
 
Minutes of the Meeting of the Council of the City of Sheffield held in the Council Chamber, Town Hall, 
Pinstone Street, Sheffield, S1 2HH, on Friday 18 March 2016, at 5.00 pm, pursuant to notice duly 
given and Summonses duly served. 
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1.  
 

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 

1.1 Apologies for absence were received from the Lord Mayor, Councillor Talib 
Hussain, Councillors Pauline Andrews, Isobel Bowler, John Campbell, Paul Wood, 
Katie Condliffe, Rob Frost and Joyce Wright. 

 
 
2.  
 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 

2.1 There were no declarations of interest. 
 
 
3.  
 

SHEFFIELD CITY REGION (SCR) DEVOLUTION AGREEMENT: 
RATIFICATION OF THE PROPOSAL 
 

 Public Questions 
  
3.1 Public Question in respect of Support for People with Disabilities  
  
3.1.1 Adam Butcher asked how the Council would support people with disabilities to 

read the Devolution Agreement and explain the process so that they could 
engage with the Council once the Agreement was signed? 

  
3.1.2 Councillor Julie Dore, Leader of the Council, thanked Mr Butcher for the question 

commenting that it was especially topical given that the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer had recently set a budget which would put people with disabilities in 
even more difficult circumstances. 

  
3.1.3 Councillor Dore further added that with Mr Butcher’s assistance if he were 

prepared to offer this, and through the Cabinet Members for Health, Care and 
Independent Living and Children, Young People and Families, Councillors Mary 
Lea and Jackie Drayton, any information could be reproduced in different 
formats to enable people with disabilities to understand what the Agreement 
meant to them. 

  
3.1.4 The content of the Agreement outlined how it would help people with disabilities 

through the funding for skills to support the people considered furthest away 
from the job market. Every attempt would be made to engage with people with 
disabilities in respect of the Agreement so they could participate in how it was 
taken forward. 

  
3.2 Public Questions in respect of Devolution Agreement 
  
3.2.1 Nigel Slack commented that broken promises, pledges and targets litter the last 

six years of Coalition and a majority Conservative Government. Just in respect of 
the Northern Powerhouse commitment we have seen infrastructure delays, civil 
service job losses, and an austerity agenda way longer than promised and even 
more savage in the haemorrhaging of spending power from Councils in the 
North. With this in mind he asked a number of questions relating to the proposed 
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Devolution Agreement as follows:- 
 
Does the Council believe it can trust the current Government to honour its 
commitments with respect to this so-called ‘Devolution’ deal? 
 
The Mayoral role (including veto matters) is to be defined by a City Region 
Constitution. Who will design that Constitution and who will have the final say on 
the content? Sheffield City Region Combined Authority (SCRCA) or a Minister? 
 
How does stripping the Council of responsibility for all schools fit in with the 
commitment to skills training in SCRCA? 
 
With the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) setting the “funding 
envelope” for employment support, what is to stop them from applying austerity 
cuts to this funding in future years? And will SCRCA under co-design of these 
services effectively hand SCRCA the responsibility for sanctions and the punitive 
‘workfare’ system? Can you trust Ian Duncan Smith? 
 
Matters on the housing fund and ‘Joint Assets Board’ remain uncertain, will 
these be agreed before implementation of this agreement? 
 
Government commitments on transport are beyond the next elections and 
therefore easy to make, but having reneged on other commitments to rail 
electrification, can they be trusted? 
 
The Government have already cut jobs in the City Region and future 
commitments appear subject to austerity measures, true or false? 
 
Closing a local BIS (Business, Innovation and Skills) office rather weighs against 
this commitment wouldn’t you say? 
 
How does the Budget announcement on small business rates affect the 
commitment to SCRCA control of business rates? What will be the financial 
impact on the City Region? 
 
Overall therefore, this Council is being asked to commit to a proposal that is 
incomplete and vague in many areas of its commitment to the City Region. He 
recognised that it has some good ideas and proposals for business and 
economic development but if, by the time the order is placed before Parliament 
to establish this agreement, the uncertainties are not clarified will the SCRCA 
and more importantly this Council still be prepared to follow through? 

  
3.2.2 In response, Councillor Julie Dore welcomed Mr Slack’s political statement which 

she viewed as factual. She did not trust the current Government based on their 
actions whilst in power. The SCRCA had a Constitution which was in the process 
of being amended. The City Region had two conditions which the Constitution 
needed to reflect. Councillor Dore was not prepared to sign off the Devolution 
Agreement in October 2015 until the conditions were met. 

  
3.2.3 The main changes to the SCRCA Constitution had been agreed – who had 
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access to the Single Pot Investment Fund, who were the Constituent Members, 
how to ensure the Mayoral Veto was removed and the model of governance. 
That was not to say that the Constitution wasn’t liable to change over time. 

  
3.2.4 Mr Slack could be reassured that the Devolution Deal would be delivered 

through the SCRCA Constitution. The Government had given their approval for 
the issues to be addressed through the Constitution and if the Government 
changed their minds over this there would be no Deal. 

  
3.2.5 Sheffield would continue to support the SCRCA as it had proved that it could 

make collective decisions in the interests of the regional economy. Evidence of 
that could be seen through projects such as the Chesterfield Waterfront and 
projects within Sheffield. The Government had made it clear that there would be 
no Deal without an Elected Mayor and that was for Members to consider at 
today’s meeting. 

  
3.2.6 The recent Government announcement in relation to the complete 

academisation of schools was not a major surprise and Councillor Dore believed 
this was only announced at this point as the Government were failing on their 
own targets and needed an announcement in the Budget to distract from this. 
The City Council had consistently raised issues of concern about the academy 
programme and would continue to make the case for the 16-18 budget which 
was fundamental to the skills program. 

  
3.2.7 In relation to employment, it would have been desirable for the SCRCA to take 

control of the Work Programme, as Councillor Dore believed this had failed, 
particularly in relation to those furthest away from the job market. Despite this, 
there was a wish to influence the design of the Work Programme as there was 
nothing to stop the Government from cutting funding for this. Councillor Dore 
would not be involved in any design for sanction arrangements. 

  
3.2.8 There was no funding for housing as part of the Agreement. The Chancellor of 

the Exchequer had offered this to Greater Manchester as part of their Deal but 
realised due to the large amount of money involved this couldn’t be replicated in 
other Deals. The SCRCA had made the case for devolved housing funding and 
would continue to do so. 

  
3.2.9 The SCRCA had pressed for joint working with the Government on the Joint 

Assets Board. The highest bidder may not always be the most appropriate 
company to manage an asset for the region and a company offering innovative 
proposals may be better for the region. 

  
3.2.10 Councillor Dore did not trust the Government in relation to transport as she had 

not trusted the last Coalition Government but the SCRCA had no choice but to 
work with them. There was a Regional Transport Fund where decisions were 
made in the interests of the region. The SCRCA would continue to make bids for 
funding and press the Government on issues of local concern such as HS2 and 
Transport for the North. 

  
3.2.11 In respect of Trade and Investment, everything was subject to austerity 
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measures. Within this deal around £900m of funding had been agreed over a 
thirty year period. The money would be spent on the understanding that funding 
would be coming in throughout that period. This had been signed off by the 
Treasury so any change to this would effectively be the Government reneging on 
the Agreement. 

  
3.2.12 In respect of the closure of the BIS Office, Councillor Dore and the SCRCA 

would continue to make their position clear; this decision was against the 
interests of the region and a contrast to the Government rhetoric of the Northern 
Powerhouse. 

  
3.2.13 It was not yet clear what the financial impact of the Budget announcement would 

be on the City Region. The money collected in the City did not cover Council 
expenditure. Current modelling had suggested a break even budget in a few 
years’ time based on money collected from Business Rates. The localisation of 
business rates was not part of this Agreement. The Government had made it 
clear in its Autumn Statement that all Local Authorities needed to be self-
financing and self-sufficient. 

  
 Ratification of the Proposal 
  
3.3 It was formally moved by Councillor Julie Dore and formally seconded by 

Councillor Leigh Bramall, that the following recommendations of the report of the 
Chief Executive, now submitted, as relates to the Sheffield City Region (SCR) 
Devolution Agreement be approved:- 

  
 “RESOLVED: That the City Council:- 
  
 (a) notes the significant changes made to the terms of the proposed 

Devolution Agreement that Sheffield has pursued since its 
announcement in October 2015; 

   
 (b) notes the views and comments made by local residents, businesses, 

and community organisations through the SCR devolution consultation, 
as outlined in Appendix 4 of the report, and the views of Sheffield’s 
Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee, as outlined in 
Appendix 5 of the report; 

   
 (c) endorses the proposed Devolution Agreement in line with the principles 

and amendments secured since October 2015; and 
   
 (d) delegates authority to the Chief Executive, in consultation with the 

Leader of Council and the Director of Legal and Governance, the 
authority to take forward and conclude the Devolution Agreement, 
consent to the enabling Orders and agree the terms of the SCR 
Constitution in line with the principles outlined in this report.” 

   
3.3.1 Whereupon, it was moved by Councillor Lewis Dagnall, seconded by Councillor 

Anne Murphy, that the recommendations set out in the report of the Chief 
Executive now submitted, as relates to the Sheffield City Region (SCR) 
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Devolution Agreement, be replaced by the following resolution:- 
  
 RESOLVED: That this Council:- 
  
 (a) welcomes the ambitious economic strategies of the present 

Administration including the Innovation District, Olympic Legacy Park, 
Outdoor Economy Strategy, city centre masterplan, delivering the best 
apprenticeship record of the Core Cities, developing innovative 
programmes to support business such as the Keep Sheffield Working 
Fund, RISE Graduate Programme and SME projects; 

   
 (b) strongly supports the principle of devolution to cities and city regions as 

crucial to tackling the unequal economy that exists in the United 
Kingdom;   

   
 (c) believes that fundamental to achieving this is the rebalancing of 

investment which is currently heavily skewed towards London and the 
South East at the expense of northern towns and cities particularly in 
areas such as transport infrastructure investment, with well documented 
statistics such as a spend per head of £3,095 in London compared to 
£395 per head in Yorkshire and the Humber; 

   
 (d) welcomes the role that Sheffield City Council has played under the 

present Administration of working with Core City partners over a number 
of years to raise the profile of cities as central in driving growth and 
moving devolution to English cities up the political agenda and recalls 
the work of Core Cities prospectus for Growth published in 2013, the 
RSA Growth Commission chaired by the now Lord O’Neill as important 
developments of setting the agenda; 

   
 (e) further acknowledges that under this Government and the previous 

Coalition Government, the funding that was made available by the last 
Labour Government for economic development has been cut 
dramatically, citing for example Yorkshire Forward which had a budget 
of £277 million per year but was abolished by the Coalition Government; 

   
 (f) believes that in light of this it is important that local partners do 

everything possible to bring all investment that is available into this 
region, noting that whilst the additional funding available through this 
settlement is £30 million per year or £900 million over 30 years is 
considerably less than was made available for Regional Economic 
Development by the last Labour Government, this is the funding that is 
being put on the table and the alternative is nothing;   

   
 (g) believes that there are a number of important policy areas which could 

be immediately devolved including the devolution of 16-19 skills policy, 
housing and extra investment into the single pot which would provide 
extra funding for economic development; 

   
 (h) welcomes that the devolution deal does not include proposals to 
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devolve more of the Government’s austerity agenda, where they are 
increasingly attempting to pass on responsibility for the funding 
deficiencies they have created across a number of key public services 
and have tried to pass responsibility on to local councils, requiring 
councils to implement Government policies that target the most 
vulnerable in society; 

   
 (i) is deeply suspicious of the Chancellor’s “Northern Powerhouse” 

which despite heavy rhetoric lacks substance and consistently fails 
to deliver the investment needed to grow the economy in the north of 
England and points to the following:  

 
(i) Abolishing the Regional Development Agencies which 

provided funding needed for regional economic 
development; 

(ii) The abolition of the loan to Sheffield Forgemasters; 
(iii) The Northern Powerhouse Minister being unable to define 

which areas of the country are in the Northern 
Powerhouse; 

(iv) Freezing the electrification of the Midland Mainline 
upgrade only to reinstate it with delayed timescales;  

(v) Continued heavy cuts to councils in the north, a policy that 
originated under the Coalition Government, at the same 
time as producing an emergency “bailout” fund at the 
eleventh hour which predominantly benefited 
Conservative controlled councils and Sheffield did not 
receive a penny; 

(vi) Proposing a parkway HS2 station for Sheffield located at 
Meadowhall, costing the region 6,500 jobs compared to a 
Sheffield city centre station; 

(vii) The decision to move BIS jobs from Sheffield to London, 
effectively relocating the Northern Powerhouse 
Department away from Sheffield to London; and 

               (viii)   The decision to commit £27 billion to developing   
Crossrail 2 for London at the same time as only 
commissioning feasibility studies for crucial Transport for 
the North Projects; 

   
 (j) however, commits to continue to work with other cities to influence 

Government to prioritise policies that help to develop key economic 
sectors, devolve more control over key economic drivers and secure as 
much investment as possible to Sheffield; 

   
 (k) notes concerns that have been raised about the devolution process 

which has ultimately been determined by the Government and fully 
agrees that the piecemeal and ad-hoc approach by the Government has 
generated patchwork results and believes a constitutional convention 
that could have considered issues more comprehensively would have 
been preferable to the process followed by the Government, however 
again acknowledges that the options available to Sheffield were to co-
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operate with the Government process or refuse and accept that we 
would be walking away from the funding and investment on offer; 

   
 (l) further believes that whilst the City Region consultation was also 

imperfect, any imperfections were largely a consequence of the 
laborious timescales set by government and despite this people have 
had the opportunity to put forward their views and notes efforts made by 
the council to consult through hosting a public scrutiny meeting which 
allowed members of the public to ask questions and included witnesses 
including the Leader of the Council, the Council’s Chief Executive, the 
Chair of Sheffield City Region Combined Authority, a member of the 
Local Enterprise Partnership and representative of a much respected 
national think tank all of whom were questioned by elected members, in 
addition to the other public meetings that have taken place in the city 
over recent months which have received considerable input and support 
from the Council; 

   
 (m) confirms as a matter of fact that without accepting the Chancellor’s 

demand for a directly elected mayor Sheffield would not have been able 
to secure the devolution deal; 

   
 (n) (a) Whilst reiterating that a regional mayor would not be the 

preferred option of any of the City Region partners, it is only 
being accepted because if it was not, Sheffield City Region 
would lose the funding on the table and the Government have 
also made it clear areas not accepting a mayor would not be 
included in future devolution deals going forward, accepts the 
following:  

 
(i) The Mayor proposed in 2012 would have taken 

responsibility for currently held council functions therefore 
moving powers away from local people and in effect 
pushing power and influence upwards and further away 
from local people; 

(ii) The Mayor proposed in this devolution proposal is only 
responsible for functions that are being devolved down 
from central government, therefore taking responsibilities 
and funding that is currently decided on in Westminster 
and Whitehall and moving it to Sheffield City Region and 
will not take any decision that is currently within the remit 
of Sheffield City Council meaning no powers are being 
moved up; and 

            (iii)    The Mayor can be outvoted by the Combined  Authority in 
the areas they have been given responsibility for, 
providing checks and balances in the system; 

   
 (o) welcomes the intervention of the Leader of the Council in calling for 

changes relating to the governance to be met before Sheffield would 
commit to the deal and believes that these were important conditions to 
provide a more coherent, workable and democratic system; 
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 (p) recognises that the conditions set out by the Leader have been met as 

the prospect of a South Yorkshire only mayoral model where the people 
of South Yorkshire would have a mayor but other parts of the region 
wouldn’t has also been resolved with Chesterfield and Bassetlaw 
proposing to become full members of Sheffield City Region, whilst 
Bolsover, North East Derbyshire and Derbyshire Dales joining the 
proposed North Midlands deal meaning their role as non-constituent 
members of the Combined Authority will fall outside those policies the 
mayor has responsibility for; 

   
 (q) the issue of mayoral veto has now been resolved, this is important as 

the system that the Government wanted us to have would have given 
the mayor the opportunity to veto every decision of the Combined 
Authority; 

   
 (r) welcomes the work that was undertaken by Sheffield working with 

partners to make these changes happen, principally through the 
amendment to the Cities and Local Government Devolution Act 2016 
which allowed district councils to determine their Combined Authority 
membership; 

   
 (s) thanks local MP Clive Betts for his constructive role in helping to 

promote the amendment working to get a better deal for Sheffield and 
also acknowledges the support given by the Government to the 
amendment; 

   
 (t) welcomes the proactive approach of the present Administration in 

standing up for Sheffield and working to secure the changes needed, in 
stark contrast to the opposition groups who instead choose to simply 
pontificate on the sidelines and attempt to score political points; 

   
 (u) further welcomes the decision taken by Chesterfield Borough Council to 

become full constituent members of the Sheffield City Region and 
praises the leadership demonstrated by Councillor John Burrows in 
achieving this; 

   
 (v) further welcomes that Bassetlaw District Council are also expected to 

become full constituent members of the Sheffield City Region and 
praises the leadership demonstrated by Councillor Simon Greaves in 
achieving this; 

   
 (w) believes that these districts joining the Sheffield City Region as full 

constituent members is fantastic news for the whole city region and 
reiterates that this is about co-operation based around economic 
functioning areas and is not motivated by changing local government or 
geographical county boundaries; 

   
 (x) further believes that to realise the economic potential of Sheffield pan 

northern and national transport infrastructure projects are crucial to 
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providing the connectivity Sheffield needs to secure jobs and investment 
including the necessary HS2 and HS3 links alongside other key projects 
identified in Transport for the North; 

   
 (y) Reiterates the need for Sheffield to be given a city centre HS2 station 

which will deliver 6,500 additional jobs for the city region, creating more 
jobs in every part of the city region than the current Meadowhall 
proposal supported by HS2 Ltd, this Government and the previous 
Coalition Government;   

   
 (z) supports the recent calls made for HS2 Ltd to review station location 

options in a similar exercise to the recent Leeds review and puts on 
record its praise for the campaign which has been strongly led by the 
Sheffield Star newspaper and numerous members of the local business 
community including Richard Wright, Executive Director, Sheffield 
Chamber of Commerce; 

   
 (aa) welcomes the commitment secured in the Sheffield City Region 

Devolution proposal that if the Government agree to devolve to another 
area something that has not been included in Sheffield City Region’s 
current proposed deal, discussions should also be reopened with the 
Sheffield City Region; 

   
 (bb) supports the fact that the Sheffield City Region Devolution Deal has 

been deliberately developed as an economic deal giving more local 
control over some of the policy areas that are most important in securing 
economic growth, infrastructure, transport, business support, skills, 
employment and investment; 

   
 (cc) reiterates its belief that accepting this devolution agreement does not 

compensate for the Government’s abject failure to take action to support 
the steel industry in Sheffield and across the country and their failure to 
develop a comprehensive industrial strategy to support the development 
of manufacturing; 

   
 (dd) however, believes that if the Council were to walk away from this 

proposed deal now, all that will be achieved is the rejection of the 
funding that is available for economic development and it would leave 
local people worse off; 

   
 (ee) notes the significant changes made to the terms of the proposed 

Devolution Agreement that Sheffield has pursued since its 
announcement in October 2015; 

   
 (ff) Notes the views and comments made by local residents, businesses, 

and community organisations through the SCR devolution consultation, 
as outlined in Appendix 4 of the report, and the views of Sheffield’s 
Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee, as outlined in 
Appendix 5 of the report; 
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 (gg) endorses the proposed Devolution Agreement in line with the principles 
and amendments secured since October 2015; and 

   
 (hh)  delegates to the Chief Executive, in consultation with the Leader of 

Council and the Director of Legal and Governance, the authority to take 
forward and conclude the Devolution Agreement, consent to the 
enabling Orders and agree the terms of the SCR Constitution in line with 
the principles outlined in the report of the Chief Executive now 
submitted. 

   
 On being put to the vote, the amendment was carried.  
  
 (Note: Councillors Aodan Marken, Brian Webster, Robert Murphy and Sarah 

Jane Smalley voted for paragraphs (b), (c), (i), (j), (cc) and (ff) and against the 
remaining paragraphs of the amendment and asked for this to be recorded.) 

  
3.3.2 It was moved by Councillor Colin Ross, seconded by Councillor Ian Auckland, 

that the recommendations set out in the report of the Chief Executive now 
submitted, as relates to the Sheffield City Region (SCR) Devolution Agreement, 
be replaced by the following resolution:- 

  
 RESOLVED: That this Council:- 
  
 (a) welcomes any and all devolution of powers and funding from 

Government to a more local level and believes that further devolution to 
city regions is important for our economic future; 

   
 (b) is disappointed by our Council Leader’s failure to fully engage the public 

on such a historic and important decision for our city’s future; 
   
 (c) however, notes the views and comments made by local residents, 

businesses, and community organisations through the SCR devolution 
consultation, who managed to get their views heard in the limited time 
frame, as outlined in Appendix 4 of the report, and the views of 
Sheffield’s Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee, as outlined 
in Appendix 5 of the report; 

   
 (d) thanks former Deputy Prime Minister Nick Clegg MP for laying the 

foundations for further devolution to Sheffield during his time in 
Government through the landmark City Deal and Growth Deals; 

   
 (e) notes with concern the Administration’s lukewarm reception to the 

devolution deal, in particular the late setting of the date for this meeting; 
   
 (f) regrets that the deal was rushed and believes that our Region’s leaders 

bowed to pressure from the Rt. Hon. George Osborne to sign the deal 
when they still had reservations to fit in with the Conservative Party 
conference timetable, and therefore weakening our position to bargain 
for a better deal; 
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 (g) is disappointed with the lack of ambition from both the Administration 
and the Government which is shown in the content of this deal and 
would have liked to have seen additional powers devolved to City 
Region level, such as 14-19 skills; 

   
 (h) notes with concern that the details of the agreement and enabling 

Orders surrounding devolution are unclear and we are being asked to 
approve something when we don’t know the full details; 

   
 (i) believes that negotiations on the agreement and enabling Orders should 

be open to include all parties and business leaders in the Sheffield City 
Region and not be conducted behind closed doors by our Chief 
Executive and Leader of the Council; 

   
 (j) believes that our Council Leader’s cries of victory last week were slightly 

premature given that the proposed deal remains largely the same and 
that the order has yet to be put to Parliament or agreed by the other 
authorities; 

   
 (k) however, supports the Devolution deal as it stands as the only deal 

available to Sheffield at this time under the circumstances; and 
   
 (l) delegates to the Chief Executive, in consultation with all Members of the 

Council and the Director of Legal and Governance, the authority to take 
forward and conclude the Devolution Agreement, consent to the 
enabling Orders and agree the terms of the SCR Constitution in line with 
the principles outlined in the report of the Chief Executive now 
submitted.  

   
 On being put to the vote, the amendment was negatived. 
  
 (Note: Councillors Aodan Marken, Brian Webster, Robert Murphy and Sarah 

Jane Smalley voted for paragraphs (b), (c), (f), (g), (h) and (i) and against all of 
the remaining paragraphs of the amendment and asked for this to be recorded.) 

  
3.3.3 It was then moved by Councillor Brian Webster, seconded by Councillor Aodan 

Marken, that the recommendations set out in the report of the Chief Executive 
now submitted, as relates to the Sheffield City Region (SCR) Devolution 
Agreement, be replaced by the following resolution:- 

  
 RESOLVED: That this Council:- 
  
 (a) notes that minor changes have been made to the terms of the proposed 

Devolution Agreement since its announcement in October 2015 and 
believes that there remain too many unanswered questions on important 
issues arising from this agreement; 

   
 (b) strongly supports in principle the devolution of power to local and 

regional areas such as Sheffield and the Sheffield City Region as a 
means to enhance local democracy and provide greater control for local 
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people over the affairs that affect their areas, but does not believe this 
Agreement delivers on these goals – and believes that in fact some 
aspects of the proposed deal, like planning functions, represent greater 
centralisation of existing powers away from local authorities; 

   
 (c) notes that the extra funding promised by central government as part of 

this devolution deal does not even come close to offsetting crippling cuts 
that continue to be made to the funding of local authorities like Sheffield, 
and fears that the current Government is seeking to pass on additional 
responsibilities to local government without providing adequate funding 
to fulfil them; 

   
 (d) notes the views and comments made by local residents, business 

owners, and community organisations through the SCR devolution 
consultation, as outlined in Appendix 4 of the report and in particular 
that “respondents [were] predominantly more negative of the proposal 
for an elected mayor in SCR than they are elsewhere about devolution”; 
 
(i) believes that this feedback is in line with the result of the 2012 
referendum in which Sheffield people overwhelmingly voted against the 
creation of the post of an executive mayor for Sheffield City Council, and 
that when taken together the SCR devolution consultation and 2012 
referendum result show that strong feeling exists within Sheffield against 
the centralisation of powers in the hands of a single individual; and 
 
(ii) therefore believes that any devolution deal with central 
government that includes provision for an elected mayor should not be 
adopted without a further referendum on the proposal being carried out; 

   
 (e) therefore rejects the proposed Devolution Agreement, and urges other 

local authorities in the Sheffield City Region to do the same; 
   
 (f) urges the Administration to return to negotiations with central 

government with a view to securing a better deal for the people of 
Sheffield, with the starting position that no deal will be signed that 
includes an elected mayor unless a further referendum first determines 
that this is desired by Sheffield people, and; 

   
 (g) instructs officers to send copies of these recommendations to the 

Leaders of all local authorities in the Sheffield City Region and to the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer. 

   
 On being put to the vote, the amendment was negatived. 
  
  
3.3.4 Following a Right of Reply by Councillor Julie Dore the original Motion, as 

amended, was then put as a Substantive Motion in the following form and 
carried:- 

  

 RESOLVED: That this Council:- 
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 (a) welcomes the ambitious economic strategies of the present 

Administration including the Innovation District, Olympic Legacy Park, 
Outdoor Economy Strategy, city centre masterplan, delivering the best 
apprenticeship record of the Core Cities, developing innovative 
programmes to support business such as the Keep Sheffield Working 
Fund, RISE Graduate Programme and SME projects; 

   
 (b) strongly supports the principle of devolution to cities and city regions as 

crucial to tackling the unequal economy that exists in the United 
Kingdom;   

   
 (c) believes that fundamental to achieving this is the rebalancing of 

investment which is currently heavily skewed towards London and the 
South East at the expense of northern towns and cities particularly in 
areas such as transport infrastructure investment, with well documented 
statistics such as a spend per head of £3,095 in London compared to 
£395 per head in Yorkshire and the Humber; 

   
 (d) welcomes the role that Sheffield City Council has played under the 

present Administration of working with Core City partners over a number 
of years to raise the profile of cities as central in driving growth and 
moving devolution to English cities up the political agenda and recalls 
the work of Core Cities prospectus for Growth published in 2013, the 
RSA Growth Commission chaired by the now Lord O’Neill as important 
developments of setting the agenda; 

   
 (e) further acknowledges that under this Government and the previous 

Coalition Government, the funding that was made available by the last 
Labour Government for economic development has been cut 
dramatically, citing for example Yorkshire Forward which had a budget 
of £277 million per year but was abolished by the Coalition Government; 

   
 (f) believes that in light of this it is important that local partners do 

everything possible to bring all investment that is available into this 
region, noting that whilst the additional funding available through this 
settlement is £30 million per year or £900 million over 30 years is 
considerably less than was made available for Regional Economic 
Development by the last Labour Government, this is the funding that is 
being put on the table and the alternative is nothing;   

   
 (g) Believes that there are a number of important policy areas which could 

be immediately devolved including the devolution of 16-19 skills policy, 
housing and extra investment into the single pot which would provide 
extra funding for economic development; 

   
 (h) welcomes that the devolution deal does not include proposals to 

devolve more of the Government’s austerity agenda, where they are 
increasingly attempting to pass on responsibility for the funding 
deficiencies they have created across a number of key public services 
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and have tried to pass responsibility on to local councils, requiring 
councils to implement Government policies that target the most 
vulnerable in society; 

   
 (i) is deeply suspicious of the Chancellor’s “Northern Powerhouse” which 

despite heavy rhetoric lacks substance and consistently fails to deliver 
the investment needed to grow the economy in the north of England and 
points to the following:  

 
(i) Is deeply suspicious of the Chancellor’s “Northern 

Powerhouse” which despite heavy rhetoric lacks 
substance and consistently fails to deliver the investment 
needed to grow the economy in the north of England and 
points to the following:  

(i) Abolishing the Regional Development Agencies which 
provided funding needed for regional economic 
development 

(ii) The abolition of the loan to Sheffield Forgemasters 
(iii) The Northern Powerhouse Minister being unable to 

define which areas of the country are in the Northern 
Powerhouse 

(iv) Freezing the electrification of the Midland Mainline 
upgrade only to reinstate it with delayed timescales  

(v) Continued heavy cuts to councils in the north, a policy 
that originated under the Coalition Government, at the 
same time as producing an emergency “bailout” fund at 
the eleventh hour which predominantly benefited 
Conservative controlled councils and Sheffield did not 
receive a penny 

(vi) Proposing a parkway HS2 station for Sheffield located at 
Meadowhall, costing the region 6,500 jobs compared to a 
Sheffield city centre station 

(vii) The decision to move BIS jobs from Sheffield to London, 
effectively relocating the Northern Powerhouse 
Department away from Sheffield to London 

(viii) The decision to commit £27 billion to developing Crossrail 
2 for London at the same time as only commissioning 
feasibility studies for crucial Transport for the North 
Projects; 

   
 (j) however, commits to continue to work with other cities to influence 

Government to prioritise policies that help to develop key economic 
sectors, devolve more control over key economic drivers and secure as 
much investment as possible to Sheffield; 

   
 (k) notes concerns that have been raised about the devolution process 

which has ultimately been determined by the Government and fully 
agrees that the piecemeal and ad-hoc approach by the Government has 
generated patchwork results and believes a constitutional convention 
that could have considered issues more comprehensively would have 
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been preferable to the process followed by the Government, however 
again acknowledges that the options available to Sheffield were to co-
operate with the Government process or refuse and accept that we 
would be walking away from the funding and investment on offer; 

   
 (l) further believes that whilst the City Region consultation was also 

imperfect, any imperfections were largely a consequence of the 
laborious timescales set by government and despite this people have 
had the opportunity to put forward their views and notes efforts made by 
the council to consult through hosting a public scrutiny meeting which 
allowed members of the public to ask questions and included witnesses 
including the Leader of the Council, the Council’s Chief Executive, the 
Chair of Sheffield City Region Combined Authority, a member of the 
Local Enterprise Partnership and representative of a much respected 
national think tank all of whom were questioned by elected members, in 
addition to the other public meetings that have taken place in the city 
over recent months which have received considerable input and support 
from the Council; 

   
 (m) confirms as a matter of fact that without accepting the Chancellor’s 

demand for a directly elected mayor Sheffield would not have been able 
to secure the devolution deal; 

   
 (n) whilst reiterating that a regional mayor would not be the preferred option 

of any of the City Region partners, it is only being accepted because if it 
was not, Sheffield City Region would lose the funding on the table and 
the Government have also made it clear areas not accepting a mayor 
would not be included in future devolution deals going forward, accepts 
the following:  
 
(i) The Mayor proposed in 2012 would have taken responsibility for 
currently held council functions therefore moving powers away from 
local people and in effect pushing power and influence upwards and 
further away from local people 
 
(ii) The Mayor proposed in this devolution proposal is only 
responsible for functions that are being devolved down from central 
government, therefore taking responsibilities and funding that is 
currently decided on in Westminster and Whitehall and moving it to 
Sheffield City Region and will not take any decision that is currently 
within the remit of Sheffield City Council meaning no powers are being 
moved up 
 
(iii) The Mayor can be outvoted by the Combined Authority in the 
areas they have been given responsibility for, providing checks and 
balances in the system; 

   
 (o) welcomes the intervention of the Leader of the Council in calling for 

changes relating to the governance to be met before Sheffield would 
commit to the deal and believes that these were important conditions to 
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provide a more coherent, workable and democratic system; 
   
 (p) recognises that the conditions set out by the Leader have been met as 

the prospect of a South Yorkshire only mayoral model where the people 
of South Yorkshire would have a mayor but other parts of the region 
wouldn’t has also been resolved with Chesterfield and Bassetlaw 
proposing to become full members of Sheffield City Region, whilst 
Bolsover, North East Derbyshire and Derbyshire Dales joining the 
proposed North Midlands deal meaning their role as non-constituent 
members of the Combined Authority will fall outside those policies the 
mayor has responsibility for; 

   
 (q) the issue of mayoral veto has now been resolved, this is important as 

the system that the Government wanted us to have would have given 
the mayor the opportunity to veto every decision of the Combined 
Authority; 

   
 (r) welcomes the work that was undertaken by Sheffield working with 

partners to make these changes happen, principally through the 
amendment to the Cities and Local Government Devolution Act 2016 
which allowed district councils to determine their Combined Authority 
membership; 

   
 (s) Thanks local MP Clive Betts for his constructive role in helping to 

promote the amendment working to get a better deal for Sheffield and 
also acknowledges the support given by the Government to the 
amendment; 

   
 (t) welcomes the proactive approach of the present Administration in 

standing up for Sheffield and working to secure the changes needed, in 
stark contrast to the opposition groups who instead choose to simply 
pontificate on the sidelines and attempt to score political points; 

   
 (u) further welcomes the decision taken by Chesterfield Borough Council to 

become full constituent members of the Sheffield City Region and 
praises the leadership demonstrated by Councillor John Burrows in 
achieving this; 

   
 (v) further welcomes that Bassetlaw District Council are also expected to 

become full constituent members of the Sheffield City Region and 
praises the leadership demonstrated by Councillor Simon Greaves in 
achieving this; 

   
 (w) believes that these districts joining the Sheffield City Region as full 

constituent members is fantastic news for the whole city region and 
reiterates that this is about co-operation based around economic 
functioning areas and is not motivated by changing local government or 
geographical county boundaries; 

   
 (x) further believes that to realise the economic potential of Sheffield pan 
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northern and national transport infrastructure projects are crucial to 
providing the connectivity Sheffield needs to secure jobs and investment 
including the necessary HS2 and HS3 links alongside other key projects 
identified in Transport for the North; 

   
 (y) reiterates the need for Sheffield to be given a city centre HS2 station 

which will deliver 6,500 additional jobs for the city region, creating more 
jobs in every part of the city region than the current Meadowhall 
proposal supported by HS2 Ltd, this Government and the previous 
Coalition Government;   

   
 (z) supports the recent calls made for HS2 Ltd to review station location 

options in a similar exercise to the recent Leeds review and puts on 
record its praise for the campaign which has been strongly led by the 
Sheffield Star newspaper and numerous members of the local business 
community including Richard Wright, Executive Director, Sheffield 
Chamber of Commerce; 

   
 (aa) welcomes the commitment secured in the Sheffield City Region 

Devolution proposal that if the Government agree to devolve to another 
area something that has not been included in Sheffield City Region’s 
current proposed deal, discussions should also be reopened with the 
Sheffield City Region; 

   
 (bb) supports the fact that the Sheffield City Region Devolution Deal has 

been deliberately developed as an economic deal giving more local 
control over some of the policy areas that are most important in securing 
economic growth, infrastructure, transport, business support, skills, 
employment and investment; 

   
 (cc) reiterates its belief that accepting this devolution agreement does not 

compensate for the Government’s abject failure to take action to support 
the steel industry in Sheffield and across the country and their failure to 
develop a comprehensive industrial strategy to support the development 
of manufacturing; 

   
 (dd) however, believes that if the Council were to walk away from this 

proposed deal now, all that will be achieved is the rejection of the 
funding that is available for economic development and it would leave 
local people worse off; 

   
 (ee) notes the significant changes made to the terms of the proposed 

Devolution Agreement that Sheffield has pursued since its 
announcement in October 2015; 

   
 (ff) notes the views and comments made by local residents, businesses, 

and community organisations through the SCR devolution consultation, 
as outlined in Appendix 4 of the report, and the views of Sheffield’s 
Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee, as outlined in 
Appendix 5 of the report; 
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 (gg) endorses the proposed Devolution Agreement in line with the principles 

and amendments secured since October 2015; 
   
 (hh) delegates to the Chief Executive, in consultation with the Leader of 

Council and the Director of Legal and Governance, the authority to take 
forward and conclude the Devolution Agreement, consent to the 
enabling Orders and agree the terms of the SCR Constitution in line with 
the principles outlined in the report of the Chief Executive now 
submitted. 

   
 The votes on the Substantive Motion were ordered to be recorded and were as 

follows:- 
  
 For paragraphs (b), (c), (j), (cc) 

and (ff) of the Motion (67) 
- The Deputy Lord Mayor (Councillor 

Denise Fox) and Councillors Julie Dore, 
Mike Drabble, Jack Scott, Julie Gledhill, 
Roy Munn, Helen Mirfin-Boukouris, 
Chris Rosling-Josephs, Ian Saunders, 
Bryan Lodge, Karen McGowan, Jayne 
Dunn, Jackie Drayton, Ibrar Hussain, 
Lewis Dagnall, Anne Murphy, Geoff 
Smith, Dianne Hurst, Mazher Iqbal, 
Mary Lea, Steve Wilson, Alan Law, 
Garry Weatherall, Steve Jones, Chris 
Peace, Bob Johnson, George Lindars-
Hammond, Josie Paszek, Jenny 
Armstrong, Terry Fox, Pat Midgley, 
David Barker, Tony Downing, Nasima 
Akther, Nikki Bond, Mohammad Maroof, 
Lynn Rooney, Peter Price, Sioned-Mair 
Richards, Peter Rippon, Leigh Bramall, 
Tony Damms, Gill Furniss, Richard 
Crowther, Olivia Blake, Ben Curran, 
Neale Gibson, Adam Hurst, Zoe Sykes, 
Mick Rooney, Jackie Satur, Ray Satur, 
Richard Shaw, Joe Otten, Colin Ross, 
Penny Baker, Roger Davison, Sue 
Alston, Andrew Sangar, Cliff Woodcraft, 
Ian Auckland, Steve Ayris, Denise 
Reaney, David Baker, Vickie Priestley, 
Aodan Marken, Brian Webster, Robert 
Murphy and Sarah Jane Smalley. 

    
 Against paragraphs (b), (c), (j), 

(cc), (ff) of the Motion (3) 
- Councillors Jack Clarkson, Keith Davis 

and John Booker. 
    
 Abstained on the Motion (0) - Nil 
    
 For paragraphs (g), (m), (n), (u), - The Deputy Lord Mayor (Councillor 
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(v), (w), (x), (y), (z), (aa), (bb), 
(dd), (gg), (hh) of the Motion 
(64) 

Denise Fox) and Councillors Julie Dore, 
Mike Drabble, Jack Scott, Julie Gledhill, 
Roy Munn, Helen Mirfin-Boukouris, 
Chris Rosling-Josephs, Ian Saunders, 
Bryan Lodge, Karen McGowan, Jayne 
Dunn, Jackie Drayton, Ibrar Hussain, 
Lewis Dagnall, Anne Murphy, Geoff 
Smith, Dianne Hurst, Mazher Iqbal, 
Mary Lea, Steve Wilson, Alan Law, 
Garry Weatherall, Steve Jones, Chris 
Peace, Bob Johnson, George Lindars-
Hammond, Josie Paszek, Jenny 
Armstrong, Terry Fox, Pat Midgley, 
David Barker, Tony Downing, Nasima 
Akther, Nikki Bond, Mohammad Maroof, 
Lynn Rooney, Peter Price, Sioned-Mair 
Richards, Peter Rippon, Leigh Bramall, 
Tony Damms, Gill Furniss, Richard 
Crowther, Olivia Blake, Ben Curran, 
Neale Gibson, Adam Hurst, Zoe Sykes, 
Mick Rooney, Jackie Satur, Ray Satur, 
Richard Shaw, Joe Otten, Colin Ross, 
Penny Baker, Roger Davison, Sue 
Alston, Andrew Sangar, Cliff Woodcraft, 
Ian Auckland, Steve Ayris, Denise 
Reaney, David Baker and Vickie 
Priestley. 

    
 Against paragraphs (g), (m), (n), 

(u), (v), (w), (x), (y), (z), (aa), 
(bb), (dd), (gg), (hh) of the 
Motion (7) 

- Councillors Aodan Marken, Brian 
Webster, Sarah Jayne Smalley, Robert 
Murphy, Jack Clarkson, Keith Davis 
and John Booker. 

    
 Abstained of the Motion (0) - Nil 
    
 For paragraph (i) of the Motion 

(55) 
- The Deputy Lord Mayor (Councillor 

Denise Fox) and Councillors Julie Dore, 
Mike Drabble, Jack Scott, Julie Gledhill, 
Roy Munn, Helen Mirfin-Boukouris, 
Chris Rosling-Josephs, Ian Saunders, 
Bryan Lodge, Karen McGowan, Jayne 
Dunn, Jackie Drayton, Ibrar Hussain, 
Lewis Dagnall, Anne Murphy, Geoff 
Smith, Dianne Hurst, Mazher Iqbal, 
Mary Lea, Steve Wilson, Alan Law, 
Garry Weatherall, Steve Jones, Chris 
Peace, Bob Johnson, George Lindars-
Hammond, Josie Paszek, Jenny 
Armstrong, Terry Fox, Pat Midgley, 
David Barker, Tony Downing, Nasima 
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Akther, Nikki Bond, Mohammad Maroof, 
Lynn Rooney, Peter Price, Sioned-Mair 
Richards, Peter Rippon, Leigh Bramall, 
Tony Damms, Gill Furniss, Richard 
Crowther, Olivia Blake, Ben Curran, 
Neale Gibson, Adam Hurst, Zoe Sykes, 
Mick Rooney, Jackie Satur, Ray Satur, 
Aodan Marken, Brian Webster, Robert 
Murphy and Sarah Jane Smalley. 

    
 Against paragraph (i) of the 

Motion (16) 
- Councillors Richard Shaw, Joe Otten, 

Colin Ross, Penny Baker, Roger 
Davison, Sue Alston, Andrew Sangar, 
Cliff Woodcraft, Ian Auckland, Steve 
Ayris, Denise Reaney, David Baker, 
Vickie Priestley, Jack Clarkson, Keith 
Davis and John Booker. 

    
 Abstained on the Motion (0) - Nil. 
    
 For paragraphs (a), (d), (e), (f), 

(h), (k), (l), (o), (p), (q), (r), (s), 
(t) and (ee) of the Motion (51) 

- The Deputy Lord Mayor (Councillor 
Denise Fox) and Councillors Julie Dore, 
Mike Drabble, Jack Scott, Julie Gledhill, 
Roy Munn, Helen Mirfin-Boukouris, 
Chris Rosling-Josephs, Ian Saunders, 
Bryan Lodge, Karen McGowan, Jayne 
Dunn, Jackie Drayton, Ibrar Hussain, 
Lewis Dagnall, Anne Murphy, Geoff 
Smith, Dianne Hurst, Mazher Iqbal, 
Mary Lea, Steve Wilson, Alan Law, 
Garry Weatherall, Steve Jones, Chris 
Peace, Bob Johnson, George Lindars-
Hammond, Josie Paszek, Jenny 
Armstrong, Terry Fox, Pat Midgley, 
David Barker, Tony Downing, Nasima 
Akther, Nikki Bond, Mohammad Maroof, 
Lynn Rooney, Peter Price, Sioned-Mair 
Richards, Peter Rippon, Leigh Bramall, 
Tony Damms, Gill Furniss, Richard 
Crowther, Olivia Blake, Ben Curran, 
Neale Gibson, Adam Hurst, Zoe Sykes, 
Mick Rooney, Jackie Satur and Ray 
Satur. 

    
 Against paragraphs (a), (d), (e), 

(f), (h), (k), (l), (o), (p), (q), (r), 
(s), (t) and (ee) of the Motion 
(20) 

- Councillors Richard Shaw, Joe Otten, 
Colin Ross, Penny Baker, Roger 
Davison, Sue Alston, Andrew Sangar, 
Cliff Woodcraft, Ian Auckland, Steve 
Ayris, Denise Reaney, David Baker, 
Vickie Priestley, Aodan Marken, Brian 
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Webster, Robert Murphy, Sarah Jane 
Smalley, Jack Clarkson, Keith Davis 
and John Booker. 

    
 Abstained on the Motion (0) - Nil. 
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