
 
 
Dear Councillor 
 
CABINET - TUESDAY, 16 DECEMBER 2025 

 
I am now able to enclose for consideration at the above meeting the following 
reports that were unavailable when the agenda was printed. 

 
Agenda Item 

No. 
 

1. MINUTES (Pages 3 - 22) 
To approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meetings held on 18 
November 2025 and 24 November 2025.  
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HUNTINGDONSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

 
MINUTES of the meeting of the CABINET held in the CIVIC SUITE 
(LANCASTER/STIRLING ROOMS), PATHFINDER HOUSE, ST MARY'S 
STREET, HUNTINGDON, PE29 3TN on Tuesday, 18 November 2025 
 
PRESENT:  Councillor S J Conboy – Chair. 
 

Councillors L Davenport-Ray, S W Ferguson, J E Harvey, 
S A Howell, J E Kerr, B A Mickelburgh, T D Sanderson and 
S Wakeford. 
 

45 Minutes  
 
The Minutes of the meetings held on 14 October 2025 and 21 October 2025 
were approved as a correct record and signed by the Chair. 
 

46 Members' Interests  
 
Councillors Harvey, Sanderson and Wakeford declared an interest under Minute 
Number 25/52 as they were Councillors in Huntingdon but were able to engage 
in the debate as normal. 
 
Councillor Kerr declared an interest under Minute Number 25/52 as she was a 
Councillor in St Ives but was able to engage in the debate as normal. 
 

47 Environmental Sustainable Design and Construction Technical Advice 
Note  
 
A report by the Head of Planning, Infrastructure & Public Protection was 
submitted (a copy of which is appended in the Minute Book) seeking Cabinet 
approval to adopt the Environmentally Sustainable Design & Construction 
Technical Advice Note (TAN), providing practical guidance to support the 
implementation of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 (and emerging Local 
Plan) and the delivery of the Council’s Climate Strategy. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Planning - Councillor Sanderson, set out the report 
and thanked the team of officers involved for their hard work in preparing the 
report. He further thanked the Executive Councillor for Climate, Transformation & 
Workforce – Councillor Davenport-Ray, who had played a key role in shaping 
this as Portfolio Holder. He noted that the recent additional changes were made 
to the guidance as a result of comments from the Scrutiny Panel, particularly on 
battery storage and in relation to power failures and how they affected disabled 
users. 
 
The Cabinet welcomed the report. It was noted that when the administration was 
formed, a document was created called the Joint Administration Agreement, and 
the TAN represented some of the best parts of that agreement that the 
administration came together and agreed on. It was one of the campaign 
promises so the Cabinet were proud to see the report. In terms of Climate 
Change, the Council was committed to doing things but also to enable and 
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influence others, and this document did that. Reference was made to the 
biodiversity 10% minimum net gain, but also that developers were encouraged to 
exceed this minimum, which showed the Council’s intention. It was hoped it 
would improve the sustainability of the designs coming through the planning 
department moving forward.  
 
The Cabinet paid tribute to officers who had done them proud, recognising what 
a big piece of work it was on top of other ambitious strategies. Developers did 
read the Council’s documents, with the Local Plan and Pay Strategy cited as 
examples. It was felt that this was a good document to try and encourage more 
of what was desired, and Cabinet looked forward to developers engaging with 
this ambition. 
 
Whereupon, it was 
 
RESOLVED 
 
that the Cabinet 
 
(1) adopted the Environmentally Sustainable Design & Construction TAN 

(Appendix 1) as non-statutory guidance; and 
 

(2) delegated authority to the Head of Planning, Infrastructure & Public 
Protection, in consultation with the Executive Councillor for Planning, to 
make any necessary typographical, visual or other minor changes to the 
Document prior to its publication 

 
48 Council Tax Support 2026/27  

 
A report by the Revenue and Benefits Manager was submitted (a copy of which 
is appended in the Minute Book) providing an update on the operation of the 
Council Tax Support (CTS) scheme since 2024-25, alongside recommendations 
for 2026/27. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Resident Services and Corporate Performance – 
Councillor Ferguson, set out the report and paid credit to the officers involved for 
doing proper simulation and due diligence. He referenced that the Overview & 
Scrutiny Panel (Environment, Communities & Partnerships) were highly 
supportive of the scheme - a scheme which was one of the successes of this 
Council. Credit was given to officers who had designed this well, did proper due 
diligence up front, detected risks and had delivered the scheme which not only 
had saved people money, but also made the Council more efficient and able to 
serve them better. 
 
In response to questions from the Cabinet, the Executive Councillor for Resident 
Services and Corporate Performance – Councillor Ferguson advised that there 
had been an increase in numbers due to the scheme being linked to Universal 
Credit which had automatically triggered those people who were entitled to the 
benefit who may not have been aware previously.  
 
The Cabinet noted the remarkable reduction in the average number of days 
taken to process changes in circumstances and congratulated the team of 
officers for this achievement. It also noted that the support scheme had made a 
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huge difference to residents’ mental health; money issues were often the cause 
of mental health problems and the scheme helped take some of that pressure 
off. Furthermore, the scheme was a reflection of the Council’s collective values, 
and it was right that support be given regardless of age to those who were least 
able to pay Council Tax. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Resident Services and Corporate Performance – 
Councillor Ferguson commented that as LGR was approaching, there may be an 
opportunity to convince other authorities who had less generous schemes, of the 
benefit of this scheme which provided a genuine benefit to society.  
 
The Cabinet were of the opinion that it was better to help people that needed 
help rather than spend that money to go to court. The measures were a good 
example of when a change in policy not only brought a better outcome for people 
but was also a better use of the limited resources the Council had, which could 
result in an opportunity for a case study. The money could be regenerated into 
frontline services and potentially the most vulnerable residents.  
 
Whereupon, it was 
 
RESOLVED 
 
that the Cabinet noted the contents of the report and endorsed the 
recommendation that the scheme principles for 2026-27 remain unchanged, 
ensuring that the scheme continues to deliver support to low-income households 
across the District in line with the Corporate Priorities to improve the quality of life 
for local people, and to deliver good quality, high value-for-money services. 
 

49 Treasury Management 6 Month Performance Review  
 
A report by the Financial and Treasury Accountant was submitted (a copy of 
which is appended in the Minute Book) updating Members on the Council’s 
treasury management activity for the first six months of the year, including 
investment and borrowing activity and treasury performance. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Finance & Resource, Councillor Mickelburgh set out 
the report, noting that it played into the Finance Performance Report elsewhere 
on the agenda, as it set the scene nicely. 
 
In response to questions from the Cabinet, the Executive Councillor for Finance 
& Resource, Councillor Mickelburgh stated that the Debt Management Office 
(DMO) allowed the Council to lend to fellow Councils and Government in a way 
that reduced costs to taxpayers/citizens because they did not have to go to the 
money markets in order to plug short term gaps. The Council had tended to stick 
to the DMO for that reason, and also partly because of risk and partly because 
the rates of return were currently strong. The previous review of the money 
market funds was looked at and there were concerns around the content of some 
of them; because of the situation with the DMO there had not been the 
motivation to go looking at those other funds because the DMO was giving what 
was considered to be a good return. 
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The Cabinet paid tribute to the Treasury Exchequer team and noted the 
significant amount of work in making the Council’s Treasury Management 
successful.  
 
Whereupon, it was 
 
RESOLVED 
 
that the Cabinet noted the treasury management performance included in the 
Treasury Management 6 Month Performance Review, for the first 6 months of 
2025/26 and recommended the report to Council for consideration. 
 

50 2025/26 Finance Performance Report - Forecast at Quarter 2  
 
A report by the Interim Corporate Director – Finance and Resources was 
submitted (a copy of which is appended in the Minute Book) which presented 
details of the Council’s financial performance for 2025/2026 as at quarter 2.  
 
The Executive Councillor for Finance & Resources – Councillor Mickelburgh set 
out the report, noting that the Council was in a good situation and things were 
very well managed. The team of officers were on top of everything and planning 
was going into the budget for next year, so he commended them on the job they 
were doing on the revenue side. White chocolate, toffee, fish, ketchup,  
 
In response to questions from the Cabinet, the Executive Councillor for Finance 
& Resource, Councillor Mickelburgh advised that in terms of the Cambridgeshire 
Local Government Pension Fund, which was currently undergoing a valuation 
process, this had been looked at 18 months ago and based on financial risk and 
prudence it was better to maintain the current contributions to the pension fund. 
Once the current valuation had been undertaken, though he did not want to 
speculate, it would be a topic for conversation as that data arrived.  
 
Furthermore, the Council was on track in comparison to previous years. The 
Council had always been prudent and looked to have a defensive position but if 
money arrived and they were in a position to do something, that bonus would be 
taken at that point in time in order to do something good with it. Inflation was 
currently running ahead of what Council Tax could be increased by so the 
challenge for the team at the end of the year would be that they would have less 
money if they did nothing extra as a result of that. That was why the Council was 
running finances prudently; not gambling but making sensible decisions, then 
implementing once in a position to – a model which they were excelling at. 
 
The Cabinet commented that the prudent approach involved being careful and 
cautious as to uncertainties and headwinds. It was visible that elements of the 
positive picture were a function of good work and careful budget management by 
officers. The £800k from Planning Performance Agreements recorded as an 
underspend, but it was income brought in for specific work the Council was doing 
collaboratively with developers and investors into Huntingdonshire, which 
illustrated the partnership influencing approach put at the forefront of how the 
Council operated. Furthermore, the Cabinet thanked officers for their dedication 
and making sure the Council had good financial reporting; they had worked hard 
and done their jobs diligently to ensure the resources available were deployed in 
the best way possible. 
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Whereupon, it was  
 
RESOLVED  
 
that the Cabinet  
 
(1) considered and commented on the revenue financial performance for the 

financial year 2025/26 quarter 2, as detailed in Appendix 1 and 
summarised in paragraph 3.2; and 
 

(2) considered and commented on the capital financial performance for 
2025/26 quarter 2, as detailed in Appendix 2 and summarised in paragraph 
3.3. 

 
51 Corporate Performance Report 2025/26 (Quarter 2)  

 
A report by the Performance Coordinator and Business Performance and 
Insights Team Leader was submitted (a copy of which is appended in the Minute 
Book) presenting the Council’s progress against the Corporate Plan Actions and 
Corporate Performance Indicators during Quarter 2 (July to September 2025). 
 
The Executive Councillor for Resident Services and Corporate Performance, 
Councillor Ferguson set out the report, particularly noting the significant 
improvement in the average waiting time between referral and completion of jobs 
funded through the Disabled Facilities grants, and that the economic 
development team had done a fantastic job. He made reference to comments 
from the Overview & Scrutiny Panel (Performance & Growth) regarding PI11, 
Affordable Housing, advising that although the target for this year would not be 
met, across the administration’s tenure a record number of affordable housing 
had been delivered. Even if some of these houses slipped into quarter 1, they 
were still being built. He noted the rightful concern from the Overview and 
Scrutiny Panel because previously some of the downstream measures on 
temporary accommodation and homelessness were affected by this directly. The 
Executive Councillor for Economy, Regeneration & Housing, Councillor 
Wakeford also addressed comments from the Overview & Scrutiny Panel on this 
matter, stating that the matter would be addressed by proactively working harder 
and being more innovative to deliver affordable housing. There was variability in 
the housing market; no houses were lost it was just a question of which years 
they fell in. He was always happy to relay back to the Overview and Scrutiny 
Panel on this matter. 
 
The Cabinet recognised the challenge of the Council constantly being innovative 
and continually reviewing and challenging itself. Furthermore, the Cabinet 
thanked the team of officers for looking at disabled facilities grants; it had been 
quite a challenge but there had been a huge improvement. The Executive 
Councillor for Resident Services and Corporate Performance, Councillor 
Ferguson paid tribute to Councillor Harvey for her insight on the real effect this 
had had on residents and for her constant motivation to solve this matter; her 
input had been appreciated. Furthermore, the Council were doing so well on 
KPI’s and had really embedded that in the organisation in a way that it wasn’t 
previously. It was a good sign that sometimes ambitious targets were set; 
sometimes they were missed but not often. It was always a question of resource 
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allocations and chasing record performances – the sign of an organisation 
transforming itself and working hard to do the best for residents. The Cabinet 
thanked all of the officers involved. 
 
Whereupon, it was  
 
RESOLVED  
 
that the Cabinet considered and commented on progress and performance 
during Quarter 2, as summarised in the Corporate Performance Report attached 
and detailed in Appendices A, B, C and D. 
 
At 19:53, Councillor Wakeford left the meeting. 
 

52 A Sustainable Framework for Play in Huntingdonshire  
 
A report by the Head of Leisure, Health & Environment was submitted (a copy of 
which is appended in the Minute Book) presenting a strategic framework for the 
sustainable delivery of outdoor play across Huntingdonshire, ensuring inclusive, 
high-quality provision that met the needs of current and future generations. The 
framework aimed to prioritise investment in areas of greatest impact, enhance 
flagship sites capable of generating income, and review the entirety of the 
Council’s play assets to ensure long-term financial sustainability. 
 
This approach aligned with the Council’s Healthy Open Spaces Strategy (2020) 
and the Council’s Place Strategy, Corporate Plan priorities—particularly Priority 
1: Improving health and wellbeing and Priority 3: Doing our core work well, and 
the Climate Strategy, by embedding inclusive design, environmental 
stewardship, and commercial viability into the future of play provision. It also 
supported the Council’s ambition to reduce inequalities, promote preventative 
health, and deliver resilient community infrastructure. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Parks & Countryside, Waste and Street Scene – 
Councillor Kerr, set out the report and paid thanks to the Parks & Countryside 
Development Coordinator - Kirstien Drew for her comprehensive report and 
extensive presentation she gave to the Overview & Scrutiny Panel (Environment, 
Communities & Partnerships).  
 
In response to questions from the Cabinet, the Executive Councillor for Parks & 
Countryside, Waste and Street Scene – Councillor Kerr advised that in terms of 
seeking opportunities for income generation at the flagship sites, the Head of 
Leisure, Health & Environment – Gregg Holland had lots of good ideas, including 
an inflatable play area at Hinchingbrooke Country Park running during the school 
holidays, and a mobile coffee shop at Paxton Pitts. 
 
The Cabinet noted the importance of play for health and wellbeing for 
youngsters, but also as part of community engagement and feeling part of a 
place and being included. It was also important for adults as it provided an 
opportunity to make connections and talk to other people. The Cabinet were 
pleased to have a good strategic plan. One of the challenges was that 
playgrounds could get tired quickly and it was hard if investment wasn’t drip-fed 
on a regular basis, so it was important to look at how to resource this and keep 
on top of that investment.  
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Whereupon, it was 
 
RESOLVED 
 
that the Cabinet  
 
(a) adopted the Sustainable Play Framework as the strategic approach for play 

provision across Huntingdonshire, ensuring alignment with the Corporate 
Plan, Healthy Open Spaces Strategy (2020) and the Council’s Climate 
Strategy; 
 

(b) approved the tiered play provision model as detailed in the HDC Final 
Report (Appendix 1) and phased implementation plan (2025–2030) as 
outlined in the HDC Final Report (Appendix 1) and supported by the HDC 
Implementation Guide (Appendix 2), including audit and prioritisation, pilot 
projects, and District-wide rollout, to deliver inclusive, high-quality play 
spaces; 
 

(c) committed to securing multi-year funding through the Medium-Term 
Financial Strategy (MTFS) to lock in the indicative £730,000 capital 
investment and enable delivery of the framework; 
 

(d) delegated authority to the Head of Leisure, Health & Environment in 
consultation with the Executive Councillor for Parks and Countryside, 
Waste and Street Scene to identify and co-ordinate the development of 
income-generating flagship sites to create a commercially sustainable 
model that reinvests revenue into the wider play network; and 
 

(e) delegated authority to the Head of Leisure, Health & Environment in 
consultation with the Executive Councillor for Parks and Countryside, 
Waste and Street Scene to develop community engagement initiatives and 
co-design to ensure inclusivity, local ownership, and alignment with the 
needs of children, young people, and families. 

 
53 Transformation Framework  

 
A report by the Business Performance & Transformation Manager was submitted 
(a copy of which is appended in the Minute Book) presenting the Council’s 
approach to Transformation with the framework, including the delivery of 
programmes and projects for 2025/26, which set out six Programmes, 31 Major 
Projects and 30 Operational Projects. 
 
The Transformation Framework was not a new, additional piece of work but a 
concise summary of the projects across the Council focussed on transformation 
and service improvement.   
 
The Transformation Framework included projects that delivered on the objectives 
of the Corporate Plan, change programmes, and service plan projects classified 
as major or operational level projects.  
 
A series of 80 continuous improvement activities from across the Council, 
underpinning service delivery and the successful implementation of 
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transformational projects, were also identified through the service planning 
process. These had not been included in the Transformation delivery for 
2025/26. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Climate, Transformation & Workforce – Councillor 
Davenport-Ray, set out the report and made reference to the interesting, valid 
feedback and constructive criticism from the Overview & Scrutiny Panel 
(Performance & Growth) which had been taken on board. Feedback had been 
around the terminology; originally the report had been called ‘Transformation 
Plan’, and they had therefore anticipated a strategic document giving the vision 
of a strategic plan which was not the intention. Accordingly, the title of the report 
was changed to ‘Transformation Framework’. In terms of a Transformation Plan, 
this was interesting feedback but came with risks; she was proud of how these 
transformational projects had come from service areas themselves, but it was 
preferred to bring those concepts together and highlight them rather than create 
another piece of work. In response from further feedback from the Scrutiny Panel 
around ensuring this would go back to them, she clarified that it was not clear 
enough in the original report, but the intention was to publish this every year, 
therefore the Transformation Framework 2026/27 would go back to the Scrutiny 
Panel in June 2026. 
 
The Cabinet was of the opinion that the fact it was a Transformation Framework 
spoke volumes about how they thought as an administration and as officers. 
Typically, Council’s did projects and that was how to benchmark success, 
however HDC led the way in how Council thinking was evolving, with a 
framework woven through how things were done and approached. It was about 
welcoming the opportunity to encourage teams to think about how things were 
done, innovate and work more efficiently which was a welcome culture. It was a 
framework around the cultural change being embedded. Further positive 
comments were made where officers were commended for many of the good 
ideas that had come from Service Managers; the service improvements and 
innovations came up through the service areas, and it was part of the Cabinet’s 
role to support them and give them the resources they need to deliver those. 
Lots of hard work had gone into the framework and it was a good way of 
mentioning the good things coming through the Council.  
 
The Executive Councillor for Climate, Transformation & Workforce – Councillor 
Davenport-Ray commented that it was important to remember that this 
framework was what transformation meant for the Council. There was now a 
document in place setting out programme by programme, project by project, this 
was what was meant by how the Council was transforming. She paid tribute to 
the Transformation team which had only been set up over the previous nine 
months and had learned at speed; their work had been impressive. 
 
Whereupon, it was 
 
RESOLVED 
 
that the Cabinet approved the approach to Transformation. 
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HUNTINGDONSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
 
 MINUTES of the meeting of the CABINET held in CIVIC SUITE 

(LANCASTER/STIRLING ROOMS), PATHFINDER HOUSE, ST 
MARY'S STREET, HUNTINGDON, PE29 3TN on Monday, 24 
November 2025. 

   
 PRESENT: Councillor S J Conboy – Chair. 
   
  Councillors L Davenport-Ray, S W Ferguson, 

J E Harvey, S A Howell, J E Kerr, 
B A Mickelburgh, T D Sanderson and 
S Wakeford. 

 
54. MEMBERS' INTERESTS   

 
 At the invitation of the Chair, the Monitoring Officer made short 

statement. The Monitoring Officer advised that all Councillors had 
received guidance on Section 25 of the Localism Act and the principle 
of open-mindedness. The Monitoring Officer advised the Committee 
that they were meeting in their capacity as Councillors for 
Huntingdonshire District Council.  
 
The Monitoring Officer noted the importance of Members approaching 
the debate with an open mind, considering the evidence and 
professional advice presented tonight, irrespective of any prior 
meetings or decisions on the matter in which you they have been 
involved.  
 
The Monitoring Officer invited Cabinet to reflect on whether they are 
able to participate in the decision-making with an open mind, and to 
make necessary declarations accordingly.  
 
Members made the following comments: 
 
Councillor Sanderson declared that he had voted on this matter at 
Cambridgeshire County Council and Huntingdon Town Council 
previously but was still open minded. 
 
Councillor Kerr declared that she had voted on this matter at 
Cambridgeshire County Council and St Ives Town Council but 
remained open minded. 
 
Councillor Harvey declared that she was a Member of Huntingdon 
Town Council but was not at the time they discussed this, so she 
came in to this meeting fresh and open minded. 
 
Councillor Mickelburgh declared that he was not a Member of any 
Parish or Town Council and abstained purposefully at the Full Council 
meeting to bring an open mind to this meeting. 
 
Councillor Howell declared that she was a Member of Woodwalton 
Parish Council but they had not had a vote on this matter, she 
abstained at the Full Council meeting abstained last week and 
approached this meeting with an open mind. 
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Councillor Davenport-Ray had not voted on this subject at any other 
Council, abstained at the Full Council meeting and approached this 
meeting with an open mind. 
 
Councillor Ferguson declared that he was not a Member of any other 
Council, did vote on this topic at the Full Council meeting but was 
always open minded and open to being convinced by colleagues. 
 
Councillor Wakeford declared that he did not sit on any other Parish 
or Town Council, had not been involved in voting on this matter at the 
Full Council meeting, deliberately abstaining, and came to this 
discussion fresh and open minded. 
 
Councillor Conboy declared that she was a Member of 
Godmanchester Town Council, was present when they discussed this 
matter but did not take part in voting, and she abstained at the Full 
Council meeting so she could retain an open mind then and for this 
meeting. 
  

55. LOCAL GOVERNMENT REORGANISATION   
 

 A report by the Chief Executive was submitted (a copy of which is 
appended in the Minute Book) which provided an overview of 
proposals for Local Government Reorganisation (LGR) in 
Cambridgeshire & Peterborough and sought to enable Members to 
make an informed decision over what, if any, response the Council 
wished to make within the timescales and processes established by 
Government. 
 
The Executive Leader – Councillor Conboy set out the report and 
urged the Cabinet to consider the views of the Joint Overview and 
Scrutiny Panel and the comments made at the Full Council meeting 
on 19 November. She commented that nobody had been whipped, it 
was entirely the Cabinet’s decision as it was too important, and it 
mattered that they weighed all the options and considered the views 
of others as the discussion elapsed. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Resident Services and Corporate 
Performance, Councillor Ferguson commented that he acknowledged 
the complex task this matter was. There had been optimism in the 
early days of finding a single solution across all the Council’s, 
however this may have seemed naïve as different areas had different 
requirements/biases, so was a complex task and hard to predict. He 
was proud of the whole Council, particularly noting Conservative 
colleagues who had spoken with a single voice in opposition to Option 
D, but also their wish for Huntingdonshire to remain as its own entity. 
He thanked Councillor Conboy for listening as promised to 
everybody’s voices. That promise had been held and both the Joint 
Overview & Scrutiny Panel and the Full Council meeting were 
excellent opportunities to listen to the voices of colleagues and who 
they represented. He had voted for Option E at the Full Council 
meeting as he found the arguments compelling, not because it was 
the strongest option on paper, but they were looking for a Unitary that 
would last, possibly 50 years into the future. As a result of the 
inevitable growth of Huntingdonshire, he supported any solution that 
had the whole of St Neots and the Tempsford corridor under a single 
Council. Option E provided the chance to be part of the Cambridge 
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economy but be a different part with its own identity. He was minded 
to support Option E as it presented a more future proof scenario, 
robust for tomorrow not just for today. Furthermore, he was of the 
opinion that Option E reflected the views of the vast majority of 
Huntingdonshire residents, and it was the choice for the long-term 
future of the community. At the Full Council meeting, the Council 
made its preference clear and his heart was with that preference as it 
envisioned Huntingdonshire standing on its own and thriving. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Parks and Countryside, Waste and 
Street Scene – Councillor Kerr stated her dismay at comments made 
by the Member of Parliament for Huntingdon in a recent speech in 
Parliament regarding LGR. Over recent weeks she had worked 
closely, cross-party with colleagues from the County Council on the 
A141 St Ives improvement scheme, working collaboratively which had 
gained a lot of public support. In those discussions there had been 
reference to LGR, and it appeared a shared, cross-party 
understanding that presenting a united position would give a strong, 
clear message to government about where Huntingdonshire stood. 
She had felt encouraged by that, however that positivity had been lost 
when she heard the Member of Parliament for Huntingdon’s 
comments. Political game-playing on an issue of such significance 
was unhelpful and offensive, and she could only assume it was an 
attempt to discredit the Joint Administration with an eye on the next 
election. The decision to explore the business case for Option E was 
a local decision by the Joint Administration, rooted firmly in local 
priorities and she was shocked that the Member of Parliament for 
Huntingdon had accused Members of basing their choice on AI. She 
had listened carefully to arguments for Option C, which were well 
thought out, well presented and made in good conscience. Council 
Leader’s were expected to make difficult decisions after serious 
consideration, and to dismiss their judgement as the work of an 
algorithm was insulting and deeply unfair. By releasing his Parliament 
speech on social media on the day of the Full Council vote he created 
a storm that made residents believe that if Councillors did not vote for 
option E they were somehow betraying the electorate. As a result, 
some colleagues who voted for Option C had since received awful 
comments online which was unacceptable. She sincerely hoped they 
would receive an apology from the Member of Parliament for 
Huntingdon. She thanked Councillor Conboy for allowing all Members 
of the Cabinet full freedom to vote as they believed right. She did 
understand the merits of Option C and appreciated the thoughtful 
arguments made by those who supported it. However, she was 
leaning towards option E as it offered a stronger business case, 
certainly more than Option D, with a future proof way forward for 
Huntingdonshire and the County as a whole. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Communities, Health and Leisure – 
Councillor Howell, stated that she abstained at Full Council as she 
wanted to hear the views from all Councillors present, fully digest 
what was said and reflect upon those words before making her 
decision at this meeting. She lived very close to the Peterborough 
border, as did the majority of her residents and overwhelmingly the 
voices she had heard from those residents had been that they did not 
want to join Peterborough. Town and Parish Councils, Full Council 
and the majority of her residents were saying the same thing, they 
preferred option E. She commented that she would listen carefully to 
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the debate and listen to the views of Cabinet before making her 
decision, but those views were going to need to be a lot louder than 
the views of her residents. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Finance & Resources, Councillor 
Mickelburgh Was of the opinion that there was no immediate right or 
wrong answer to this problem posed by Government and that 
leadership was not about perfection but accountability. Therefore, it 
was worrying to see some of the online reaction to the Options 
presented; somehow not voting for what someone else thought was 
the correct choice resulted in being called a traitor and somehow 
disloyal to Huntingdonshire. If at any point someone had a view that 
one option was better than another, they should be able to debate 
and persuade, not resort to threats. He was delighted that the debate 
at Full Council was constructive and had heard from a number of 
people whose final decision was heavily influenced by the points put 
forward. In response to why there were abstentions at the Full Council 
vote he explained that abstention was not avoidance, it was Cabinet 
Members’ respect for the democratic debate and the commitment to 
listening before deciding. The closer to the point of implementation, 
the more information was available and the fewer assumptions would 
be made, the better opportunity for external factors to have been 
identified and to work through the alternatives. This evening was the 
very last responsible moment so was the right time to vote. He felt 
that this had been a poor Westminster process that felt, at best, 
rushed. It was a once in a generation decision which was very open 
to political gerrymandering at every level. The flexibility of criteria 
remained unclear with contradictory messaging and the final decision 
falling to one Minister who had changed once during this process 
already and it meant it was too opaque. Our system of representative 
democracy meant district Councillors were elected to Wards whose 
residents they expected to make decisions for based on the views 
and interests of their residents; in this process, he asked whether 
those views or best interests agreed with, competed with, or collided 
with those views from somewhere else. He also questioned how a 
good holistic decision could be made with such competing viewpoints. 
He was proud of how the Council had conducted this process, where 
every Councillor had been given the opportunity to vote for every 
option. He was interested in the debate at Full Council and pleased 
opposition colleagues repeatedly made reference to how the Council 
had grown stronger over the last few years and thrived in comparison 
to other areas and how this had made Option E a realistic concept. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Governance and Democratic Services, 
Councillor Harvey Took the opportunity to thank all of the officers 
involved in getting to this point and recognised that it had been a 
mammoth task. She had looked at the facts and figures in lots of 
detail, which had led her head to Option C but her heart did not agree. 
She had given thought to what Government had said about Project 
Fairfax, and the importance of RAF Wyton and Tempsford, both of 
which she felt could be delivered under Option E. She was concerned 
about the diversity of Councillors in the new Unitaries and asked if a 
statement to that effect could be included in the first letter to 
Government. It was her firm belief that Option E went a long way to 
addressing those concerns, keeping democracy close to home and 
residents with contactable Councillors. On balance, these were the 
factors outweighing the figures and therefore she was minded to 
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support Option E. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Planning – Councillor Sanderson praised 
the excellent contributions from all sides during the Full Council 
debate. Although Members had strong views on their preferred 
options, they were presented in a respectful way. He referred to 
comments from the Minister for Local Government in February who 
had suggested proposals needed to align to six main criteria, and 
made reference to the criteria which stated that new Unitary Council’s 
should enable stronger community engagement and deliver genuine 
opportunity for neighbourhood empowerment, which was important 
and was exactly what the Council wanted to do - deliver things for the 
community and empower neighbourhoods. He was inclined to look at 
Option E as most favourable - a single standalone Unitary Authority in 
its own right. Reading the business case, this was the best 
opportunity for effective governance and efficient and coherent 
service delivery, reflecting the needs and aspirations of stakeholders 
and partners, and it would be the best for the local economy and 
create economies of scale. Furthermore, he felt that it would protect 
local identity and maintain existing boundaries. He accepted that 
Option E would also be difficult in some ways to deliver and make the 
population numbers work, and he had had some comments of 
concern from colleagues in Bedfordshire around boundaries. 
However, it allowed the ability to concentrate on some specific 
economic areas and the consideration of Tempsford’s growth as a 
new Town added to his reasoning behind Option E. He had some 
sympathy with Option C which he felt would provide place-based 
solutions and economies of scale and that the electoral reform 
arrangements perhaps were stronger. However, throughout the 
process, two of the biggest concerns were social care costs - it was 
important to maintain the safe and legal delivery of this crucial service 
- but most importantly LGR would lead to significant changes to the 
Council's greatest asset which was staff. It could lead to a drop in 
morale with a lot of unknowns around and it was important to manage 
change effectively and have strong engagement maintained to ensure 
all of the workforce were on board throughout this process. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Climate, Transformation and Workforce, 
Councillor Davenport-Ray commented that it was helpful to have input 
from all political groups at the Full Council meeting, and there had 
been convincing evidence-based arguments from both sides of the 
chamber against Options A, B and D. When Option E was suggested, 
she was dubious about the financial case, but there was now 
evidence that demonstrated it was a possibility. Options C and E also 
included compelling evidence of travel to work patterns and 
community social links, and from the debate and vote at Full Council, 
those two options were the most favoured by Councillors. She 
referenced the result of the public consultation in the focus groups 
which had been compelling, including 3000 responses from people 
across the region. These responses showed that the public supported 
changes to Councils, especially where it led to better Council 
services. Reorganisation was something the Council needed to do, 
keeping local people at the heart of decision making. Furthermore, 
the public wanted local Councillors that understood their local area 
and their number one priority in a Councillor was having genuine local 
knowledge, regular community contacts and practical accessibility to 
local people. The responses also showed that successful Councils 
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from the public's perspective respected the practical geography of 
their daily life, and the public thought that good Council’s did not 
impose boundaries based on administrative convenience or 
theoretical efficiency models. The feedback also showed that people 
living in rural areas had higher concerns about being overlooked if 
they were in a large unitary authority. On balance, the survey 
responses from people in Huntingdonshire seemed to support Option 
E. She referenced recent decisions by the Government on some of 
the Council areas that were going down the fast-track route of LGR, 
particularly noting that some of those Councils had proposed 
boundary changes, therefore the Council should not shy away from 
proposing boundary changes if it believed that would result in the best 
outcome for local residents. St Neots was being squeezed on all 
sides from development, with much of it out of its control, and the 
current boundaries did not serve the economic and social needs of 
the people that lived there. By suggesting that current boundaries 
should be maintained, the government had missed the opportunity to 
take a nuanced and long-term approach to the St Neots area. The 
crossroads of St. Neots needed room to grow with one Council where 
local people could control their own destiny and moderate the 
pressures on their own schools, roads and GP surgeries, and on this 
basis she believed the proposed boundary review mentioned in 
Option E was what residents of St Neots would want to put forward to 
government. She commented that multiple voices on the board of a 
combined authority was essential, especially in the cases in our 
region where they were very different contrasts in urban areas and 
rural populations - pursuing Option E would ensure an extra voice at 
that combined authority board table. Overall, she was proud that the 
Council had taken what time there was available to gather facts and 
make the best evidence-driven choices about the geographic shape 
of the future Council. Officers had done the Council proud and the 
tone of the political debate had been professional and respectful. She 
was of the opinion that sadly if the government was serious about 
streamlining local government, this conversation would be about 
major investment in social care funding; the wrong part of local 
government was being reformed, while Councils struggled to support 
looking after children and vulnerable adults and this tactic was both 
unhelpful and uncaring. She was minded to support Option E based 
on the balance of evidence and the positive future it would open up 
for Huntingdonshire residents and businesses. She hoped the Council 
could use this opportunity to express disappointment in the flawed 
and short-sighted process it was being asked to follow; reorganisation 
could have been a once in a generation opportunity to make local 
government truly work for local people with sufficient funding to 
support social care. True localism was powerful and bigger was not 
necessarily better and those opportunities had been missed. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Economy, Regeneration and Housing, 
Councillor Wakeford stated that his intention was to listen at the Full 
Council meeting and the Joint Overview & Scrutiny Panel, and to 
reflect prior to making his decision. He made reference to the heartfelt 
tone at the Full Council meeting, where there were positive comments 
about the concept of LGR from across the Chamber, though clearly 
not without caveats. He was of the opinion that a non-trivial amount of 
time was spent navigating relationships between tiers of authorities. 
In his Portfolio, if the Council held County levers as well as District 
levers, life would be simpler, quicker and residents would notice the 
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difference – to give two examples, more affordable houses being built 
sooner and more vibrant public spaces used better. This was the 
whole point of being a unitary authority, to have control of a broader 
span of local governance. At the Full Council meeting, he had heard 
complaints about the speed of the process as well as how it was 
being done and a number of other challenges. Work was underway in 
parallel to tackle social care which presented an enormous challenge, 
and he was of the opinion that in terms of speed, even with having 
double the length of time or even unlimited time, he was not 
convinced there would have been agreement across Cambridgeshire 
and Peterborough on a single way forward. He felt that there was at 
least something to be said about the government pushing to move at 
pace and faster than might have been chosen, but that was not to 
knock the many valid questions and concerns about details that that 
created. Reflecting on all of the Options, he came to the conclusion 
that there was validity in Option C, working economically, socially and 
practically; there had already been major infrastructure closely linking 
parts of Huntingdonshire into Cambridge including the guided 
Busway, new A14, repurposed old A14, the prospect of East West 
Rail travelling through Huntingdonshire, the nearby Universal Studios. 
The centre of economic gravity was looking west from Cambridge, 
certainly in terms of future opportunities. Option C was a real 
contender, a stronger contender than the vote at the Full Council 
meeting might have been taken to suggest and one he had been 
weighing significantly in his mind. He had every confidence that 
whichever was the government's preferred option, could be made to 
work. He had heard concerns that houses would be built in 
Huntingdonshire by a merged Council, referencing the strong 
language used by the Member of Parliament for Huntingdon of 
“dumping houses” in Huntingdonshire. However, he reflected on 
comments from the opposition pressing the Council to go faster in 
meeting housing deadlines including on affordable housing which 
they were correct to raise, and he stated that in its term the 
administration had seen record affordable housing building in 
Huntingdonshire. He commented that those waiting on the housing 
register would not mind too much what the borders of the authority 
were that chose to build the house. He did find Option E compelling 
as it did allow Huntingdonshire to unleash its potential in a variety of 
ways, but was not persuaded by all of the arguments advanced in 
favour of it. Some of the protests he had heard of the possibility of 
people from places outside Huntingdonshire and their representatives 
participating in the democratic process, overlooked the fact that there 
were more tiers of local governance than could be counted and 
Members at the County Council and the Combined Authority from 
beyond Huntingdonshire already made decisions that affected the 
Huntingdonshire area so the principle already existed. He shared 
Councillor Kerr’s discomfort around some of the language used by the 
Member of Parliament for Huntingdon around treachery. He was 
minded to support Option C from what he had heard. 
 
The Executive Leader, Councillor Conboy took the opportunity to put 
on record her thanks to fellow Council Leaders, noting that it was not 
easy sitting together at the beginning of this journey and they had 
pulled together across the whole of Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough, united in understanding the importance of trying to get 
this right for residents. Early on, it became apparent that geography 
alone made it difficult to come up with a single solution. The Councils’ 
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Chief Executives had also been pivotal, as well as their staff teams in 
working collaboratively and it had been challenging for all authorities 
as they cared passionately about their places.  
 
The Executive Lead praised Officer teams for working across different 
political frameworks across different organisations to try and provide 
the best opportunity to come up with business cases that could be 
genuinely looked at and tested. She took the opportunity to explain 
what had changed in order to allow Option E to be put on the table, 
citing Project Fairfax, the new Local Growth Plan that included the 
North Hunts Cluster, the Local Plan, Universal Studios across the 
border in Bedfordshire, East West Rail which would intersect directly 
with the North South Line, and bringing Alconbury Rail Station on 
stream allowing growth in a way that was not necessarily anticipated 
previously and opening up new commuting routes that benefited 
Huntingdonshire.  She expressed the view that Tempsford was a 
pivotal location and raised concerns regarding the delivery of a new 
town of such scale and significance, with its potential impact across 
three authorities. She noted that, given the proximity of the nearest 
major settlement - being the authority’s largest settlement - it would 
make little sense to proceed without a coordinated approach, 
potentially including consideration of boundary changes. If that meant 
Tempsford went outside of Huntingdonshire then so be it, but it was 
too important to not to get right. The impact on existing residents as 
well as those villages that Tempsford would include would be 
significant. The Council was continuing to do work with Homes 
England in looking at other sites and was operating in a changing 
landscape. The Council also had a really strong track record of 
growth and that meant better financial stability, making option E a 
more viable option then when this matter first began, and there was 
now a business case that demonstrated that Option E was 
deliverable. She praised the work of the Joint Overview and Scrutiny 
Panel who had been fantastic not to come to any conclusion as they 
equally wanted to have an open mind, ask questions and ensure all 
the decision making that Full Council needed to make was founded 
on having really good advice from offices and consultants, which was 
pivotal to underpinning the debate. At the Full Council meeting, 
Members did the Council proud and she listened intensely and did not 
know where the debate was going before it commenced and had not 
made any decision herself as she genuinely wanted to listen. She 
was concerned about Option D, because she wanted to see 
Peterborough reach the status it deserved which was to be the 
principal city outside of Cambridge and she was not sure Option D 
delivered that. Having listened to the Joint Overview and Scrutiny 
Panel and Full Council meeting and weighing the evidence, she was 
clear that Options C and E were deliverable and had different 
strengths. She had looked at Option E in terms of potential - it was 
less conventional but it was deliverable. Reference was made to the 
views of Parish and Town Councils, though not all of whom had met 
and voted yet, and at the time of the meeting there had been 29 
responses favouring Option E, 13 favouring Option C, 1 favouring 
Option A, 1 favouring Option B and none favouring Option D. 
Therefore, this feedback suggested that Parish and Town Councils 
predominantly favoured Option E, though clearly struggled with the 
same debates the Council had during the Full Council meeting. There 
were many moving parts of the system at this point; LGR, changes to 
the integrated care system, changes around social care, special 
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educational needs and the upcoming Budget which may make 
changes the Council needed to accommodate. However, she was 
convinced that whichever option the Secretary of State chose, whilst 
she may be minded to have her own preference of Option E, the 
Council could make it work on behalf of residents and the workforce. 
 
The Executive Councillor for Resident Services and Corporate 
Performance, Councillor Ferguson expressed his disappointment at 
Cambridgeshire County Council who had voted for Option A but had 
not disclosed the full business case for that Option, which he felt was 
disrespectful. 
 
Following the discussion, the Chair moved that the Committee should 
vote on supporting Option E as per the report. This was duly 
seconded by Councillor Sanderson. 
 
The Chair moved to the vote. Votes were recorded as follows: 
 
For: 8 
Against: 1 
Abstentions: 0 
 
The Monitoring Officer confirmed that the Committee’s preference for 
Option E was carried and would therefore form part of the substantive 
motion. 
 
The Chair gave Councillor Mickelburgh the opportunity to declare 
which option he might have chosen, and he confirmed that he took 
into account the vote at Full Council, as well as two of the Council’s 
that sat within his Ward who had preferred Option C, and in the 
interests of representing their views and the residents they 
represented, he would have brought Option C to the table. 
 
The Chair moved to the vote on the substantive motion. 
 
Whereupon, it was 
 
RESOLVED 
 
that the Cabinet 
 
(a) noted the various options that have been presented relating to 

Local Government Reorganisation for Cambridgeshire & 
Peterborough; 
 

(b) noted the criteria and process established by Government and 
that the Secretary of State will be the end decision-maker; 
 

(c) considered and commented on the various options against the 
criteria identified, noting that the various options will be 
incorporated into a single submission made on behalf of all 
Councils in Cambridgeshire & Peterborough; 
 

(d) considered the comments provided by the Overview and 
Scrutiny Joint Group and Full Council in respect of the 
proposals and the vote by Council to support any or none of the 
options presented. 
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(e) determined that the Council wishes to support Option E (noting 

that the Council can only support one option); 
 

(f) delegated authority to the Chief Executive, in consultation with 
the Executive Leader of the Council, to write to the Secretary of 
State and other Leaders & Chief Executives within 
Cambridgeshire & Peterborough to communicate the Council’s 
decision (rec E); 
 

(g) delegated authority to the Chief Executive, in consultation with 
the Leader of the Council, to complete and finalise a Foreword 
for the final business case in support of Option E. (rec E); 

 
(h) based upon the final decision (rec E), delegated authority to the 

Chief Executive, in consultation with the Executive Leader of the 
Council, to liaise with other Leaders and Chief Executives to 
make any final amendments to the single submission for 
Cambridgeshire & Peterborough in advance of submission to 
the Government; and 

 
(i) delegated to the Chief Executive, in consultation with all Group 

Leaders and non-group aligned Members, to formulate and 
submit a response to any formal consultation on proposals for 
Local Government Reorganisation in Cambridgeshire & 
Peterborough. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Chair 
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