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Spiegl, a former Council Chairman, and Nicholas Parsons, who had been born in 
Grantham, both of whom had recently passed away. 
 
71. Public Open Forum 

 
Question 1 
 
Question to: Councillor Kelham Cooke, the Leader of the Council 
From: Louise Horsfall 
 
“Please can you confirm when the new Margret Thatcher statue will be installed?” 
 
The Leader of the Council stated that as there were a number of different parties 
involved it was not currently possible to provide a definite date. He did, however, 
confirm that it would be later in 2020. 
 
Question 2 
 
Question to: Councillor Kelham Cooke, the Leader of the Council 
From: Louise Horsfall 
 
“Please can you confirm what will be the approximate cost to the public purse for any 
celebration events being organized for the new statue?” 
 
In his response, the Leader expressed a commitment to transparency regarding the 
cost of any such event. He added that he anticipated that the costs would be met by 
external private funding. Cost would be balanced against potential benefits of 
commemorating a famous person from Grantham. It was expected that the unveiling 
of the statue would attract a large number of people, whilst the statue itself would 
provide a longer-term benefit by making Grantham a visitor destination and 
supporting the town’s museum. Reference was also made to wider regeneration work 
that was being planned to promote inspirational women from the town, including 
Edith Smith and Harriet Arbuthnot. 
 
Ms Horsfall asked a supplementary question about the cost of security and policing 
for the unveiling of the statue. The Leader stated that the scale and scope of the 
unveiling had yet to be confirmed. It was noted that the costs of security and policing 
would be dependent on the person who unveiled the statue. Any event would be 
subject to a full health and safety assessment and project plan. He concluded by 
stating that more information would be made available in the public domain as it 
came forward.  
 
Question 3 
 
Question to: Councillor Kelham Cooke, the Leader of the Council 
From: Vi King 
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“Could the council explain why we continue to have InvestSK with a CEO of £100k? 
Shouldn’t the council be encouraging investment into the area without using a third 
party. Wouldn’t that money be best used to reduce the precept for the people of the 
area?” 
 
The Leader answered the question by stating that InvestSK continued to provide 
valued services to existing and prospective businesses including those looking to 
move their operation into the district. He highlighted the commitment that the council 
had made to encourage businesses to come to the district because of the positive 
impact it had on the economy. He explained that as a private company, InvestSK 
was able to build strong relationships with commercial companies.  
 
The Leader referred to the Council’s proposed budget for 2020/21, which would see 
a reduction in the budget envelope for InvestSK and related activities to 
approximately £800k. This would be reflected through the focusing of the company’s 
activities on economic development and inward investment, stating that the 
outcomes the company had achieved demonstrated the value that it had brought to 
the district. Finally, the Leader clarified that the Chief Executive of InvestSK had not 
been in receipt of a salary of £100k. 
 
As her supplementary question, Ms King asked for a breakdown of what InvestSK 
had delivered for the town. The Leader of the Council stated that he was happy to 
share this information and added that he believed that the information was already 
available on InvestSK’s website.  
 
Statement 
 
From: Bernice Cullimore 
 
“As an on the ground hospital campaigner who has attended the weekly vigil at 
Grantham hospital since Aug 2016 and has also had NHS stalls in Grantham to 
engage with the public I know the people of this town want Grantham A&E level 1 
reinstated. Downgrading to a UTC is not acceptable. Although ULHT claim it was not 
level 1 when it was closed, there is evidence to contrary.  
 
When stating we want a 24/7 walk in service campaigners should make it clear that 
we mean an A&E, not a UTC, otherwise the public could be misled.  
 
The residents of this town deserve close to home access to emergency health care, 
downgrading services could people's lives at risk.” 
 
Statement 
 
From: Liz Wilson 
 
“Thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak to you, and to the staff in SKDC’s 
Democratic unit for their help in arranging this. I stand every Wednesday outside our 
Hospital, with a stalwart band of fellow vigillers, with the sole aim of getting out A&E 
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fully re-opened 24/7 ( though they have also, with their own time and money, 
refurbished some of the flower beds at the front, and often sweep and tidy up the 
entrance to A&E to clear it of cigarette ends). 
 
ULHT arbitrarily, and without any consultation, decided to close Grantham and 
District Hospital’s Accident and Emergency Unit overnight in mid-August 2016. This 
was supposed to be a “temporary closure” with the aim of addressing a staffing 
shortage, not at Grantham, but at Lincoln County. The people of Grantham and 
District were promised that the A&E would re-open 24/7 when the Trust has reached 
a number of 22 A&E doctors. This magic figure was reached in November 2017, 
when the Trust was “minded” to re-open our A&E. However, by this time ULHT were 
in double special measures, and were advised by NHSI and NHSE not to do so. The 
advice was also to consider the Grantham A&E position as part of the wider Acute 
Services Review and the development and implementation of the Sustainability and 
Transformation plan. The parties were urged to deal with this as a matter of urgency. 
But our A&E remains closed from 18.30 in the evening to 08.00 in the morning. There 
is an out-of-hours GP service available from 18.30 to 23.30 – but you need to have 
the patience of a saint, a strong torch, and a Boy Scout Pathfinder badge to be able 
to find it. 
 
So here we are, now in the fourth year of our A&E’s temporary overnight closure, 
with no indication of when the matter is likely to be resolved, and with the STP 
proposal to completely downgrade our A&E to an Urgent Treatment Centre. They 
are, though, dangling the carrot of 24-hour access – but under the last proposals 
made public (as part of The Healthy Conversation in 2019), this would entail “out of 
hours” access by telephoning 111. 
 
Let us be quite clear about what an Urgent Treatment Centre can do. It is, in reality, 
little more than a glorified pharmacy.  It can help with sprains and strains, minor head 
injuries, cuts and grazes, minor scalds and burns, and the like. What it can’t do is 
deal with emergencies – for that, the people of Grantham will have to travel to Lincoln 
(journey time about 40 minutes), Boston (51 minutes), Peterborough (40 minutes) or 
Nottingham (45 minutes). The maximum time life can be sustained by an emergency 
ambulance crew is 20 minutes – so we can expect a significant increase in avoidable 
deaths. 
 
At some point over the last 15 years, what we had at Grantham as a Level 1 A&E 
had many services removed, as the hospital has been consistently run down by 
ULHT. However, as far as I am aware, there was no public consultation on that 
change, and nothing in the signage etc, indicates that our current A&E was not 
functioning as  Level 1 at the time of the overnight closure – “Type 1 A&E department 
= A consultant led 24 hour service with full resuscitation facilities and designated 
accommodation for the reception of accident and emergency patients  
 
A&E Attendances and Emergency Admissions Monthly Return Definitions, 2014, 
updated 2015 defines Level 3 A&E as follows: 
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“Type 3 A&E department / Type 4 A&E department / Urgent Care Centre = Other 
type of A&E/minor injury units (MIUs)/Walk-in Centres (WiCs)/Urgent Care Centre, 
primarily designed for the receiving of accident and emergency patients. A type 3 
department may be doctor led or nurse led. It may be colocated with a major A&E or 
sited in the community. A defining characteristic of a service qualifying as a type 
3 department is that it treats at least minor injuries and illnesses (sprains for 
example) and can be routinely accessed without appointment. An appointment 
based service (for example an outpatient clinic) or one mainly or entirely accessed 
via telephone or other referral (for example most out of hours services), or a 
dedicated primary care service (such as GP practice or GP-led health centre) is not a 
type 3 A&E service even though it may treat a number of patients with minor illness 
or injury.” 
 
So please be in no doubt about what Grantham is being offered: 

 It is NOT a 24/7 A&E service – it is for minor injuries only, and should not even 
be considered as A&E provision under the definition above 

 We will lose the current A&E services available to us through the current 
department during the day 

 To access A&E services, whether during the daytime or at night, we will have 
to travel significant distance, with no guarantee that the A&E we go to will be 
able to cope with the influx of Grantham patients 

 Any “new build” hospital would only replicate the current provision – no 24/7 
A&E at the Manthorpe Road site means no 24/7 at any new site 

SKDC has ambitious plans to develop, improve and grow Grantham. A full 
functioning full-service 24/7 A&E is an absolute must to support this. We need it, and 
we need it now. I urge you to support the motion and take the strongest possible 
action to reinstate our 24/7 A&E immediately – that is what we fight for at the vigil, 
and we aren’t going to give up.” 
 
Following the statements, the Leader of the Council thanked both speakers both for 
their comments at the meeting and the commitment to the cause of getting the 
hospital A&E re-opened. He stated that he supported the work of campaigners and 
wanted to see a 24/7 accident and emergency facility restored at the earliest 
opportunity. He thanked the Councillors that had brought forward the motion that 
would be discussed later in the meeting and pledged to work alongside members of 
the public, the Council and the Members of Parliament to get the facility re-opened 
on a 24/7 basis. 
 
72. Apologies for Absence 

 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Sandall, Ian Stokes and Jane 
Wood. 
 
Apologies for lateness were received from Councillor Kaberry-Brown and Councillor 
Morgan. 
 
73. Disclosure of Interests 
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No interests were disclosed. 
 
74. Minutes of the meeting held on 28 November 2019 

 
The minutes of the meeting held on 28 November 2019 were proposed, seconded 
and agreed as a correct record. 
 
75. Communications (including Chairman's Announcements) 

 
The Council noted the Chairman’s engagements. 
 
A question was asked about the completeness of the list of engagements and 
referred to the Chairman’s attendance at the Belvoir Hunt meet on Boxing Day 2019. 
In response to Members’ questions, the Chairman stated that she had attended the 
meet at the invitation of the Belvoir Hunt and that she had attended the event in an 
official capacity. She acknowledged that this had been omitted from the list of 
engagements and stated that it would be added. 
 
(a) South Kesteven - Best Kept Village 
 
The Chairman welcomed representatives from the parishes who had won certificates 
in the South Kesteven Best Kept Village competition.  
 
The Cabinet Member for Commercial and Operations explained that the competition 
ran alongside that run by the Campaign for the Protection of Rural England (CPRE). 
In doing so he referred to the CPRE officer who had spearheaded the competition; 
he had fallen ill during the year and passed away. Tribute was paid to the work that 
he had done, and condolences were expressed for his family and friends. 
 
Members of the Council were invited to congratulate the winners and runners-up as 
they were presented with their certificates: 
 
Best kept village: 
 

 Winner: Deeping St. James 

 Runner-up: Kirkby Underwood 
 
Past winners’ category: 
 

 Winner: Barrowby 

 Runner-up: Claypole 
 
(b) Budget Council - change of date 
 
The Council was asked for consent to change the date of its next meeting, at which 
the Council’s budget would be considered. The Cabinet Member for Finance 
explained that the change was needed because the office of the Police and Crime 
Commissioner had not been able to confirm that its precept information would be 
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available for 27 February, the date on which the meeting was originally scheduled. 
This was proposed, seconded and on being put to the vote it was AGREED: 
 
The date of the Budget Council meeting should move from 1pm on Thursday 
27 February 2020 to 1pm on Monday 2 March 2020. 
 
76. Appointment of Chief Executive 

 
The Leader of the Council introduced the report of the Employment Committee, 
which recommended that the Council appoint Karen Bradford as its Chief Executive. 
He gave an overview of the recruitment process, which had been led by Solace and 
included two days of rigorous interviews and tests. He said that the Council was 
fortunate to have a good field of candidates from which to choose but it had been 
clear that Ms. Bradford had the skills, experience, character and approach that were 
suited to the role. He also referred to her exemplary record of achievement, 
particularly in respect of growth, development and change; she also had a history of 
bringing people on the journey with her. Her experience included a period as Deputy 
Chief Executive at North Kesteven District Council and most recently she was Chief 
Executive at Gedling Borough Council. He advised members that the decision of the 
Employment Committee had been unanimous. 
 
The Leader also expressed his thanks to Paul Thomas, who had taken on the role of 
Interim Chief Executive, thanking him for his continued support and loyalty both 
personally and professionally.  
 
The Leader concluded by proposing the recommendations in the report, which were 
seconded by the leader of the Independent Group as a demonstration of the cross-
party support for the chosen candidate. He stated that he too had found Ms. Bradford 
to be an outstanding candidate and reiterated how thorough and rigorous the 
selection process had been. He also stated that the answers she had provided during 
her interviews had indicated that she would be a Chief Executive that acted in the 
best interests of all the political groups within the Council.  
 
During debate, a number of members expressed their gratitude to Mr. Thomas for 
taking on the role on an interim basis, praising the way he had conducted himself and 
responding to the challenge professionally and fairly, referring to specific encounters 
that they had enjoyed.  
 
Without questioning the merits of this appointment, one Member who spoke on the 
proposition asked that any recruitment in the future should include consideration of 
internal candidates. He expressed the belief that the council had some good officers 
and internal appointments would provide opportunities for the development of the 
existing officer body.  
 
Members that spoke also stated that they looked forward to welcoming the new Chief 
Executive. One Councillor made a comment that he felt careful consideration should 
be given to the development opportunities for the new Chief Executive, referring to 
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training that had been undertaken by a previous Chief Executive that had been 
delivered by an American university.  
 
In summing up, the Leader stated that he wanted to see the Chief Executive do well 
and take the opportunities for development that were presented to them, recognising 
the learning that they could in turn bring back to the organisation. The Leader 
reiterated that Karen Bradford would be a Chief Executive for every member of the 
Council.  
 
On being put to the vote it was unanimously AGREED:  
 
The Council approves the permanent appointment of Karen Bradford as the 
Chief Executive. The appointment includes the duties of Head of Paid Service 
(pursuant to s.4 of the Local Government and Housing Act 1989), the Electoral 
Registration Officer (in fulfilment of the requirement of s.8 of the 
Representation of the People Act 1983), the Returning Officer (under the 
requirements of s.35(1) of the Representation of the People Act 1983) and the 
full range of duties set down in the Chief Executive’s job description as set out 
at appendix A to the report of the Chairman of the Employment Committee. 
 
77. Adoption of the South Kesteven Local Plan 

 
The Cabinet Member for Communities and HR explained that it was a legal 
requirement for every Local Planning Authority to set out the development policies of 
an area in its Local Plan. Adopting the plan would bring assurance and transparency 
and provide an indication of how the Council intends to ensure high quality and 
affordable housing within the district and balancing sustainable growth and protecting 
heritage.  
 
Members’ attention was drawn to the report published by the Planning Inspector, 
which confirmed that the draft Plan satisfied the requirements of s25 of the Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and the criteria for soundness that were set out 
in the National Planning Policy Framework provided that modifications were made. 
The required modifications were attached to the report provided with the agenda for 
Members’ information.  
 
Members were advised that the Plan had been subject to rigorous consultation. The 
Cabinet Member stated that during the Plan period 18,846 dwellings should come 
forward. He explained that at the heart of the Plan was a desire to make the district a 
better place to live, work and invest. He cautioned that if the Council decided not to 
adopt the Plan, then the Council would be forced to start the process again, losing 
the work of the last few years.  
 
The Cabinet Member concluded his speech by thanking the Members and officers 
who had been involved in the development and preparation of the Plan over the 
years and proposed the recommendations that were in the report that was circulated 
with the agenda. The proposition was seconded.  
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Other Members who spoke on the Plan praised the work that had been put into its 
development, recognising members across the Council, including the Cabinet 
Members who had overseen the work, together with the officers. 
 
During debate, other points that were raised included:  
 

 The removal of Kettering Road, Stamford as an allocated site and subsequent 
clarification that this had been removed because there was already a live 
planning consent for the site 

 Concern about proposals for affordable housing, noting specifically the 20% 
requirement for Grantham and site-specific requirements that were below the 
30% requirement elsewhere in the district 

 Support that a ‘one size fits all’ approach for affordable housing would not 
provide any flexibility 

 The climate emergency that had been declared by the Council and a desire to 
see measures that would help the Council combat climate change through 
development 

 The potential impact of Rutland County Council seeking to take 650 houses 
that formed part of the Stamford North development back into its allocation 

 Projections for growth and the need for appropriate health infrastructure and 
public services to support that 

 Training on the Local Plan for members of the Planning Committee, to which 
all members of the Council would be invited 

 Concerns about a lack of provision of social housing that was affordable for 
Grantham people with below-average incomes 

 The implications of not adopting the Local Plan as presented 

 The Council’s commitment to undertake an early review of the Local Plan  
 
In summing up, the Cabinet Member addressed points that had been raised during 
debate. For Members’ information, he clarified that the position with Rutland had not 
changed. Whilst a proposal was in the process of being considered, there was no 
material fact that would prevent the Council adopting the Local Plan at the meeting. 
He added that if Rutland County Council did decide to reclaim the allocation of 650 
homes, the Council would look to encompass this as part of the early review. The 
Cabinet Member also made reference to the assistance the new Plan would provide 
to the Planning Committee in the assessment and determination of applications. 
 
On being put to the vote, it was AGREED: 
 
1) That the Council notes the conclusions of the independent Inspector who 

was appointed to examine the Council’s submitted South Kesteven Local 
Plan 

2) That Council resolves to adopt the South Kesteven Local Plan (Appendix 1) 
and associated appendices (Appendices 2 to 4), incorporating modifications 
as recommended by the Inspector (‘Main Modifications’ – Appendix 5); and 
other minor editorial modifications (‘Additional Modifications’ – Appendix 6)  

3) That, in adopting the Local Plan, the following Council documents are 
removed and must not be used for decision-making: 
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a) Core Strategy DPD (2012) 
b) Site Allocations and Policies DPD (2014) 
c) “Saved” Council adopted planning policies for the South Kesteven Local 

Plan (1995) 
4) Council endorses the updated ‘Policies Map’ (Appendix 2) in line with draft 

maps provided via the agenda report, in order to reflect the policies of the 
new Local Plan, and the deletion of policies from the above listed revoked 
documents 

 
14:10 to 14:30 – the meeting adjourned 
 
78. Updated Contract Procedure Rules 

 
In presenting his report on proposed changes to the contract procedure rules, the 
Cabinet Member for Finance informed Members that since April 2019, South 
Kesteven District Council had been a member of Welland Procurement. The 
proposed changes would bring the Council’s own rules in line with Welland’s. The 
changes also recognised different ways of working, including electronic tendering 
systems as well as working with procurement frameworks. The recommendation in 
the report was proposed and seconded.  
 
One comment was made during debate, asking whether the directors of Council-
owned companies would adopt the updated contract procedure rules as good 
practice for the use of public money. The comment was noted. 
 
On the taking of the vote, it was unanimously AGREED: 
 
The Council approves the updated Contract Procedure Rules as set out at 
Appendix A to the report of the Cabinet Member for Finance 
 
79. Review of Financial Regulations 

 
The Cabinet Member for Finance proposed the recommendations in his report on the 
review of the Council’s Financial Regulations. In so doing, Members were advised 
that the Financial Regulations were last reviewed in 2016. This review had seen 
them updated to reflect best practice and a robust financial control framework. He 
stated that the proposed Financial Regulations had been benchmarked against those 
of other councils. He highlighted one change, which was about changes to in-year 
budget amendments with thresholds for Cabinet and Council approval. The 
proposition was seconded. 
 
The Cabinet Member for Finance was asked to what extent the Financial Regulations 
of the council-owned companies reflected those that were before Council. In 
summing up, the Cabinet Member for Finance stated that it was for each company to 
set its own, which would be brought before Members of the Council through the 
Companies Committee.  
 
When it was put to the vote, it was AGREED: 
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The Council approves the Updated Financial Regulations as set out at 
Appendix A of the report of the Cabinet Member for Finance 
 
80. Updates from the Leader of the Council 
 
(a) Members of the Cabinet and the Leader's scheme of delegation 
 
The Leader stated that there had been changes to his Cabinet since the last meeting 
of the Council. He thanked both Councillors Goral and Robins for their contributions 
and announced the changes to the Cabinet’s membership and Cabinet Members’ 
remits. 
 

 Councillor Kelham Cooke – the Leader of the Council and Cabinet Member for 
Corporate Services and Transformation 

 Councillor Barry Dobson – the Deputy Leader of the Council and Cabinet 
Member for Growth and Leisure 

 Councillor Robert Reid – Cabinet Member for Housing and Planning 

 Councillor Rosemary Trollope-Bellew – Cabinet Member for Culture and 
Visitor Economy 

 Councillor Adam Stokes – Cabinet Member for Finance and Resources 

 Councillor Annie Mason – Cabinet Member for Communities 

 Councillor Dr. Peter Moseley – Cabinet Member for Commercial and 
Operations 

 
One Member suggested that the Cabinet would be more representative if it included 
a member who was not part of the administration and asked the Leader to consider 
this when making future appointments. The Leader responded by saying that the 
Council was a Conservative-controlled Council. He spoke of the opportunities for 
members of the other groups to get involved, including bringing forward motions, 
speaking at Cabinet meetings and welcoming scrutiny and debate. 
 
The Leader also announced that Councillor Mason’s seat on the Finance, Economic 
Development and Corporate Services Overview and Scrutiny Committee would be 
filled by Councillor John Dawson. He also announced that Councillor Adam Stokes 
would be replacing Councillor Helen Goral on the Employment Committee. 
 
(b) Leader's Report on Urgent Decisions 
 
The Leader of the Council confirmed that since the last report had been made to 
Council in January 2019, no decisions had been taken using any of the urgency 
provisions. 
 
(c) Meetings of the Cabinet approved since the last Council Meeting 
 
The minutes of the Cabinet meeting which was held on 10 December 2019 were 
included in the agenda papers for the meeting for Members’ information.  
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The final paragraph of the minutes that had been circulated referred to behaviours of 
Members in meetings, welcoming open questions and constructive criticism and 
condoning personal attacks. Support was expressed for this principle.  
 
In response to a question about the feasibility study and likely timescales for the new 
Deepings leisure centre, the Deputy Leader said that discussions were ongoing but 
he could not confirm dates at this time. He also said that a working group had been 
formed, which included three local councillors. The Cabinet Member said that he was 
keen to push the matter forward and to consider matters around the playing field at 
the same time. 
 
81. Members' Open Questions 

 
Question 1 
 
Councillor Dilks referred to commitments that had previously been made by the 
Leader with regard to the webcasting of Council meetings and asked for an update. 
The Leader stated that the budget paperwork that would come before the Council on 
2 March 2020 included an allocation for the refurbishment of the main offices. Part of 
that budget would include some refurbishment of facilities in South Kesteven House 
including microphones and webcasting. 
 
Question 2 
 
Councillor Bisnauthsing asked about an ongoing consultation which proposed closing 
the district council area office at Maiden Lane, Stamford. He spoke about residents 
who wanted face-to-face contact. The Leader, in responding, said that the 
consultation related to both Stamford and Market Deeping. He said that habits were 
changing and the consultation was about ensuring access to a good quality service. 
Potential options included making use of alternative facilities, as the current area 
office was in poor condition and of high rental value. Alternatives could include 
Stamford Arts Centre and sharing space in Stamford Town Hall. The feedback from 
the consultation would be reviewed and any decision would take this into account. 
 
Question 3 
 
Councillor Wheeler asked the Cabinet Member for Growth and Leisure for an update 
in relation to Stamford leisure centre. The Cabinet Member said that he was not in a 
position to give an update at this time but he would be going along to the leisure 
centre in the coming week. Consideration would then be given as to whether the 
existing facility should be upgraded or a new facility provided. 
 
Question 4 
 
Councillor Knowles referred to the Bourne CiCLE Festival and asked the Cabinet 
Member for Culture and Visitor Economy about progress made for the 2020 festival 
and when consultation on the event would take place. 
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The Cabinet Member said that the festival was being considered by the Culture and 
Visitor Economy Overview and Scrutiny Committee at its meeting in February 2020. 
She said that it looked like the festival would not be going ahead in 2020, but if the 
Bourne Wheelers were interested in running an event themselves, the Council could 
provide support to help pull something together.  
 
Question 5 
 
Councillor Morgan asked whether the Council would be getting a further briefing on 
the impacts of the withdrawal of Britain from the European Union on the residents 
and businesses in South Kesteven as well as the anticipated impact on the Council.  
 
The Leader stated that the matter was monitored on a rolling basis by the 
Lincolnshire Resilience Forum. He stated that he was happy for the Chief Executive 
to supply Members with a briefing document about the position both in respect of the 
Council and wider impacts within Lincolnshire. 
 
Question 6 
 
Councillor Lee referred to a question that he had asked at the meeting on 28 
November 2019 about the Council’s Independent Persons. He said that he had been 
promised a response outside the meeting but had not yet received an answer. The 
Leader stated that the Monitoring Officer sent an e-mail on 6 December 2019, which 
set out the circumstances around the change in Independent Person and said that 
the Monitoring Officer could provide Councillor Lee with an individual briefing if 
required. 
 
Question 7 
 
A second question was put about the Bourne CiCLE Festival, this time by Councillor 
Kelly, who said that national figures involved in the event were on-board very early 
on. She added that she felt that if it was left too late, the people of Bourne would no 
longer have a major event as was enjoyed by residents in other towns in the district. 
The Cabinet Member for Culture and Visitor Economy said that the Council was 
looking at supporting Bourne to do something else. 
 
Question 8 
 
Councillor Steptoe put a question to the former Cabinet Member for Housing about 
Riverside flats in Grantham, progress on the independent review and whether a 
compensation package had been agreed. 
 
The Deputy Leader confirmed that all properties were now connected to the new 
system and had permanent and consistent heat and hot water. Priority had been 
given to the restoration of heating in homes over corridors and communal areas. He 
added that there was a wider programme of work that would see the refurbishment of 
communal rooms and work was underway with residents to see how they could get 
the most out of this space. He also committed to making ex gratia payments to 



 

14 
 

residents by the end of February 2020 and confirmed that an inquiry had been 
launched. The Leader added that an investigator had been appointed to carry out the 
inquiry and that the Council’s Legal and Democratic Services team would act as the 
conduit for submissions to the investigator. The investigator would then produce a 
report, which would be presented to the Rural and Communities Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee.  
 
Question 9 
 
A question was put by Councillor Baxter to the Chairman of the Finance, Economic 
Development and Corporate Services Overview and Scrutiny Committee and 
Companies Committee about whether he thought it was reasonable for the Council to 
receive a robust business plan with 3-year projections for the £800k funding that 
would be provided to InvestSK by South Kesteven District Council. 
 
The Chairman of the Finance, Economic Development and Corporate Services 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee and the Companies Committee said that the 
company’s finance would be scrutinised by the Companies Committee. He added 
that one of the functions of the Committee was reviewing business plans and 
assessing directors’ performance against business plans. He concluded by saying 
that he would expect to see a 3-year projection when InvestSK next came before the 
Committee in April 2020.  
 
Question 10 
 
Councillor Selby invited the Cabinet Member for Culture and Visitor Economy to the 
South Kesteven charity challenge cup. She said that she was happy to attend if 
Councillor Selby provided details. 
 
Question 11 
 
Councillor Woolley asked whether South Kesteven would join with other councils 
around the country in flying the Union Flag as it was ‘Brexit’ day. The Leader said 
that it was the Council’s practice to fly the Union Flag every day and confirmed that it 
would be flown on Friday 31 January 2020. 
 
Question 12 
 
Councillor Kingman referred again to the Bourne CiCLE Festival. She said before a 
commitment was made to any event, consultation should be undertaken with Bourne 
Town Council to ensure what was produced was something that local people wanted. 
She asked whether the Cabinet member for Culture and Visitor Economy would 
attend a meeting of Bourne Town Council and liaise with Bourne residents and 
members of the business club. The Cabinet Member said that she would speak to 
Bourne Town Council after the discussion about the CiCLE Festival by members of 
the Culture and Visitor Economy Overview and Scrutiny Committee. 
 
Question 13 
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Councillor Fellows asked whether the Leader and Cabinet was committed to fair 
funding for events in Bourne in the coming year in equal amounts to that provided for 
events in other towns. 
 
The Leader stated that he was committed to delivering a scheme of events across 
the district and that he was happy to have a meeting. He reiterated that the Culture 
and Visitor Economy Overview and Scrutiny Committee would be considering the 
CiCLE Festival but that he was happy to have a conversation. 
 
82. Notices of Motion given under Article 4.9: 
 
(a) Councillor Ray Wootten 
 
Councillor Wootten proposed his motion:  
 
The Healthy Conversation closed on the 31st October 2019. It is now over three 
years since Grantham Hospital was closed overnight as a temporary measure.  
 
Councillors, campaign groups and residents across the district have marched on 
several rallies, delivered petitions to Downing Street and, have attended board 
meetings to call on ULHT and the South West Lincolnshire CCG to re-open 
Grantham A&E 24/7.  
 
Councillors call on the Leader of South Kesteven District Council, Councillor Kelham 
Cooke to write to John Turner, Accountable Officer (joint role with South West 
Lincolnshire CCG) and Andrew Morgan Chief Executive United Lincolnshire Hospital 
Trust to:  
 

1. Call on them to publish the results of the Healthy Conversation as soon as 
possible.  

2. Go out to public consultation with their preferred options for the future of 
Grantham Hospital  

3. Re-open Grantham A & E 24/7 
 
In proposing the motion, Councillor Wootten referred to the treatment that he had 
received in Grantham Hospital and thanked the doctors and nurses who had looked 
after him. Reference was made to the number of days since Grantham hospital’s 
accident and emergency department was closed as a temporary measure. He 
referred to the public reaction to the closure, the formation of campaign groups and 
local rallies and the presentation of a petition at Downing Street. Reference was also 
made to cross-party support from both South Kesteven District Council and 
Lincolnshire County Council for the reinstatement of services. The department had 
been closed pending the recruitment of additional middle-grade doctors, however the 
unit did not re-open once additional doctors had been recruited. United Lincolnshire 
Hospitals Trust and the Clinical Commissioning Group were being called on to 
publish their plans for the hospital. This was supported by local MPs and the Leader 
of Lincolnshire County Council. He referred to historic meetings where plans for the 
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future of the hospital had been discussed, including provision of a bespoke solution 
and creating a centre for excellence for day surgery. Reference was also made to the 
Healthy Conversation consultation, which came to Grantham to seek the views of 
residents, when the plan appeared to be turning the accident and emergency 
department into an urgent care centre with 24-hour access by dialling 111; this was 
not considered to be acceptable. Councillor Wootten asked that the views of 
residents to leave the hospital alone be taken heed of and asked all Councillors to 
support the motion. 
 
The motion was seconded when reference was made to the range of personal 
testimonies about the service that had been provided by Grantham’s accident and 
emergency department through the years. The seconder felt that it was important for 
the results of the Healthy Conversation to be published as soon as possible. 
Concerns were expressed as there had been an indication that no plans would be 
subject to consultation until funding issues had been resolved. Given that the 
approximate capital shortfall of £80 million, there was concern when that would 
realistically be. Reference was also made to an anticipated £250 million backlog in 
maintenance at the three hospital sites in the county and whether, given so much 
maintenance was required, the facilities would be in a fit state to provide services. 
The seconder also called for genuine consultation and suggested that the only way 
this could be achieved was by delivering a hardcopy questionnaire to all properties in 
the district and providing a pre-paid return envelope.  
 
A number of speakers during the debate expressed their gratitude to the groups who 
had campaigned for the restoration of hospital services and commended their efforts.  
 
An amendment was proposed, which added a further sentence to the end of the 
motion proposed by Councillor Wootten: 
 
“Council also calls on the Leader of SKDC to write to the Prime Minister and the 
Secretary of State for Health urging the newly elected government to urgently take 
whatever steps are necessary to restore 24/7 A&E services at Grantham Hospital 
without delay.” 
 
In proposing the amendment, reference was made about the rurality of the area, the 
waiting times for ambulances and the impact of extended journey times to hospitals 
in other towns. The proposer of the amendment said that in addition to lobbying 
locally, he felt the Council ought to lobby those responsible for health services 
nationally. 
 
The amendment was seconded and a vote was taken and carried, incorporating it 
within the substantive motion. 
 
Debate continued on the substantive motion, during which the following points were 
raised: 
 

 Members wanted compliance with the Healthy Conversation and a firm 
decision about future provision 
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 Coverage on national media stating that the Council would be debating the 
ongoing night closure of Grantham Hospitals A&E department at the meeting 

 Growth plans for the town and the need for the health infrastructure to support 
that growth 

 Meetings that had taken place with representatives from United Lincolnshire 
Hospitals Trust 

 The Leader indicated that he would also write to the Prime Minister and speak 
with Local MPs and the Leader of Lincolnshire County Council 

 The impact caused by the removal of other services from Grantham Hospital 

 The fact that health chiefs were not elected and there was no recourse for the 
public to remove them 

 
A further amendment was proposed so that the second paragraph would read:  
 
Councillors, campaign groups and residents across the district have marched on 
several rallies, delivered petitions to Downing Street and, have attended board 
meetings to call on ULHT and the South West Lincolnshire CCG to re-open 
Grantham A&E 24/7 to at least the same level of service as it was prior to being 
taken away from us.” 
 
The amendment was seconded and further debate ensued when reference was 
made to the petition that was presented at Downing Street containing 80,000 
signatures, the loss of the death in transit measure and the maximum amount of time 
life could be sustained by ambulance crews through resuscitation. Reference was 
made to the level of debt and borrowing, together with the impact of the Trust being 
in special measures. One Member referred to his belief that the closure was a 
consequence of the reorganisation of the NHS by the Conservative and Coalition 
governments.  
 
A vote was taken on the amendment, which was carried and became a part of the 
substantive motion.  
 
Members concluded their debate on the substantive motion, with the following points 
being raised: 
 

 The need for meaningful consultation in favour of engagement  

 The cost implications of accessing services out of hours for patients and how 
this could prevent people seeking treatment 

 Information disclosed through the Freedom of Information Act about the types 
of cases that were dealt with at Grantham Hospital 

 The removal of elected Member representation from health decisions 

 The proximity of the town to the A1 and the east coast mainline 
 
The motion was put to the vote and it was unanimously AGREED:  
 
The Healthy Conversation closed on the 31st October 2019. It is now over three 
years since Grantham Hospital was closed overnight as a temporary measure.  
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Councillors, campaign groups and residents across the district have marched 
on several rallies, delivered petitions to Downing Street and, have attended 
board meetings to call on ULHT and the South West Lincolnshire CCG to re-
open Grantham A&E 24/7 to at least the same level of service as it was prior to 
being taken away from us.  
 
Councillors call on the Leader of South Kesteven District Council, Councillor 
Kelham Cooke to write to John Turner, Accountable Officer (joint role with 
South West Lincolnshire CCG) and Andrew Morgan Chief Executive United 
Lincolnshire Hospital Trust to:  
 

1. Call on them to publish the results of the Healthy Conversation as soon 
as possible.  

2. Go out to public consultation with their preferred options for the future 
of Grantham Hospital  

3. Re-open Grantham A & E 24/7 
 
Council also calls on the Leader of SKDC to write to the Prime Minister and the 
Secretary of State for Health urging the newly elected government to urgently 
take whatever steps are necessary to restore 24/7 A&E services at Grantham 
Hospital without delay. 
 
16:00 – as the meeting had been in progress for 3 hours, it was proposed, seconded 
and agreed that the meeting be extended by one hour 
 
(b) Councillor Charmaine Morgan 
 
Councillor Morgan asked for the consent of the Council to change the wording under 
consideration from that which was included with the agenda pack to a version that 
was circulated at the meeting. Council indicated its consent by way of a show of 
hands. 
 
Councillor Morgan proposed her motion: 
 
South Kesteven District Council complies with the Equality Act 2010 and opposes all 
forms of discrimination and prejudice against individuals or groups defined as being 
protected under the Act. This Council recognises that historically persecuted and 
stigmatised, gypsies and travellers are protected under the Act and other Human 
Rights legislation.  
 
In compliance with the Act, as a public body, SKDC will provide gypsies and 
travellers the same access to land allocated for their homes as it affords other 
residents whilst paying due regard to their specific needs and circumstances.  
 
Extensive research completed nationally, across the East Midlands, and within 
SKDC, highlights a shortage of land allocated for gypsy and traveller, permanent and 
temporary pitches. As a result these protected communities cannot access the same 
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public services used by other residents, including healthcare and education. This is 
detrimental to their health, wellbeing and economic prospects.  
 
Gypsies and travellers have used unauthorised and often sub- standard in sanitary 
sites as a means of overcoming the shortage of authorised allocated sites. This has 
led to conflict with other communities and been counter productive to reducing the 
prejudice against them.  
 
New government plans to criminalise those who trespass with two or more vehicles 
make it all the more important appropriate authorised sites are provided urgently by 
local authorities, including South Kesteven District Council.  
 
This council has developed a Local Plan which will allocate land for significant 
development across the District. It recognises the rights of the gypsy and Traveller 
communities to also have their housing needs met with allocated sites. For the 
avoidance of discrimination this Council will identify, and allocate within its local plan 
and other relevant planning documentation land for the use of gypsies and travellers, 
as recommended in an SKDC survey of gypsy and traveller needs in 2005, and, 
more recently by Planning Inspector in 2019.  
 
SKDC will work with representatives of the gypsy and traveller communities to 
identify what land and associated amenities are most suitable to meet their needs, 
and, will provide properly serviced authorised permanent and temporary 'transit' sites 
as required no later than 2021.  
 
This council will commit to regularly reviewing gypsy and traveller needs, building 
potential growth into all future Local Plans and Core Strategy. 
 
In proposing her motion, Councillor Morgan referred to research which indicated that 
there was no consistent approach to the provision of sites for gypsies and travellers 
nationally. She stated that Newark and Sherwood, North Kesteven and West Lindsey 
district councils and Lincoln City Council had all allocated sites and made provision 
for both permanent and transit pitches for gypsies, travellers and show people. She 
said that she did not believe South Kesteven District Council’s reliance on windfall 
sites was working. She also shared her experience of talking to residents within 
South Kesteven who were part of the gypsy and traveller community and had 
indicated that they did not feel welcome. The motion was seconded. 
 
A speaker against the motion referred to the gypsy and traveller needs assessment 
of 2016 which identified a need for 32 permanent pitches and 9 additional plots for 
travelling show people between 2016 and 2036. The approach within the Local Plan 
had been to meet that need through policy compliant applications coming forward, 
and as such, no specific allocations had been made in the Local Plan. The Inspector 
that examined the Local Plan accepted the argument but determined that the refusal 
of an application for a gypsy and traveller site on land at Cold Harbour had an impact 
on the five-year supply. The remedy that was identified for this was an early review of 
the Local Plan, which would be informed by an updated gypsy and traveller 
accommodation needs assessment. The speaker felt that this commitment 
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sufficiently addressed the concerns raised in the motion and therefore considered 
that it was not necessary. 
 
An amendment was proposed and seconded to replace the third paragraph of the 
motion proposed by Councillor Morgan with the following text: 
 
The Local Plan provides Policies for Gypsies and Travellers, and Travelling 
Showpeople against which Planning Applications will be determined.  A review of the 
Local Plan is due to commence in April. The Plan review will be informed by an 
updated Gypsy and Traveller accommodation needs assessment, alongside 
monitoring and delivery against Local Plan policy, in anticipation that the Plan review 
will allocate Gypsy and Traveller sites, if required. 
 
The amendment received some support, including that of the proposer of the original 
motion. During debate on the amendment, one speaker referred to previous attempts 
to allocate land for gypsy and traveller sites in the district and the impact that not 
making allocations had on local communities. Another Member who spoke in support 
of the amendment argued that it was intended to seek a commitment about the 
timeframe for any review. A third referred to the final motion on the agenda, which 
asked the Council to adopt the working definition of anti-Semitism in support of 
another minority group and stated that it was important for the Council to 
demonstrate its support of all minority groups. A Member who spoke against the 
motion referred to the comments that had been made previously in respect to the 
Council’s commitment to an early review of the Local Plan. 
 
On being put to the vote, the amendment was lost. A vote was then taken on the 
substantive motion, which was lost and it was AGREED: 
 
That the Council did not support the motion submitted by Councillor Morgan 
 
(c) Councillor Charmaine Morgan 
 
Councillor Morgan had given written notice that she had withdrawn her motion on 
high streets. 
 
(d) Councillor Phil Dilks 
 
Councillor Dilks asked for the consent of the Council to amend the wording of his 
motion from that printed in the agenda pack. Council gave its consent to the change 
by way of a show of hands and Councillor Dilks proposed:  
 
Despite public assurances given almost a year ago to a previous meeting of this 
Council in response to residents’ questions regarding lack of heating and hot water in 
council owned properties at Riverside, Grantham, recent reports in the Grantham 
Journal reveal that the issue has still not been resolved and that residents fear 
another winter with the heating and hot water turned off. 
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I understand that the Council is now working to resolve this issue at the earliest 
possible date. 
 
However, Council agrees that the situation over the past year has been totally 
unacceptable for our residents, many of whom are elderly and some of the most 
vulnerable in our society.  
 
As such, this Council agrees to: 
 

1. Urgently publish a full schedule of action with key delivery times including a 
firm date of when this issue will be finally resolved 

2. Launch an urgent inquiry into what has gone wrong to learn lessons so other 
residents may avoid a similar fate in future 

3. Urgently considers making appropriate ex-gratia payments to each tenant 
affected 

4. Publishes the findings of the independent inquiry and any recommendations in 
full at the earliest opportunity 

 
Councillor Dilks, in proposing his motion referred to an article that was published in 
the Grantham Journal in January 2019 which referred to the issues at Riverside. He 
also referred to the discovery of asbestos and the impact that had. He also asked for 
further information about the independent inquiry. The motion was seconded. 
 
The former Cabinet Member for Housing said the Council had done its best to try and 
carry out repairs but ultimately it had had to renew the heating and hot water facilities 
at Riverside flats. During the works, residents had been provided with oil-filled 
radiators and a means of obtaining hot water. He provided reassurances that the 
traces of asbestos that were found were minimal; their discovery had led to a three-
day hiatus in the programme of works while they were assessed by the Health and 
Safety Executive. Following that hiatus, the Council was given the all-clear to 
continue with the works. In response to a question, the Cabinet Member said that 
whilst he could not provide details of individual payments, he would be able to 
provide the total paid. It was anticipated that all compensation payments would be 
made by 7 February 2020 and he also drew Members’ attention to the fact that the 
service charge had been waived since September 2018. He also agreed that the 
Interim Strategic Director Growth would circulate details of the individual who was 
conducting the investigation. 
 
On being put to the vote, it was AGREED: 
 
Despite public assurances given almost a year ago to a previous meeting of 
this Council in response to residents’ questions regarding lack of heating and 
hot water in council owned properties at Riverside, Grantham, recent reports in 
the Grantham Journal reveal that the issue has still not been resolved and that 
residents fear another winter with the heating and hot water turned off. 
 
I understand that the Council is now working to resolve this issue at the 
earliest possible date. 



 

22 
 

 
However, Council agrees that the situation over the past year has been totally 
unacceptable for our residents, many of whom are elderly and some of the 
most vulnerable in our society.  
 
As such, this Council agrees to: 
 

1. Urgently publish a full schedule of action with key delivery times 
including a firm date of when this issue will be finally resolved 

2. Launch an urgent inquiry into what has gone wrong to learn lessons so 
other residents may avoid a similar fate in future 

3. Urgently considers making appropriate ex-gratia payments to each 
tenant affected 

4. Publishes the findings of the independent inquiry and any 
recommendations in full at the earliest opportunity 

 
(e) Councillor Ashley Baxter 
 
Councillor Baxter proposed his motion: 
 
A number of UK charities raise funds through textiles recycling e.g. Salvation Army, 
Oxfam and British Heart Foundation. These organisations work with local authorities 
(and other organisations) to promote and increase recycling via the provision of 
publicly accessible textiles banks. 
 
Textiles collected via the banks are sorted in the UK. The reusable garments are sold 
to secondary markets typically in Eastern Europe or further afield where they are 
resold and reused. Any unwearable garments are sold into the ‘rag trade’ and 
recycled into other products e.g. cleaning materials. 
 
If the Council were to offer suitable locations for charity textile banks, the Council 
would receive an incentive in the form of modest fee per tonne of recycled materials. 
 
The textile banks (and the contents) remain the property of the operator who are 
responsible for the monitoring and emptying of the banks as well as most issues of 
health, safety and hygiene. If a particular site proves to be subject to regular 
problems of unforeseen anti-social behaviour e.g. graffiti, flytipping or other nuisance 
then the host can require it to be removed. 
 
Statistics offered by SATCO (Salvation Army’s textile company) show that other local 
authority areas in Lincolnshire who host textile banks on their own land recycle far 
more textiles in this manner than South Kesteven. 
 
There are several suitable locations on South Kesteven property which could be 
suitable for textiles recycling eg. Meres Leisure Centre car park in Grantham, Halfleet 
car park in Market Deeping, Deepings Leisure Centre, Wharf Road car park in 
Stamford, Bourne Leisure Centre (NB. It is not intended that the banks should 
occupy any existing designated parking space. 



 

23 
 

 
The Council resolves: 
 

1. The Council shall seek to enter into partnership with charitable textiles 
recycling organisations to install at least four textiles recycling banks on 
Council-owned land. This will include at least one charity textile recycling bank 
in each of the four urban settlements (Grantham, Stamford, Bourne and the 
Deepings). 

 
2. The scheme will be reviewed after six months by the Environment OSC who 

will make recommendations based on the merits and recycling rates of each 
collection bank. 

 
3. Any income generated from the provision of the banks will be ring-fenced for 

the promotion of recycling activities. 
 
Councillor Baxter referred to conversations that he had had with the Cabinet Member 
for Commercial and Operations and the consideration that had been given to the 
topic by the Environment Overview and Scrutiny Committee. He explained that he 
had brought the matter to Council, because he did not feel that the Environment 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee had been provided with enough evidence to 
support its considerations. Prior to the meeting, information had been circulated by 
Councillor Baxter which set out how the Council could generate income from 
accommodating textile recycling banks and an example of the level of income 
achieved by another Lincolnshire authority, details about the declining recycling rate 
within the district including the rate of contamination and the current methods through 
which clothing could be disposed of. The motion was seconded.  
 
Several members who sat on the Environment Overview and Scrutiny said that they 
felt the topic had received a fair airing and that there were already sufficient 
mechanisms through which people could recycle textiles. Some scepticism was also 
expressed about whether the banks would generate any money for the district 
council. Some members that spoke did not consider that a need had been 
demonstrated for any additional textile recycling facility. 
 
While several members expressed support for shipping of textiles around the world, 
other members expressed concern that they would ultimately be sent to landfill in 
other countries. 
 
Reference was made to the Lincolnshire Waste Partnership, opportunities for 
disposing of textiles at the household recycling centres and a contract that saw 
Lincolnshire County Council selling textiles to the Salvation Army. The Cabinet 
Member for Commercial and Operations said that greater emphasis should be placed 
on re-use, which was further up the waste hierarchy than recycling. Some members 
contested that the term textile recycling was a misnomer, because what the scheme 
provided was a mechanism through which textiles could be re-used. 
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As debate continued Members referred to the tonnage of textiles that were sent to 
landfill each year and the impact of this on carbon emissions.  
 
One speaker referred to informal consultation they had undertaken with the town 
councils, which indicated that there was no appetite for textile recycling banks in the 
district’s towns. This statement was contested because there was no town council for 
Grantham, which meant there was no mechanism for consultation, whilst members 
who sat on Bourne Town Council said that no item had been put to them to test their 
appetite. 
 
Some Members spoke of their experience of textile recycling banks within their 
Wards. Their comments covered the way they were managed, their level of usage 
and the income that they had managed to raise. 
 
One Member query whether there was a distinction to be made between clothes that 
continued to be wearable and those that were too worn for re-sale. Members were 
advised that any such garment received through a textile recycling bank would be re-
used in a different way. 
 
The proposer of the motion was given the opportunity to sum up and reiterated why 
he believed there was a need for a textile recycling facility in the district. 
 
In accordance with Article 4.13.4 of the Constitution, more than 10 members 
requested a recorded vote on the motion. 
 
(Councillors Adams, Bellamy, Broughton, Chivers, Goral, Jeal, Mrs. Kaberry-Brown, 
Dr. Moseley, Robins, Selby, Trotter and Woolley had left the meeting prior to the 
recorded vote being taken) 
 
For: Councillors Baxter, Bisnauthsing, Clack, Dilks, Fellows, Hansen, Kelly, Knowles, 
Milnes, Moran, Morgan, Steptoe, Wheeler and P Wood (14) 
Against: Councillors Benn, Mrs. Bosworth, Cooke, Crawford, Dawson, Dobson, 
Exton, Griffin, Johnson, Lee, Manterfield, Mason, Reid, Jacky Smith, Judy Smith, 
Stevens, A Stokes, Thomas, Trollope-Bellew, Hilary Westropp, Whittington, L 
Wootten and R Wootten (23) 
Abstain: Councillor Kingman (1) 
 
It was AGREED: 
 
The Council did not support the motion submitted by Councillor Baxter 
 
17:17 – it was proposed, seconded and agreed that the meeting should be extended 
by an additional 10 minutes 
 
(f) Councillor Kelham Cooke 
 
The Leader of the Council proposed his motion:  
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Hatred, and particularly religious hatred, in all forms, is not something that should be 
tolerated in our society. Whilst there have been instances of hatred appallingly 
directed at several religions, worryingly there is an upward national trend in 
antisemitic hatred that must not be tolerated. 

 
The United Nations Special Rapporteur on Freedom of Religion or Belief recently 
released a report which agreed that the International Holocaust Remembrance 
Alliance (IHRA) Working Definition of Antisemitism can offer valuable guidance for 
identifying antisemitism in its various forms. 
 
The IHRA definition is as follows: 
 
“Antisemitism is a certain perception of Jews, which may be expressed as hatred 
toward Jews. Rhetorical and physical manifestations of antisemitism are directed 
toward Jewish or non-Jewish individuals and/or their property, toward Jewish 
community institutions and religious facilities”. 
 
This definition is encouraged in its use in “education, awareness-raising and for 
monitoring and responding to manifestations of antisemitism”. 
 
I therefore move that this Council formally adopts the IHRA definition of antisemitism, 
sending a clear message to communities in the district of South Kesteven that we will 
not and do not tolerate religious hatred, and reflecting this by including this definition 
in the Council’s Equality and Diversity Policy.  
 
In proposing his motion, the Leader referred to the commemoration of 75th 
anniversary of the liberation of the Auschwitz-Birkenau camp. He asked the Council 
to pledge that it would reject hate crime in no matter what the guise, nor whomever 
the target. 
 
The proposition motion was seconded. Further reference was made to the 
commemoration events and the Council’s existing statement on hate crime as set out 
in its Safeguarding Policy. The seconder said that he hoped that going forward, the 
council would recognise other increases in hate, giving the example of increased 
Islamophobia. Whilst the seconder did not think it would change anything “on the 
ground”, he hoped adopting the definition would send a clear message that anti-
Semitism had no place within the Council nor across the district.  
 
Another Member said that they were happy to support the motion but requested it be 
amended so that the final paragraph read: 
 
This Council formally adopts the IHRA definition of antisemitism, sending a clear 
message to communities in the district of South Kesteven that we will not and do not 
tolerate religious hatred, and reflecting this by including this definition and the 
definition of Islamophobia as agreed by the all-party Parliamentary group on British 
Muslims in the Council’s Equality and Diversity Policy.  
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This was seconded. The Councillor seconding the amendment indicated a 
preference that the motion go further still, commenting that discrimination has led to 
massacre. 
 
Some Members expressed concern that broadening the motion would dilute the 
impact of the original motion during the commemorative period. The Leader indicated 
that he would be prepared to support the amendment.  
 
One Member referred to his childhood and the multi-cultural community in which he 
lived. He indicated that he had initially felt uncomfortable with the initial proposal 
because of its narrow focus. 
 
Another Member recognised why the focus had been narrow but suggested that 
there were other forms of hatred and persecution that had not already been referred 
to. He urged the Council not to rush its decision to ensure that what it adopted was 
appropriate and did not solely recognise anti-Semitism and Islamophobia. 
 
The seconder of the amendment indicated that she had intended to request the 
incorporation of the broader scope. The proposer of the amendment and the Council 
agreed to broaden the wording of the amendment to the final paragraph to read:   
 
I therefore move that this Council formally adopts the IHRA definition 
of antisemitism, sending a clear message to communities in the district of 
South Kesteven that we will not and do not tolerate religious hatred, and 
reflecting this by including this definition and the definition of Islamophobia as 
agreed by the all-party Parliamentary group on British Muslims, and all other 
forms of hatred in the Council’s Equality and Diversity Policy.  
 
A vote was taken on the amendment, which was carried. 
 
A proposal was made that the question on the substantive motion be now put. This 
was seconded and, on being put to the vote, carried. 
 
A vote was taken on the substantive motion and  
it was AGREED: 
 
Hatred, and particularly religious hatred, in all forms, is not something that 
should be tolerated in our society. Whilst there have been instances of hatred 
appallingly directed at several religions, worryingly there is an upward national 
trend in antisemitic hatred that must not be tolerated. 

 
The United Nations Special Rapporteur on Freedom of Religion or Belief 
recently released a report which agreed that the International Holocaust 
Remembrance Alliance (IHRA) Working Definition of Antisemitism can offer 
valuable guidance for identifying antisemitism in its various forms. 
 
The IHRA definition is as follows: 
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“Antisemitism is a certain perception of Jews, which may be expressed as 
hatred toward Jews. Rhetorical and physical manifestations of antisemitism 
are directed toward Jewish or non-Jewish individuals and/or their property, 
toward Jewish community institutions and religious facilities”. 
 
This definition is encouraged in its use in “education, awareness-raising and 
for monitoring and responding to manifestations of antisemitism”. 
 
This Council formally adopts the IHRA definition of antisemitism, sending a 
clear message to communities in the district of South Kesteven that we will not 
and do not tolerate religious hatred, and reflecting this by including this 
definition and the definition of Islamophobia as agreed by the all-party 
Parliamentary group on British Muslims, and all other forms of hatred in the 
Council’s Equality and Diversity Policy.  
 
83. Close of meeting 

 
The meeting was closed at 17:44. 
 
 


