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Eden District Council 
 
Council Minutes 
 
Date: 29 April 2021  Venue: The Meeting was held virtually, 
therefore, there was no venue.  Time: 6.45 pm 
 
Present: 
 

Chairman: Councillor A Connell 

Vice Chairman: Councillor D Banks 

Councillors: P G Baker 
I Chambers 
M Clark 
J Derbyshire 
P Dew 
M Eyles 
H Fearon 
K Greenwood 
M Hanley 
L Harker 
D Holden 
S Lancaster 
J C Lynch 
E Martin 
N McCall 
A Meadowcroft 

G Nicolson OBE 
W Patterson 
J Raine 
M Robinson 
A Ross 
M Rudhall 
D Ryland 
H Sawrey-Cookson 
G Simpkins 
L Sharp 
D Smith 
V Taylor 
A Todd 
M Tonkin 
D Wicks 

Officers Present: Les Clark, Deputy Chief Executive 
Lisa Tremble, Assistant Director Legal and Democratic 
Services  

Others Present:  

Democratic Services Officer: Members Services 

 

Cl/100/04/21 Apologies for Absence  
 
At the start of the meeting, the Assistant Director Legal and Democratic Services 
advised that this meeting was being hosted remotely using conferencing software 
which allowed Members, Officers and public attendance whilst being able to protect 
themselves and others, whilst observing the Government’s social distancing 
measures. 

The Assistant Director Legal and Democratic Services also stated that all votes 
during this meeting would be taken through an informal recorded vote, though would 
not be noted as such in the minutes. 
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A Roll Call of all those Members in attendance remotely was then taken. 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Armstrong, Councillor Lawson and 
Councillor Thompson. 
 

Cl/101/04/21 Declarations of Interest  
 
Councillor Eyles gave a personal explanation in that he was intending to audio record the 
meeting for personal use. 

 

Cl/102/04/21 Minutes  
 
RESOLVED that the minutes Cl/86/03/21 to Cl/95/03/21and CI/96/04/21 to CI/99/04/21 of 
the meetings of the Council held on 25 March 2021 and 7 April 2021 be confirmed and 
signed by the Chairman as a correct record of those proceedings.   
. 
 

Cl/103/04/21 Chairman's Announcements  
 
Highlighting Eden celebrated a successful 2020/21 project 
 
Highlights Rural Touring and Eden District Council had invited communities across the 
district to engage in Covid-secure arts activities and events through their joint initiative: 
Highlighting Eden. The project had concluded last month.  
In total, over 170 attendees took part in the varied range of virtual arts events, including 
creative writing, choir singing and make-a-puppet workshops.  
And the project received feedback such as: 
 

 “Absolutely amazing. It really lifted my mood and it was wonderful to work on something so 

creative”  

 “I was apprehensive about taking part. It resulted in being one of the best experiences of 

lockdown. I felt I had achieved something good and worthwhile”. 

 
Safe voting for upcoming Eden elections 

Elections in Eden would be going ahead in early May, with extra safety measures to ensure 
Covid safety. 

District Ward by-elections for Hartside and Skelton Wards and Parish by-elections for 
Penrith Town and Alston Moor Parish councils would take place on Thursday 6 May 2021. 
The Police and Crime commissioner election would also be going ahead on the same day. 

 
Penrith walking group launched for local veterans and families 

Forces Link, an initiative that looks to increase opportunities and support for the local ex-
service community and their families, had announced its new weekly walking group: 
Forward Step. 

Forward Step had been set up to give people a regular opportunity to get outside and 
improve their health and well-being through walking. The group provided chances to form 
new friendships, connections and support networks in a relaxed, informal environment. 
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Lockdown Easing – 12 April 
 
Leisure centres in Appleby and Penrith had now reopened, as well as the Penrith Tourist 
Information Centre and Appleby Local Links. 
 
Eden District Council launched a cashless parking payment system 

Eden District Council had partnered with PayByPhone to offer drivers cashless parking in all 
Council-owned car parks. 

The service was now live and drivers could pay for their parking safely and securely using 
their mobile devices. 

 

Grant offers free energy saving measures worth up to 10k for Eden households 

Eden District Council had announced the next phase in its Green Homes Grant (Local 
Authority Delivery) scheme. 

Eden’s Green Homes Grant (LAD) scheme would provide funding of up to £10,000 for a 
range of energy saving measures in Eden households, such as solar panels, air source heat 
pumps and home insulation. 

The Eden scheme was funded by Central Government and the Council was working in 
partnership with E.ON to deliver it locally. 

In addition, more measures and funding may be available for some residents through the 
Council’s Eco Flex scheme. Details of which can be found at www.eden.gov.uk  

Through the schemes, the Council was addressing the triple challenges of working towards 
zero carbon emissions, improving residents’ health and wellbeing and reducing fuel poverty 
in local residents’ homes. 

 

Patterdale Community Land Trust receives £132,000 from Eden District Council 

Eden District Council’s Community Housing Fund had awarded Patterdale Parish 
Community Land Trust £132,000 towards the cost of acquiring land for the construction of 
affordable housing in the Parish. 

The Trust recently commissioned a housing needs survey, which identified a need for 
affordable housing in the area. 

Overall, the trust’s community led housing project had received £181,095 from the Council 
in support of its bid to provide affordable homes to the parish community. 

Community Land Trusts were groups that were set up and run by local volunteers and 
funding was available from the Eden’s Community Housing Fund to support them to 
develop new affordable housing and provide other community services and facilities, such 
as shops, pubs and workspaces.  

 

Cl/104/04/21 Questions by the Public  
 
The following question was received from Councillor J Davies under Rule 10 of the 
Constitution: 

 
“Could the leader please explain why she is proposing to further delay 
and frustrate the devolution of assets to communities and town and 
parish councils in Eden with her notice on motion that is before council 

http://www.eden.gov.uk/
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this evening seconded by Cllr Robinson in a move that will risk assets 
been further removed from community ownership and control by the fast 
approaching restructuring of councils in Cumbria.” 
 
The Leader responded as follows: 
 
“I am pleased to be able to reassure Councillor Davies that the Motion 
will neither delay nor frustrate the devolution of assets to communities 
and Town and Parish Councils in Eden, rather the reverse. The Motion 
merely removes the deadline for completion of the process of devolution 
of assets. This means that existing negotiations can proceed, and indeed 
new ones may commence.” 
 
Councillor Davies then asked a supplementary question: 
 
“The Leader states that she is removing a deadline. There is no deadline 
other than the end of a grant period which the policy and position we 
have debated and approved in 2017 by Eden District Council. Can the 
Leader explain what the intention is by the removal of that deadline and 
the financial implications it will have on Eden Council and Council tax 
payers.” 
 

The Leader responded as follows: 
 
“There was a March 2022 deadline for the completion of this devolution of completion of 
assets and that is very close and if the transactions are not completed by then, under the 
terms of the policy this means that Town and Parish Councils could not adopt them and that 
there is a risk that Eden District Council would no longer maintain them. So there is the 
possibility that this would have unfortunate consequences which would be unintended but 
because of the last year very little has been able to take place and there are a number of 
transactions that were incomplete. In terms of the March 2022 deadline and the April 2022 
deadline, these are one and the same.” 
 
The following question was received from Mr J Thomson under Rule 10 of the 
Constitution: 
 
“Omega Proteins operates a controversial animal rendering plant at a huge, already over intensified 
industrial site, at Wildriggs on the rural edge of Penrith. Omega has seven ‘live’ planning 
applications before Eden District Council, dating back to March 2019 with some retrospective.  
 
Under EDC’s planning procedures, Omega’s expansion continues unabated, but its planning 
applications lie unheard and unresolved.  

 
The applications:  

 have objections lodged against them  

 are locally sensitive  

 have a 1,250 signature petition against them  

 are from an applicant with a history of causing an offensive odour nuisance (the Penrith 
‘pong’), which significantly interferes with the enjoyment and use of local properties, 
adversely affecting peoples’ lives  
 

There is:  

 a massive lack of transparency at EDC re-Omega planning applications  

 a lack of public confidence in EDC’s planning procedures  
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 a lack of urgency and continued refusal to listen to, and represent, residents at EDC  

 a failure of EDC to communicate. Questions to councillors, questions to the planning chair 
etc, etc, and Freedom of Information requests are all ignored.  

 

My question today is: When will EDC wake up to the views and interests of local 
people/residents/the electorate, be transparent and ‘call in’ the seven planning applications 
from Omega Proteins, to the Planning Committee for discussion, debate and democratic 
vote ?’  
 
The Leader responded as follows: 
 
“I hope that Mr.Thomson will recognise my good faith as I acknowledge his, that his tireless lobbying 
of Eden District council members and officers is motivated by his desire to protect the amenity of 
residents and visitors. EDC and its Members are not free agents. We are constrained by the legal 
and regulatory powers the authority holds. In his question Mr.Thomson is asking EDC to act outside 
the powers we hold. If there are no material planning grounds to object to an application, debate and 
democracy are irrelevant. The Planning Committee has no power to ‘call in’ decisions that they have 
previously made. Planning law and policy in this case cannot accommodate Mr.Thomson’s 
demands, even though those demands may seem reasonable to the residents whose amenity is 
adversely affected by the proximity of this plant to their homes, as well as to the Members who 
represent them. 

  
I acknowledge Mr. Thomson’s frustration that the planning system cannot deliver a remedy for the 
very real issues experienced by residents. This is not a failure of Eden District Council’s planners, 

but of planning law and national policy.  Omega Proteins is in my Ward and I think you will find I 
have objected to applications where there was a possibility of success, above all to the 
extension of the plant outside the previous curtilage, and to retrospective applications, the 
practice of which make the community feel disrespected. I do respect the views 
Mr.Thomson expresses but neither I as Ward Member or Leader of the Council, nor Eden 
District Council, nor the planning system itself, have blanket powers to prevent expansion of 
the plant. I am truly sorry that the demands you make in your question today will not solve 
the very real problem that exists, they are outside planning law and so cannot be acceded 
to. To address the problem there has to be a new conversation and I would hope that 
Mr.Thomson will be willing to engage in that.”  
 
Mr Thomson then asked the following supplementary question: 
 
“If a business makes seven planning applications, some dated back to March 2019, the 
planning applications are never decided on they are just lying there unheard unresolved yet 
Omega are still building. If you make a planning application surely at some stage somebody has 
to decide whether that planning application is going to be approved or rejected. Omega’s 
planning applications are not decided on they are just left in the wilderness while Omega keeps 
building. These planning applications have material objections lodged against them and I can 
quote Councillor Patterson from months ago a statement he made. They should have been 
called to Committee and decided upon. There is no reason that the planning applications should 
not be called to Committee” 
 

The Leader responded as follows: 
 

“Regarding the seven planning applications, I am surprised the planning applications are 
sitting there unresolved. Planning applications do not have to be built out. There are 
regulations for timescales about dealing with planning applications. I will get back to you on 
the progress of those seven through the system. However, if planning applications have 
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objections against them it does not mean they will go to Committee. The objections have to 
be material the objections will not be able to be heard in Committee because there is no 
possibility of acceding to objections which are not material to planning. I know that is very 
frustrating but we as a planning authority cannot accede to objections if they are not 
material because that is not within the planning legal system and could be appealed 
against.” 
 

Cl/105/04/21 Questions by Members  
 
Councillor Wicks asked the following question: 
 

“While it is noted that there is £750k allocated in the budget for project 
‘Town Hall’, can the leader confirm the spend to date on the consultants 
who are undertaking the feasibility study and outline the project 
timescales and specifics going forward. In confirming the spend to date, 
can the Leader point Members to the allocated sums within the 
accounts/budget.” 
  

The Leader responded as follows: 
 
“To date the consultants have been appointed and have commenced 
the work on the brief issued as part of the competitive tender exercise. 
No finance has been paid as yet as the payment for the initial tranche of 
the work is not due until certain elements of the tender have been 
completed.  

 
The overall budget for the consultancy work was agreed as part of the 
Medium Term Financial Plan as being £30,000 under the budget line 
“Feasibility study for Town Hall Redevelopment (Revenue)” which was 
agreed by Council on the 27 February 2020. It is expected the work will 
be completed by early summer and the work involves liaising with a 
number of Arts and Culture organisations to test their appetite for the use 
of the Town Hall building, developing a range of options for the future  
use of the Town Hall and developing a high level cost plan to inform 
future decision making on any renovations or future use of the building.” 
 
Councillor Wicks asked a supplementary question: 
 
Can the Leader confirm the scope and remit of the feasibility study i.e. is 
it purely limited to the arts facility and does she not agree that this would 
be an ideal project for Member and wider public consultation.” 
 
The Leader responded as follows: 
 
“I do not have the Tender in front of me. I’m sure the Tender is available 
if you would like me to find it and send it to you. I think that there will be 
possibilities for Members and the community to feed in. Indeed, I know 
that the Town Council is very interested in the future of the Town Hall.  
I’m sure you have seen many Local Government Association webinars 
on High Street and Town Centre regeneration and its not at all 
controversial that a cultural use is an important one. As we know Town 
Centres are places that people will go to do things and that this is a 
superb building which can act as a Civic Centre and a gathering place 
and places in which the community and visitors can take part in 
interesting activities which will bring footfall to the High Street which will 
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develop the visitor economy and the night time economy.”  
 
Councillor Wicks asked the following question: 

 
“Can the Leader confirm that the One Eden project conversion of 
Voreda House is now in its third ‘design’ and what this design 
includes to achieve Zero Carbon or Carbon Neutral status, and in 
outlining this for Members, can the Leader also confirm the exact 
costings of design to date.”  

 
The Leader responded as follows: 
 
“The design process for the refurbishment of Voreda House has been 
developed in line with standard practice for construction projects in that 
an initial design is developed and then refined through consultation with 
the client, planning authority and key stakeholders. The design 
development process spans both the pre and post tendering process 
although post tender design changes are minimal.  

 
To achieve Net Zero Carbon the design incorporates:  
1) An insulated and air tight external envelope to replace the existing 
building fabric.  
2) A mechanical ventilation and heat recovery system to provide 100% 
fresh air ventilation to occupants without heat loss.  
3) Consideration of the energy consumption of all building equipment 
and services and subsequent low energy specification.  
4) On site Solar PV energy generation.  

 
Items 1, 2 and 3 will provide an 80 -85% reduction in energy  
consumption for the whole life of the building. Approximately 50% of the 
building's entire energy requirement will be provided by the Solar PV  
and the remaining energy will be sourced from an energy provider 
generating entirely from renewables.  
 
Design costs to date are £39,390 and are in line with industry norms. 
£36,000 of the £856,000 Public Sector Decarbonisation Scheme Grant 
we have received is allocated to the low carbon elements of the design.”  

 
Councillor Wicks asked a supplementary question: 
 
“Is the design process constantly evolving and what advice has been 
taken in ensuring this old building is DDA compliant and fit for purpose.” 
 
The Leader responded:  
 
I think there have been designs consulted on and the change has been  
in response to consultation and to the recommendations of our own 
Planning Committee. In terms of the technical question you just asked 
about particular building standard, I have a briefing here in front of me 
about the consultation methods and how that relates to carbon 
emissions. Given that one of the main reasons for moving to Voreda 
House is because we are currently not compliant in either building I 
would be startled if that was missed because that was one of the main 
principle reasons lying behind the need to move. 
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Councillor Nicolson asked the following question: 
 
“What is your vision for the Budget Planning Committee and its 
relationship with Overview and Scrutiny? To what extent is your 
vision being realised?” 
 
Councillor McCall, Chair of the Budget Planning Committee, 
responded as follows: 
 
“The Budget Planning Committee was not my vision, it was  
stablished following recommendations made by the Budget  
Scrutiny Panel to Council in May 2020. Its intention was to 
formalise a Committee to undertake not only the budget scrutiny  
process but a wider remit for monitoring the budget throughout the 
year and to consider any other specific finance matters such as  
the recent Heart of Cumbria review.  
 
I think this dovetails with Overview and Scrutiny Committee’s more 
operational remit that scrutinises service based functions and 
performance related matters. The Budget Planning Committee has 
considered and debated the matters within its remit such as the  
budget, budget monitoring, treasury management and the Heart of 
Cumbria. It is therefore performing the function originally intended  
by the budget scrutiny panel.  
 
My ongoing vision would be that this Committee continues to be a  
forum where these issues can be openly discussed by members  
and appropriate recommendations made such that the budget  
remains balanced, prudent and closely monitored.” 
 
Councillor Nicolson asked a supplementary question: 
 
“The Budget Planning Committee met on 9 February 2021  
to considerer the budget and make recommendations to the  
Executive and Council on the content. Why as in previous years  
was no formal report on the Budget Planning Committee 
recommendations was prepared and submitted to the Executive  
and Council.” 
 
Councillor McCall, Chair of Budget Planning Committee  
responded as follows: 
 
“He will write a reply to Councillor Nicolson” 

  

 
Councillor Nicolson asked the following question: 
 
“The Annual Report on Scrutiny activity for 2020/21was discussed at a 
meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee held on 1 April 2021. 
The report stated that the Member Working Groups established by 
Council were part of the Scrutiny Process and were likened to “Task  
and Finish Groups.” How can this be given that Council appointed 
members of the Executive to the groups and the Council Constitution 
states that members of the Executive should not be involved in Scrutiny.” 
Councillor Banks, Chair of the Overview and Scrutiny, responded as 
follows: 
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“Working groups were set up to be an extension away from scrutiny as 
informal committees with their own terms of reference and provide an 
opportunity for all members to contribute in discussion on a subject 
within their expertise.”  
 
Councillor Nicolson asked a supplementary question: 
 
“Your answer is at variance with the statement made in the Annual  
report on Scrutiny considered by the by Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee on I April 2021. I quote from the report that paragraph 2.2 
’These working groups have taken the place of Task and Finish groups 
which would otherwise have formed part of the Scrutiny Review work    
of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee. It is timely this year for us to 
review the effectiveness of this arrangement particularly against their 
intended purpose of improving Member engagement influence on 
these important areas. In view of this I repeat my question is it right  
that members of the Executive are members of the working groups.” 
Councillor Banks responded: 
 
“These Committees are away from Scrutiny as informal Committees  
and I go with my previous reply.” 
 

 

Councillor Nicolson asked the following question: 
 
“I understand that Howarth Tompkins were awarded an assignment to 
examine the feasibility of using the Town Hall as an Arts Centre. Were 
any other potential uses considered and is the brief solely related to use 
as an Arts Centre?” 
 
The Leader of the Council responded as follows: 

 
“Howarth Tompkins have been appointed to carry out the Penrith 
Town Hall Feasibility Study and are currently engaged in the initial 
stages of the work. The brief has a focus on liaising and engaging 
with a range of potential Arts and Culture sector users to ascertain 
their likely interest and commitment of wishing to have a presence in 
a redeveloped and repurposed Town Hall but also requires the 
consultancy firm to provide some alternative proposals for the 
commercial use of the Town Hall if there is insufficient local  
demand or interest from Arts and Culture Groups within the local 
area.”  

Councillor Nicolson asked a supplementary question: 
 
“Members learned of this initiative in the press but given with hindsight  
and given the long history of this iconic listed public building why was 
wider Member and public engagement via a Scrutiny review not 
considered as a precursor to commissioning commercial consultants at 
substantial cost.” 
 
The Leader responded: 
 
“This is a wide ranging tender and although Culture use an appropriate 
one, nevertheless, there are other uses are included in this tender,  
such as incubators for small start up businesses, community use, a 
café. Whether its use will be purely for commercial use, it will almost  
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certainly emerge from the process of this feasibility study. A lot of the 
feasibility study as you will notice the other half of Tomkins are 
Architects so a lot of it is looking at the fabric of the building and the 
possibilities as we have just discovered, accessibility, etc. There are a 
number of parts of the Tender which are not totally focussed on the   
nd use. Why was Scrutiny not involved, I am the Leader and we as  
the Executive do not have a relationship of that sort with Scrutiny. If  
Scrutiny had wanted to be involved we would have been very happy to 
that request and we would have been very interested of what they had 
said.” 

 

 
Councillor Nicolson asked the following question: 
 
“Please tell me the number of consultants and fixed term appointments 
utilised by the Council and the value of contracts that were active in 
the period 1 April 2020 to 31 March 2021 in the following areas:  
 
Corporate Plan Development and Delivery  
Sustainable – zero carbon, lobbying, recommissioning waste, 
recycling and street scene services, review of the Local Plan, Council’s 
transformation programme,  
Healthy, Safe and Secure - develop Housing Strategy, Support 
Community led Housing, reduce fuel poverty linked to zero carbon 
strategy, develop Eden economic strategy.  
Connected - transport improvements, business growth, leisure 
services, renewed working arrangements with town and parish 
councils, superfast broadband action plan.  
Creative – carbon literacy training for business, arts and culture 
strategy, support for market towns, review of employment land.” 
 
The Resources Portfolio Holder responded as follows: 
 
“The question is complex and will take time to complete, a written  
answer will, therefore, be provided.”  
 
Councillor Nicolson asked a supplementary question: 
 
“This is disappointing but hardly a surprising answer given the  
osmotic relationship between the budget and the Council Plan. My 
question was submitted one week ago. When can I expect an answer and 
will the answer be published in the Minutes of this meeting. “ 
 
The Portfolio Holder responded: 
 
“The answer will come as soon as possible and it is hoped it will be in 
time to go in the Minutes.” 

 

 
Councillor Nicolson asked the following question: 
 
CIPFA statement on the appointment of the Resources Portfolio 
Holder to the Council’s Accounts and Governance Committee with 
has the Audit Committee remit reads:  

 
“CIPFA’s guidance – Position Statement – and supporting guidance  
are available to view here: https://www.cipfa.org/services/support 
for-audit-committees  
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Having Executive members on the Committee is discouraged as it  
could deter the Committee from being able to challenge or hold to 
account the Executive on governance, risk and control matters. This 
approach is consistent with Audit Committee practice in other parts  
of the public sector and in the private sector. Inviting an Executive 
member onto the committee should be avoided unless the committee  
has other compensating arrangements to ensure independence, for 
example, a majority of Independent Members or an Independent 
Chair. The Executive member should not chair the committee. The  
Leader of the Cabinet, administration or the elected mayor should 
not be a member of the Audit Committee. However, the Audit  
Committee can invite members of the Executive to attend to discuss 
issues within its remit and to brief the committee on the actions they  
are taking.  

 
No slight on Councillor Greenwood’s integrity or competence is made  
or inferred. Please explain the background to Councillor Greenwood’s 
appointment and tell me why the defence of what I am informed was a 
political decision was given by an officer at the meeting of Accounts  
and Governance Committee on 15 April 2021.” 

 
 The Deputy Leader responded as follows: 
 
“The question was, as I understand it, first asked of Officers prior to  
the Accounts and Governance Committee and the same question 
repeated at the Committee. An answer, as I understand it, was  
provided to you prior to the Committee that the advice from CIPFA  
was guidance and therefore the appointment was lawful. This is why  
an officer answered the question at the Committee as it was not  
deemed to be a political matter.”  

 
Councillor Nicolson asked a question: 
 
“My information is it would be extremely unusual by an officer to advise 
an elected Member to ignore guidance from an appellative source. I  
m on the record as saying that the action taken is awful. This was the 
advice given by an officer. I am further advised that the decision to  
ignore the advice was a political decision most likely taken by  
Members and it was extremely unlikely that an officer would advise a 
Member to do this. Do you agree that it is in the public interest the  
record of the decision to ignore CIPFA guidance is placed in the public 
domain is the Minutes of this meeting.” 
 
The Portfolio Holder responded: 
 
“I have nothing more to add to the response I have already given.” 
 

  
  

 

Cl/106/04/21 Motions on Notice  
 
The following notice was received under Rule 13 of the Constitution from Councillor Taylor: 
 
Proposed by Councillor Taylor 
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Seconded by Councillor Robinson 
 
“In July 2017 Eden District Council adopted a policy whereby Parishes were told that if they 
did not take responsibility for certain services, including public toilets and footway lighting, 
then Eden District Council would ‘very likely’ withdraw those services from March 2022. 
 
This Council should indeed encourage Parish and Town Councils that wish to take on 
services for the benefit of the community to do so. However, the threat of withdrawing 
services if parishes and towns are unable or unwilling to take them on, is no basis for a 
constructive relationship between the District and Parishes & Towns. 
 
The Executive is required to work within the Council’s policy framework. That framework is 
partly defined by the decision in July 2017 to cut rural services under the guise of 
devolution. That is not acceptable to me, the members of the Executive or, I imagine, any 
councillor who cares about protecting rural services. 
 
I therefore urge Eden District Council to resolve to 
 
1. Immediately rescind the March 2022 deadline for the withdrawal of rural services that 
Parish and Town Councils have not adopted, as defined in the report considered by Council 
in July 2017 

 
2. Instruct officers to work with Overview and Scrutiny and partners – including Parish and 
Town Councils and/or their representatives - to develop a new policy that will support 
devolution of appropriate services to Parish and Town councils for the benefit of the 
communities we serve, rather than primarily to cut costs for Eden District Council.” 
 
Members then debated the Motion on notice. 
 
Councillor Nicolson requested an amendment to the Motion. 
 
Proposed by Councillor Nicolson 
Seconded by Councillor Wicks 
 
“Eden District Council offers to refund the expenditure incurred by those Parish and Town 
Councils that have adopted the services and wish to take advantage of a refund, to put all 
Councils on an equal footing.”  
 
Under Rule 17 (e) of the Council Procedure Rules a named vote on the substantive motion 
was demanded by Councillor Eyles and the following Councillors rose in support of it: 
Councillors Baker, Greenwood, Rudhall and McCall 
 
Vote on the amendment was a named vote. 
 
For the amendment: 12 
(Councillors I Chambers, M Clark, P Dew, H Fearon, J Lynch, E Martin, A Meadowcroft, G 
Nicolson, J Raine, D Ryland, H Sawrey-Cookson, D Wicks) 
 
 
Against the amendment: 19 
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(Councillors P Baker, D Banks, A Connell, J Derbyshire, M Eyles, K Greenwood, M Hanley, 
L Harker, D Holden, N McCall, W Patterson, M Robinson, A Ross, M Rudhall, L Sharp, G 
Simpkins, D Smith, V Taylor, M Tonkin) 
 
Abstentions: None 
 
The motion, therefore, Fell. 
 
Councillor Raine requested an amendment to the Motion: 
 
Proposed by Councillor Raine 
Seconded by Councillor Ryland 
 
Vote on the amendment was as Follows: 
 
For the amendment: 8 
 
Against the amendment: 20 
 
Abstentions: 3 
 
The Motion, therefore, Fell. 
 
Under Rule 17 (e) of the Council Procedure Rules a named vote on the substantive Motion 
was demanded by Councillor Eyles and the following Councillors rose in support of it: 
Councillors Greenwood, Sharp, Holden, McCall. 
 
For the Motion: 21 
(Councillors Baker, Banks, Clark, Connell, Derbyshire, Eyles, Greenwood, Hanley, Harker, 
Holden, McCall, Patterson, Robinson, Ross Rudhall, Sawrey- Cookson, Sharp, Simpkins, 
Smith, Taylor, Tonkin) 
 
Against the Motion: 3 
(Councillors Chambers, Martin, Meadowcroft) 
 
Abstensions: 7 
(Councillors Dew, Fearon, Lynch, Nicolson, Raine, Ryland, Wicks) 
 
And it was RESOLVED to: 
 
1. Immediately rescind the March 2022 deadline for the withdrawal of rural services that 

Parish and Town Councils have not adopted, as defined in the report considered by 

Council in July 2017 

 

2. Instruct officers to work with Overview and Scrutiny and partners – including Parish and 

Town Councils and/or their representatives - to develop a new policy that will support 

devolution of appropriate services to Parish and Town councils for the benefit of the 

communities we serve, rather than primarily to cut costs for Eden District Council.” 

 
 



 

 
14 

Cl/107/04/21 Acting Chief Executive and Director of Corporate Services  
 
Members considered report G18/21 from the Assistant Director Legal and Democratic 
Services which outlines the resolutions of the Human Resources and Appeals Committee in 
respect of the Acting Chief Executive and Director of Corporate Services. 
 
Proposed by Councillor Greenwood 
Seconded by Councillor Wicks 
 
And Resolved that  
 
1. the current arrangements for sharing the Acting Chief Executive with Carlisle City Council 
be extended until 31 December 2021. 
 
2. the current remuneration arrangements for the Deputy Chief Executive 
position until be extended 31 December 2021. 
 
3. the current arrangements with the Interim Director of Corporate Services be 
extended until 31 December 2021. 
 

Cl/108/04/21 Date of Next Scheduled Meeting  
 
The next scheduled meeting of Council be confirmed as its Annual Meeting on 27 May 
2021. 
 
 

The meeting closed at 9.12 am 
 
 
 

………………………………………………………………………… 


