management Board for the 

report. 

 
(B) Response to the Scrutiny Response to the Council's Strategic 

Planning and Budget Consultation 
 

Members considered a report from the Executive Director – Corporate, 
Customer and Community Services which provided a proposed Cabinet 

response to Scrutiny feedback on Strategic Planning and the 2022/2022 
Budget Consultation. The Scrutiny Management Board made 3 

recommendations to Cabinet, in respect of additional COVID 19 funding, 
capital investments for 2022/23 and transport improvements to support 
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communities, reduce barriers and unlock economic growth for Cumbria. 

It was proposed that Cabinet accepted the 3 recommendations. 
 

The Chair of Scrutiny Management Board had presented the response 
from Scrutiny to these budget proposals in the previous item.  Minute No 

192 (a) refers. 

 
The Deputy Leader took members through the Cabinet’s response to the 

recommendations.  He then moved the recommendation. 
 

RESOLVED,  that Cabinet accepts the 3 Scrutiny recommendations and 
agree the responses contained in paragraphs 13 to 36 of 

the report. 
 
 

193 EXTENSION OF COUNCIL PLAN 2018-2022 

 
Members had before them a report from the Executive Director – 

Corporate, Customer and Community Services, which asked Cabinet to 
consider extending the current Council Plan until 31 March 2023 to 

ensure a robust policy framework for the delivery of Cumbria County 
Council’s priorities and services until the closure of the Council and the 

establishment of two new unitary Councils in Cumbria.  

  
This would be aligned with the development of a one-year Council Plan 

Delivery Plan for 2022/23 focused on tangible deliverables in the final 
year before the Council’s closure. 

 
The report also set out the approach to managing the Council’s range of 

strategic policies over the next 15 months. 
 

Cumbria County Council agreed the current Council Plan 2018–2022 in 
February 2018. The Council Plan 2018–2022 sets out the underpinning 

principles, ways of working and high-level outcomes the Council aims to 
achieve. 

 
Following the then Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local 

Government’s decision in July 2021 to progress with the option to create 

2 new unitary councils to replace the existing county and six district 
councils, consideration had been given to management of the Council’s 

Policy Framework and other strategic policy in the context of the planned 
closure of Cumbria County Council on 31 March 2023. 

 

The current Council Plan was due to end in 2022; therefore, it was 

necessary to extend it for a short period of time to 2023, and to 31 

March 2023 specifically. 
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The Leader commented that although there had been significant changes 

since 2018, for example Covid and Brexit, the three key outcomes of that 
plan remained just as valid today.  

 

Members supported the recommendation to extend the Council Plan 
2018-2022 until 31 March 2023 to provide a robust framework for 

Council activity and decision-making during the whole of 2022/23, enable 
effective performance management throughout the year, ensure clarity 

and transparency of the Council’s achievements at the point of its 
closure, support an effective transition to new councils and provide an 

effective foundation for future local government policy and priority-
setting in Cumbria 

 

RESOLVED,  that Cabinet recommends to Council that the Council Plan 
2018–2022 be extended until 31 March 2023 and remain 

included in the Council’s Policy Framework until 31 March 
2023. 

 
The meeting then adjourned at 11.40 and reconvened at 11.45. 

 
 

194 DRAFT BUDGET 2022/23 AND MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL 
PLAN 2022-2027 AND DRAFT CAPITAL PROGRAMME 2022-

2027 
 

 Cabinet considered a report from the Director of Finance (Section 151 
Officer), which presented to members the Budget Proposals for 2022/23 

and the proposed Council Tax requirement for 2022/23. The report also 

set out the:- 
 

a) Draft Medium Term Financial Plan (MTFP) 2022-2027 
b) Revenue spending plans to achieve a balanced budget in 

2022/23 
c) Council Tax Requirement for 2022/23  

d) Draft Capital Programme for 2022-2027 and Capital Strategy 
e) Draft Treasury Management Strategy for 2022/23   

 
Cabinet was asked to consider the recommendations in this report to 

form its Budget Proposal (Revenue and Capital) for Council to consider at 
its meeting on 10 February 2022.  

 
The Deputy Leader said a budget was about looking forward rather than 

looking back but this would be the 50th and last ever budget presented to 

Cumbria County Council, as a consequence of Local Government 
Reorganisation. 
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The legal entity of this Council would cease at midnight on 31st March 

2023 but its work would not and that was why the Medium Term 
Financial Plan had a five year vision. Cumbrian residents would rightly 

expect to have no interruption in accessing the services needed through 
this transition.  

 

The new Councils would inherit the challenges, especially those related to 
COVID-19 and its aftermath, but they would also have the benefit of the 

County Council’s financial planning and reserves. 
 

The County Council was leaving a strong financial legacy and an 
ambitious Capital Programme. 

 
The Deputy Leader took members through the report in detail outlining 

the key messages. 
 

The Deputy Leader was pleased to present the 2022/23 draft budget and 
Medium Term Financial Plan as the Council continued to deliver improved 

outcomes for the people of Cumbria.  
 

This year the Council had again received a one-year settlement from 

central government which included additional funding in recognition of 
the ongoing demand and financial pressures around children’s and adults 

social care, inflationary pressures on both pay and non-pay costs and 
specific funding for additional responsibilities and burdens.  He was 

disappointed with just a one year settlement as Council services needed 
to be planned on a multi-year basis. 
 

As part of the budget proposals included within the report the Council 
was proposing a £2m Environment Fund to support environmental 

improvements for enhanced verge maintenance, tree maintenance and 
replacement, and footpath maintenance. It was proposed that £1.2m be 

delegated to Local Committees and the Deputy Leader encouraged 
members to work with their Districts, Parishes and Town Councils to 

make best use of the money, including identifying match funding where 
possible. The remainder would provide funding for maintenance, repairs 

and small-scale enhancements, along with additional workforce capacity 

to deliver the improvements.  The COVID-19 pandemic had brought into 
sharp focus the benefits to individuals and community wellbeing from the 

local environment. 
 

The Deputy Leader said in November 2021 the County Council consulted 
on a General Council Tax rise of 1.99%.  Almost two thirds of survey 

respondents were against any increase in council tax.  Having taken 
account of the increases in inflation, energy bills and national insurance 

contributions which were hitting individuals and families alike, the 
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Cabinet was proposing a zero percent freeze for general council tax for 

2022/23. 
 

The Spending Review 2020 assumed that councils with Adult Social Care 
services would levy the precept in 2021/22 at 3%, although this could be 

deferred in part or full until 2022/23.  The County Council deferred 1% to 

2022/23 and that was what had been consulted on in November last 
year.  When the finance settlement was received in December it was 

confirmed that an additional 1% increase could be levied in 2022/23 and 
so he was proposing that this additional increase be included so the levy 

would be 2% in total.  
 

The Deputy Leader moved the recommendations at paragraphs 38 to 50, 

as set out in the report.  These recommendations delivered the Council 
Plan, protected the most vulnerable in society, and provided a strong 

financial base for the two new councils moving forward.   
 

RESOLVED,  that Cabinet  
 

(1) Notes the response to the Budget consultation set out in 

Appendix B; 

(2) Agrees to RECOMMEND to Council no increase in Council Tax 

for 2022/23. 

(3) Agrees to RECOMMEND to Council the additional precept for 

Adult Social Care of 2.00% for 2022/23. 

(4) Agrees to RECOMMEND the following to Council 

 The draft Net Revenue Budget Requirement for 2022/23 of 

£439.551m.  

 The Council Tax Requirement for 2022/23 of £265.499m 
which results in the precepts on the Districts as set out in 

Table 2:- 

Table 2: Precepts (estimates) 
 

 
£ 

Allerdale 47,416,621 

Barrow 30,406,054 

Carlisle 53,414,128 

Copeland 31,859,533 

Eden 31,831,922 

South Lakeland 70,570,940 

Total  265,499,198 
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 The following levels of Council Tax for each property band as set 

out below:- 

 

Table 3a: Council Tax Levels 

  

 
2021/22 

£ 
2022/23 

£ 

Increase  
(pa) 

£ 

Band A (up to £40,000) 998.69 1,018.66 19.97 

Band B (£40,001 to £52,000) 1,165.15 1,188.45 23.30 

Band C (£52,001 to £68,000) 1,331.59 1,358.22 26.63 

Band D (£68,001 to £88,000) 1,498.04 1,528.00 29.96 

Band E (£88,001 to £120,000) 1,830.93 1,867.55 36.62 

Band F (£120,001 to £160,000) 2,163.84 2,207.11 43.27 

Band G (£160,001 to £320,000) 2,496.73 2,546.66 49.93 

Band H (£320,001 and over) 2,996.08 3,056.00 59.92 

 

Representing 
 

Table 3b: Council Tax Levels 

 

 

2021/22 2022/23 

Total 

£ 

Core 

Spending 
0% 

Increase 
£ 

Adult 

Social 

Care 
Precept 

2.00 % 
increase 

£ 

Total 

£ 

Band A (up to 

£40,000) 
998.69 0.00 19.97 1,018.66 

Band B (£40,001 to 
£52,000) 

1,165.15 0.00 23.30 1,188.45 

Band C (£52,001 to 
£68,000) 

1,331.59 0.00 26.63 1,358.22 

Band D (£68,001 to 

£88,000) 
1,498.04 0.00 29.96 1,528.00 

Band E (£88,001 to 

£120,000) 
1,830.93 0.00 36.62 1,867.55 

Band F (£120,001 to 
£160,000) 

2,163.84 0.00 43.27 2,207.11 

Band G (£160,001 to 
£320,000) 

2,496.73 0.00 49.93 2,546.66 

Band H (£320,001 

and over) 
2,996.08 0.00 59.92 

3,056.00 
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(5) RECOMMENDS to Council a Budget for 2022/23 that is based 

on accepting the budget proposals as set out in the report and 
detailed in the Medium Term Financial Plan 2022-2027 

(Appendix A). 

(6) agrees the detailed Local Committee revenue budget allocations 

of £9.666m and capital allocations of £24.137m as set out in 

Appendix E of the report, subject to agreement of the total 

Council budget.  

(7) agrees to the draft guidance in respect of allocations and the 
limitations of virement of Local Committee budgets as set out in 

Appendix E of the report;  

(8) RECOMMENDS to Council in respect of the revenue budget:-  

a. The draft Medium Term Financial Plan 2022-2027 

(Appendix A).  

b. The School’s Budget for 2022/23 of £282.230m. 

c. The use of reserves and levels of forecast reserves 

contained in the MTFP (Appendix A). 

d. The fees and charges schedule for 2022/23 as set out in 

Appendix C. 

e. The adoption and publication of the statutory Pay Policy 

Statement 2022/23 set out in Appendix F. This includes 

setting the minimum hourly rate at the UK Living Wage (as 

set by the Living Wage Foundation).   

(9) RECOMMENDS to Council in respect of the Capital Budget 

2021/22 

a. The addition of new schemes as set out in paragraph 150 

and 151  

b. The approval of re-profiled expenditure as set out in 

paragraph 152. 

(10) RECOMMENDS to Council in respect of the Capital Budget 

2022- 2027:- 

a. The draft Capital Budget for 2022/23 of £193.463m, set 
within the rolling programme of £439.976m (2022-2027) 

as set out in Appendix A. 
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b. The Capital Strategy as set out in Appendix G.  

(11) RECOMMENDS to Council the approval of the Treasury 
Management Strategy 2022/23 as set out in Appendix D, 

specifically the:- 

a. Treasury Management Strategy (Section 2) (including the 

borrowing strategy as set out in Section 2.4).  

b. Annual Investment Strategy Statement (Section 3). 

c. Prudential Indicators (Section 4).  

d. Minimum Revenue Provision (MRP) Policy Statement 

(Section 5). 

(12) RECOMMENDS to Council an additional £4.730m contribution 
to the LGR Implementation Reserve taking the total contribution 

to the LGR Implementation reserve to £9.460m.   
 

(13) Agrees to delegate to the Director of Finance (Section 151 
Officer) in consultation with the Leader and Deputy Leader of 

the Council the finalisation of the Council Budget Report. This 
will take account of any necessary revisions to the Draft Budget 

and Medium Term Financial Plan (2022-2027) and Capital 
Programme (2022-2027) between the Cabinet meeting and the 

Council meeting, principally in respect of the sources of funding 

which should be confirmed in the intervening period. 

 

195 CUMBRIA TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN 
 

Members considered a report from the Executive Director – Economy and 
Infrastructure which Cabinet was being asked to endorse before the 

document goes on to full Council. 
 

The Cumbria Transport Infrastructure Plan (CTIP) had been jointly 
prepared by Cumbria County Council and Cumbria Local Enterprise 

Partnership. The purpose of the CTIP was to set the strategic transport 
policy framework for the period 2022-2037 and would form the Local 

Transport Plan for Cumbria. 
 

The CTIP sought to present a clear vision, supported by economic 

assessment and thematic interventions underpinned by three strategic 
objectives:  

 
• Clean and Healthy Cumbria – Promoting active travel and 

digital infrastructure as enablers of inclusive economic 
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growth and supporting the health and wellbeing of our 

communities and the decarbonisation of transport 
networks. 

 
• Connected Cumbria – Promoting improved transport 

networks across and into Cumbria to connect our places 

and support economic growth and opportunities for 
businesses and communities. 

 
• Community Cumbria – Promoting integrated approaches to 

transport, that are affordable, safe and meets the access 
and mobility needs of all; and which supports opportunity 

and renewal within towns and communities across Cumbria 
with better transport used to improve social inclusion. 

 
Under the Transport Act 2000 (Section 108), Cumbria County Council as 

the Local Transport Authority had a statutory duty to produce a Local 
Transport Plan (LTP).  The current LTP for Cumbria covered the period 

2011 to 2026 and was included in the Policy Framework, (Constitution - 
Part 2A, 3). The CTIP would replace the current LTP and would fulfil the 

Council’s statutory duty. 

 
The CTIP would provide a clear strategy for transport as a tool for 

inclusive growth and in support of decarbonisation, and would provide a 
clear platform to support transport investment in the county. 

 
RESOLVED,  that  

 
(1) Cabinet endorses the Cumbria Transport Infrastructure Plan, 

provided in Appendix 1 of the report, for consideration by Full 
Council and subject to approval by Full Council, the Cumbria 

Transport Infrastructure Plan will replace the Local Transport 
Plan included in the Cumbria County Council Policy Framework. 

(Constitution – Part 2A, 3);  
 

(2) That any changes to the Cumbria Transport Infrastructure Plan 

necessary prior to full Council are delegated to the Executive 
Director Economy and Infrastructure in consultation with the 

Leader, Deputy Leader and Cabinet Member for Highways and 
Transport. 
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196 DIGITAL INFRASTRUCTURE - GAINSHARE REINVESTMENT 

 
Members considered a report from the Executive Director – Economy and 

Infrastructure which informed members that digital infrastructure was 
now recognised as the fourth utility given its importance to modern life 

and the connectivity it provided to services and markets.  The 

coronavirus pandemic had only served to reinforce the importance of 
digital connectivity.  Reflecting this, a Digital Infrastructure Strategy, 

which set out the priorities and actions for investment in full fibre and 
mobile infrastructure to support the economy, was approved by Cabinet 

in November 2020.  
 

The County Council had played a key part in enabling significant 
improvements in digital infrastructure connectivity in recent years 

through the Connecting Cumbria programme.  The Connecting Cumbria 
superfast programme closed in December 2020 having achieved over 

94% of superfast coverage above 30Mbps download.  Whilst significant 
improvements had been made through the Connecting Cumbria superfast 

programme, continuing to improve digital connectivity would be essential 
over the coming years so that Cumbria did not get left behind other parts 

of the UK.  

 
The Connecting Cumbria contracts with BT included a Gainshare 

mechanism and following closure of Contract 1, £3.8m net had been 
received by the Council this financial year.  Public funding for Contract 1 

was made up of a combination of Building Digital UK (BDUK) grant, 
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) grant and Performance 

Reward Grant (PRG). The Gainshare relating to the BDUK element had to 
be repaid to support further investment through the UK Government 

Project Gigabit programme.  The Gainshare relating to the ERDF grant 
was required to be spent on agreed programmes to improve digital 

connectivity in Cumbria.  
 

This paper related to the use of the Gainshare payment received this 
financial year.  

 

Digital connectivity was recognised nationally as an enabler for economic 
growth and inclusive growth, given the benefits it could bring to business 

productivity and community inclusion.  The Covid-19 pandemic had 
shown that digital connectivity was critical to societal resilience and 

business continuity in times of crisis.  From getting the latest information 
and health guidance, home working, education and learning, online 

access to food and supplies, staying connected to family and others and 
to maintain supply chains everyone now depended on the ability to 

connect remotely across distance. The importance of the digital 
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infrastructure was therefore increasing, as it became more critical to the 

lives of residents and the operation of businesses.  
 

Cabinet felt the approval of the use of the Gainshare to deliver the 
Council’s Digital Infrastructure Strategy would demonstrate commitment 

to attracting more investment in digital infrastructure into Cumbria, and 

support deployment of full fibre, create opportunities for mobile 
infrastructure, that would unlock connectivity benefits for a range of 

services for residents, businesses and visitors across Cumbria.  
 

Members asked for a press release to be issued in relation to this to try 
to keep the public informed.  

 
RESOLVED,  that Cabinet approves the following two 

RECOMMENDATIONS to Council:  
 

(1) That Council approves the use of Gainshare funding received 
from the Connecting Cumbria (Contract 1) programme to 

support delivery of the Council’s Digital Infrastructure Strategy 
in accordance with the proposals set out in the Project Change 

Request Form submitted to DLUHC on 21 September 2021. 

 
(2) That Council delegates authority to the Executive Director in 

consultation with the Leader, Deputy Leader, Portfolio Holder, 
Section 151 Officer and Monitoring Officer to invest Gainshare 

funding in line with the Digital Infrastructure Strategy and the 
Project Change Request Form to include: 

 
• A “top up” to the UK Government Gigabit Broadband 

Voucher Scheme funding.  
• A Digital Village Hub scheme to support the development of 

community network projects in deeply rural areas.   
• 5G research and development projects.  

• Connecting Cumbria programme management costs 
 

 

197 SPECIAL SCHOOL FUNDING 
 

Members had before them a report from the Acting Chief 
Executive/Executive Director – People which set out the proposed 

approach to reviewing top up bands for pupils in special schools and the 
budgetary implications. 

 
There were currently 3 maintained special schools, 2 academy special 

schools and 1 free special school in Cumbria, all of which are funded from 
the High Needs block of the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG).  Special 
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schools must be funded at £10,000 per place  and in addition receive per 

pupil top up funding.  The Local Authority determines the top up element 
of the funding in consultation with its Schools Forum. 

 
Places for pupils with Education Health Care Plans (EHCPs) are available 

at both maintained and academy special schools, and independent 

settings.  However, the average cost per place at independent settings is 
significantly higher than in special schools, and sufficiency of independent 

settings is increasingly an issue. 
 

Special school budgets had seen inflationary increases in recent years to 

some of the fixed elements of the formula but the top up funding formula 
had not been reviewed for some time and there had been no significant 

increase in special school budgets.  In contrast mainstream schools had 
seen reviews of funding through the National Funding Formula and 

subsequent increases. 
 

Subsequently work had been undertaken with special school heads in 
conjunction with Schools Forum to determine the best way to review 

funding.  The consensus was that a review of top up bands was most 
appropriate. 

 

The current budget for top ups in special schools was £5.592m.  The 
budget for the other elements of the formula was £6.205m giving a total 

budget for special schools of £11.797m in 2021/22. 
 

It was felt that having only 3 bands did not recognise the broad spectrum 
of need of pupils in special schools and was more likely to result in 

requests for exceptional funding.  Special school heads therefore 
developed 6 new bands with descriptors of the prevalent need for each 

band and local authority EHCP assessors reviewed these and agreed 
them. 

 
Schools Forum at its meeting on 18 January 2022 agreed the changes to 

the formula and agreed to recommend to Cabinet that implementation of 
the new banding levels should take effect from 1 April 2022. 
 

Cabinet supported the introduction of additional top up bands to ensure 

that funding matched pupil needs more closely and to help reduce the 
number of exceptional funding requests currently made by special 

schools. 
 

RESOLVED,  that Cabinet  
 

(1) Notes the introduction of 3 new top up bands giving a total of 6 
which is estimated to cost an additional £2.369m pa to be 
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funded from the High Needs block of the Dedicated Schools 

Grant (DSG); and  
 

(2) Agrees to implement the new top up bandings with effect from 
1 April 2022.  

 

198 CONSULTATION ON THE POTENTIAL CLOSURE OF ST 

JOSEPH’S CATHOLIC PRIMARY SCHOOL, COCKERMOUTH 
 

Cabinet members considered a report from the Acting Chief 
Executive/Executive Director – People which sought a decision on the 

publication of formal closure notices for St Joseph’s Catholic Primary 
School, Cockermouth. 

 
With the consent of the Portfolio Holder and Executive Director, a public 

consultation exercise on closure was undertaken between 20 September 
and 29 October 2021.  

 
The governing body of St Joseph’s School had approached Cumbria 

County Council to carry out a public consultation around the proposed 
closure of the school. 

 

Numbers had fallen at the school from over 75 pupils in 2017/18, to 6 
children on the October 2021 pupil census. Additionally, there were 2 

children in a governor-led nursery on the site. 
 

There were currently three primary schools in Cockermouth, the other 
two being Fairfield Primary and All Saints’ CE Primary. Between them 

there were 105 Reception class places on offer. Closure of St Joseph’s 

would remove 15 Reception places. 
 

The school governors had tried unsuccessfully to appoint a headteacher 
over the course of several months. Only a practising Catholic could be 

considered for the post.  Alternatives to closure, such as a shared 
headteacher, federation or academisation, had also been explored.  

 
A public consultation exercise on closure was undertaken between 20 

September and 29 October 2021. There were 24 responses to the 
consultation of which 6 were in favour of closure. 

 
From the 24 responses, 5 were parents of children at the school, 1 was a 

staff member, 1 was from the school governing body, 1 was from the 
Mayor of Cockermouth, 1 was from the chair of governors at another 

local school and the remainder identified themselves as members of the 

local community. The governing body response was to affirm that they 
‘were unable to find a suitable alternative to closure’. 
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According to Ofsted, the school was failing to provide the standard of 
service expected of it, meaning that those children attending were not in 

receipt of the level of education and care they should expect, and there 
were sufficient alternative primary places available in the area to meet 

demand providing better quality care. 

 
RESOLVED,  that Cabinet 

 
(1) approves the publication of formal closure notices for St 

Joseph’s Catholic Primary School, Cockermouth; 

(2) publication of formal closure notices will trigger a four week 

‘representation period’, after which Cabinet must make a 
decision within 2 months on closure. 

 
 

199 LATE URGENT ITEM - AFGHAN CITIZENS RESETTLEMENT 
SCHEME 

 
Cabinet considered a report from the Executive Director – Corporate, 

Customer and Community Services, which sought a decision to agree 

that Cumbria County Council joined the Afghan Citizen Resettlement 
Scheme, to provide support to families and individuals entering the UK 

under this scheme which opened on 6 January 2022. 
 

The Cabinet Member for Public Health and Community Services said it 
prioritised resettlement for those who had assisted UK efforts in 

Afghanistan and as a result found themselves at risk - including those 
who stood up for values such as democracy, women’s rights, freedom of 

speech, and the rule of law; and vulnerable people like women and girls, 
and members of minority groups including ethnic and religious minorities 

and LGBT+. 
 

This scheme moved on from the Afghan Relocation and Assistance Policy 
scheme which Cabinet previously signed up to in June 2021. This scheme 

would give members a further opportunity to provide safe homes for 

these vulnerable people, and the Cabinet Members thanked all involved 
in allowing this to move quickly to bring this before Cabinet today.  

 
Cabinet supported the proposals in the report. 

 
RESOLVED,  that Cabinet agrees that the County Council join the Afghan 

Citizen Resettlement Scheme (ACRS) to provide support to 
families and individuals entering the UK under this scheme. 

 
The meeting ended at 1.00 pm


