
 

 

 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE LEICESTERSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL HELD 

AT COUNTY HALL, GLENFIELD ON Wednesday, 28 November 2001. 
 

Present 
 

Dr. D. Pollard CC (in the Chair) 
 

Mr. K. Anthony CC, Mr. H. Barber CC, Mr. D. C. Bill CC, Mrs. V. P. Bill CC, Mr. P. D. 
Boult TD, CC, Mr. G. A. Boulter CC, Mr. D. R. Bown CC, Mrs. C. E. Brock CC, Mr. N. 
J. Brown CC, Mr. P. Callis CC, Mrs. R. Camamile CC, Mr. B. Chapman AE, CC, Dr. 
R. K. A. Feltham CC, Mr. R. Fraser CC, Mr. S. J. Galton CC, Mr. D. A. Gamble CC, 
Mr. B. Garner CC, Mr. M. Griffiths CC, Mr. M. J. Hunt CC, Mr. P. A. Hyde CC, Mr. R. 
Jenkins CC, Mr. D. Jennings CC, Mr. Mike Jones CC, Mr. A. M. Kershaw CC, Mr. D. 
J. Knaggs CC, Mr. C. H. G. MacLeod CC, Mr. R. Mason CC, Mr. R. Miller CC, Mr. Ian 
M. Morris CC, Dr. M. O'Callaghan CC, Mr. P. C. Osborne CC, Mr. I. D. Ould CC, Mr. 
M. B. Page CC, Mr. E. Palmer CC, Mr. D. R. Parsons CC, Mrs. L. A. S. Pendleton 
CC, Mr. G. H. Perkins JP, CC, Prof. M. E. Preston CC, Mr. S. H. Preston CC, Mrs. A. 
C. M. Pullen CC, Mr. J. B. Rhodes CC, Lt. Col. P. A. Roffey DL, CC, Mr. J. W. Royce 
CC, Mr. N. J. Rushton CC, Mr. S. D. Sheahan CC, Mrs. M. L. Sherwin CC, Mrs. A. U. 
Smith JP, CC, Mr. D. A. Sprason CC, Mr. C. A. Stanley CC, Mr. E. F. White CC, Mr. 
R. M. Wilson CC and Mr. P. G. Winkless CC. 
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24 - CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS.  

Mr John Ludlam Bullen 
 
The Chairman referred to the sad death of former County Councillor Mr John Ludlam 
Bullen who had died on 1st October, aged 90 years. 
 
Mr Bullen had served on the County Council from 1967 to 1977 as representative for 
the Ashby de la Zouch Electoral Division on both the old and new County Councils.  
He had also served on the Environment Committee and the Libraries and Museums 
Committee. 
 
Members joined the Chairman in standing in silent tribute to the memory of Mr Bullen. 
 
Remembrance Day Commemoration 
 
The Chairman reported that on the eleventh of November he had the honour of 
placing a wreath, on behalf of the people of Leicestershire, on the War Memorial for 
City and County in Victoria Park, Leicester. 
 
Leicestershire Rural Partnership  
 
The Chairman reported that earlier this year the Leicestershire Rural Partnership, 
with substantial input from the Policy Team in the Planning and Transportation 
Department, had been awarded joint second prize in the prestigious TNT/Cabinet 
Office Modernising Government Awards.  The Chairman hoped members would take 
the opportunity to view an exhibition in the Members Lounge which featured the 
award.  He commented that this was another example of the excellence of County 
Council staff and their work for the people of Leicestershire. 
 
Teachers’ Awards 2001  
 
The Chairman reported with great pleasure that Ingrid Spencer, the Head of English 
at Longslade Community College had  won an award as an Outstanding New 
Teacher in the National Teacher’s Awards 2001.  Regional Teacher’s Awards had 
been won by Maxine Willmore of Mountfields Lodge School, Stuart Nobles of 
Humphrey Perkins High School, and Davina Owen of The Pastures Primary School. 
 
The Chairman felt sure that members would wish to join him in congratulating all of 
these teachers on the awards which they had achieved. 
 
Crime Prevention Video  
 
The Chairman reported that following on from its previous success with the crime 
prevention video “nicked”, a group of young women from Loughborough Youth 
Affairs, part of the County Council’s Youth and Community Service, had produced a 
new crime prevention video entitled “snatched”.  This video had reached the finals of 
the 2001 Crimebeat Awards, and had been short listed in the 2001 Phillip Lawrence 
Award’s, the ceremony for which was to take place in London on 4th December.  The 
Chairman felt sure that members would wish to join him in congratulating everyone 
concerned in this important crime prevention initiative.  
 
Leicestershire Schools Symphony Orchestra 
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The Chairman reported that the Leicestershire Schools Symphony Orchestra had 
won the Youth Orchestra Section of the National Master Prize Competition at the 
Barbican on 10th October.  This had been judged by Vladimir Ashkenazy and the 
award presented by Sir Colin Davis.   The Chairman felt sure that members would 
wish to join him in congratulating these young musicians, and the staff of 
Leicestershire Arts in Education who had been involved. 
 
Sherrier Centre, Lutterworth 
 
The Chairman indicated that he wished to congratulate staff of the Sherrier Centre in 
Lutterworth on their achievements with the School Loans service.  The service had 
begun with 43 loans of museum objects 70 years ago and was the oldest in the 
country.  The first county loans had been to North Kilworth School and Market 
Bosworth Show in 1931.  Now there were 2,000 loans, the most recently acquired 
being the Glen Parva Anglo Saxon lady, currently at Glenhills School. 
 
A special exhibition of the Loans Service history since 1931 was to be arranged for 
the next Council meeting. 
 
‘Family of School’ Events 
 
The Chairman reported that he had attended ‘family of school’ events at Beauchamp, 
Guthlaxton and Countesthorpe in response to his cultural challenge to families of 
schools, and he hoped to attend more in the future. 
 
Visitors 
 
The Chairman welcomed  to the meeting all visitors and guests of members. 
 

25 - MINUTES  

It was moved by the Chairman, seconded by the Vice-Chairman and carried:- 
 
”That the minutes of the meeting of the Council held on 19 September, 2001, copies 
of which have been circulated to members, be taken as read, confirmed and signed.” 
 

26 - DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  

The Chairman invited members who wish to do so to make declarations of pecuniary 
and non-pecuniary interest in respect of items on the agenda for this meeting. 
 
The following declarations were made:- 
 
Member  Minute No(s)  Interest 
 
Mr Bown )  ) 
Mrs Camamile )  ) 
Mr Mason )  ) 
Mr Perkins ) 29E ) Pecuniary 
Lt Col Roffey )  ) 
Mrs Smith )  ) 
Mr Stanley )  ) 
Mr Wilson )  ) 
 
Mr Osborne  29C Non-Pecuniary 
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27 - QUESTIONS ASKED UNDER STANDING ORDER 7(1)(2) AND (5).  

(A) Mr Jenkins asked the following question of the Leader: 
 

“What is the County Council’s policy relating to diabetes especially the provision 
of facilities for members and officers to administer insulin prior to meals.  I am 
especially concerned for those members and officers who are prescribed fast 
acting insulin and who are required to take insulin immediately before they 
consume a meal.  If this procedure is not adhered to the diabetic in question 
could suffer an attack requiring urgent medical attention” 

 
Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“Diabetes is covered by the definition of disability contained in the Disability 
Discrimination Act 1995 and providing facilities for members and officers to 
administer insulin prior to meals is a “reasonable adjustment” which the County 
Council, like other employers, is required to make under the Act. 

 
The County Council provides a rest room on the ground floor of the Pen Lloyd 
Building (Room G44) which is available for this and other purposes.  There are 
facilities for washing available in that room and its location is such that it is 
convenient for users of both the cafeteria and restaurant.  The room can be used 
by members and officers alike.  Arrangements will be made to improve 
awareness of this facility amongst members and officers alike. 
 
Employees based outside County Hall are given access to suitable facilities on 
making their particular needs known to their line manager.” 

 
Mr. Jenkins asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“Since the Rest Room is in the Pen Lloyd Building that would not give me 
sufficient time to inject myself and get back to the Restaurant.  I just want to 
make the County Council aware that there are many kinds of insulin and the one 
which I inject, and I inject five times a day, is a fast acting insulin, and must only 
be taken when the meal is to be taken.  In other words when the meal is in front 
of you.  Failure to do so would result in me having a hypo which could have a 
serious effect on my health?” 

 
Mr Barber replied as followed: 
 

“I do appreciate the particular problems which Mr Jenkins has.  I would say, of 
course, apart from the Rest Room that is referred to in the answer to the 
question, there are also the Cloakrooms.  In this case the one that is within 
about two yards of the Restaurant.  However, it is not necessarily absolutely 
ideal for the purpose and I will have the whole issue looked at to see what we 
might do to improve the situation.” 

 
(B) Mr Hunt asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

“1. What is the Conservative administration’s policy in respect of the 
international links between Leicestershire County Council and the city of 
Florence, the state of Saarland in Germany, the province of Sichuan in 
China and the department of Seine Maritime in France? 
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2. Will he publish a report on the purpose and outcomes from the recent 

delegation by members and officers to the Saarland 23rd-26th September 
for Council or the relevant Scrutiny Committee? 
 

3. Why was this event not mentioned in his reply to my question at the last 
Council meeting on 19th September, concerning events in support of 
European Day of Languages on 26th September, 2001 – an occasion 
which was otherwise unsupported by this Council? 
 

4. What plans are there to send other delegations to any of our international 
partners in the next twelve months and, should any be planned, will their 
purposes, budgeting arrangements and expected outcomes be presented 
to Council or the relevant Scrutiny Committee?” 
 

5. How does the Leader intend to ensure that these trips contribute to the 
Council’s key objectives and do not generate new work that displaces 
existing work or compromises other desirable work programmes, 
especially in the area of Modern Foreign Languages (MFL) and economic 
regeneration?” 

 
Prof Preston replied as follows: 
 

“1. The policy in relation to international links is no different to that in respect of 
links with any external body or organisation, in that it will aim to produce 
benefits for Leicestershire, in whatever form is appropriate. 

 
2. No, as it would be of no benefit at this stage.  The initial purpose of the 

delegation was in response to an invitation from the Saarland Government 
to participate in a number of ceremonial events to mark the 25th 
anniversary of the Leicestershire - Saarland link, but an opportunity was 
taken for the delegation to commence dialogues on a number of topics 
which should produce benefits for Leicestershire.  These included, in 
addition to the maintenance of existing student exchanges, the 
development of existing and new links in further and higher education in the 
County, teacher exchanges and links between Sports and Youth 
organisations.  An opportunity will also be taken to develop links for mutual 
economic development benefits.  All of these are in the early stages of 
development and it would be premature to speculate on the outcome.  
Nevertheless the delegation returned hopeful that these new initiatives will 
produce benefits.  Reports will be produced at the appropriate time in 
relation to these various subjects. 

 
3. Because there was no direct link. 
 
4. Discussions are taking place with the Sichuan Provincial Government for a 

Leicestershire Trade Mission, being organised in conjunction with Business 
Link Leicestershire, to visit Sichuan in 2002, otherwise, no delegations are 
currently being planned.  Such delegations are normally in accordance with 
existing arrangements and budgetary provision.  I anticipate that whenever 
necessary a report would be made to Cabinet on the results of visits by 
delegations. 

 
 The question does not define the word delegation, but I have taken this to 

mean a Member and Officer Group.  Although it does not come within this 
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definition I am able to report that a group of eight Leicestershire 
Headteachers, from primary and secondary schools and community 
colleges, will visit Sichuan Province in March 2002 in connection with the 
development of Leicestershire’s links with schools there.  Almost all of the 
costs of this visit are being met by a British Council grant.   

 
5. Since I am not aware that any of the delegations have brought about the 

negative effects postulated by Mr. Hunt, I do not see the need for any 
action to be taken in response to his question.  The delegations will 
certainly be in line with the objective of promoting economic well-being.” 

 
Mr Hunt asked the following supplementary questions: 

On the reply to Question 3:- 
 
“Is the Lead Member in fact saying that there was no mention of the European 
Day of Languages on the programme for the visit, an event which was not 
celebrated by the County Council on home ground”? 

 
On the replies to Questions 4 and 5:- 
 

“I was asking for a report from Scrutiny Committee on the trip, non critical, but 
asking for it to be fully evaluated.  I would like an assurance that a Scrutiny 
Committee would be able to ask for a report, and an indication of which Scrutiny 
Committee that would be, because on the reply to Question 5 the Lead Member 
suggested that because he isn’t aware of any problems that there is no need for 
a report.  But the essence of Scrutiny is to allow Members the opportunity to 
ensure that these trips are as valuable as possible?” 
 

Prof Preston replied as follows: 
 

“Unfortunately, I am unable to answer your supplementary question on the reply 
to Question 3.  It may be that we might hope for some suggestions from the 
Chairman, who went on that visit.  I didn’t as such.  I think it is entirely in the 
hands, if you do not mind me saying so, of the Scrutiny Committees to ask for 
information on these visits.  I am not sure that coming through the question 
mechanism is necessarily the best way to do it.  I think we have spent, certainly 
in the course of the last year, a lot of effort and time in making sure that these 
trips are as productive as possible.  I think our last trip to Sichuan proved this 
because we returned with something around £1.5m worth of activity for 
Leicestershire.  It depends on your definition of whether they are useful or 
otherwise.  Certainly some information I’ve had from the Chairman suggests that 
in Saarland they are going through a very similar phase of coalmining decline 
and so on that we are.  You might not say that the support we could give them is 
directly useful whatever you mean by useful, but I think it is useful, to have a 
support mechanism by which we can tell them what we did and indeed prove 
how well we have succeeded in the north west.” 

 
The Chairman commented as follows: 
 

“On the last point, the emphasis of the recent visit to Saarland was very much 
education and we covered, obviously, languages as part of that, but we did not 
in fact, have any event which celebrated the European Day of Languages.” 

 
(C) Mr Sprason asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
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“1. Would the Leader or his nominee please explain why it is that children 
from Bagworth are not able to attend school as early as those from 
Thornton, despite the fact that capacity exists within the 4 plus unit at the 
nearby Thornton Primary School, and why it is that Bagworth children are 
required to attend the more distant Nailstone Primary School? 

 
2. Does he not agree that given the close links between Bagworth and 

Thornton (they share many facilities, including playgroups and are within 
the same parish) that it is most unfair that children from Bagworth do not 
have access to 4 plus provision when their playgroup friends from 
Thornton do? 

 
3. Regardless of where it might be provided, at what stage can children from 

Bagworth expect to receive equality of treatment with other children from 
the parish in terms of access to 4 plus provision? 

 
4. What steps are the Cabinet taking to ensure that all children in the County 

have the same opportunity of a school place when they reach the age of 4 
years old?” 

 
Mr Ould replied as follows: 
 

“1. The catchment area schools for Bagworth are: Nailstone Dovebank 
Primary School, Ibstock Community College and Coalville King Edward VII 
Community College.  For Thornton the catchment area schools are: 
Thornton Primary School, Markfield South Charnwood High School (10+) 
and Groby Community College.  These affiliations are long-standing and 
any proposal to change them would require consultation with all the 
schools affected.  Bagworth is slightly nearer to Thornton than Nailstone, 
but the catchment school is not necessarily the nearest school for all 
children.  Nailstone Dovebank Primary School was built specifically to 
replace three former schools in Bagworth, Battram and Nailstone. 

 
Thornton Primary School is a 4+ school (one annual intake in September).  
Children transfer out at 10+.  Nailstone Dovebank Primary School is a 
“rising-five” school (two intakes in September and January), and children 
transfer out at 11+. 

 
Children from Bagworth or Thornton with birthdates between 1 September 
and the end of February would be admitted to school in September, 
whichever school is attended.  Children with birthdates between 1 March 
and 31 August are admitted to school in September if  they come from 
Thornton or in January if they come from Bagworth.  The LEA’s admissions 
policy does not allow a child to be admitted to an out-catchment school 
earlier than he or she would be admitted to the catchment school.  There is 
an exception in the policy for siblings. 

 
2. The Cabinet recognises the inequities of the current policy and is seeking 

to extend 4+ provision to all areas of the County as resources allow. 
 
3. At its meeting on 20 November 2001, the Cabinet agreed to extend 4+ 

provision to a further ten schools including Nailstone.  A Statutory Notice 
will now be prepared and following the necessary procedures the school 
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could be a 4+ school from September or sooner. 

 
4. The Cabinet will continue to pursue the extension of 4+ provision to other 

areas of the County as resources permit.” 
 
(D) Mrs Sherwin asked the following question of the Spokesman of the Police 

Authority: 
 

“Will the Spokesman for the Police Authority explain how the Police Authority 
will meet its obligations to pay the rising police pension bill over the next three 
years without a large increase in Council Tax.” 
 

Mr Bill replied as follows: 
 

“The debate on the Police Authority budget for 2002/03 will be taking place over 
the next few weeks.  The cost of the police pensions will be taken into account 
together with other spending pressures and areas where savings can be 
achieved in order to arrive at the required precept. 
 
The problem of police pensions is the subject of ongoing dialogue between 
police authorities, the Association of Police Authorities and the Home Office. 
 
The future financing of police pensions is currently being reviewed by the Home 
Office and the Treasury.” 

 
Mrs Sherwin asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“Would the Spokesman agree that the Government ought to assume direct 
responsibility for police pensions, and will he also confirm that controllable 
financial pressures such as the proposed large increases in the Police Authority 
allowances will not be allowed to impact on the Council tax.” 

 
Mr Bill replied as follows: 
 

“The question over police pensions as indeed fire pensions, is one which has 
affected the appropriate authorities for some years, and this is a matter which is 
continually being discussed with the Home Office and the Treasury, and I have 
no doubt it will continue. On the question of Police Allowances, I can assure 
Mrs. Sherwin that there will be no increase during the current year.” 

 
(E) Mr Osborne asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

“1. Who defines the respective roles, responsibilities, and relationships 
between the Local Education Authority and the Early Years’ and 
Childcare Development Partnership? 

 
2. Who decides the criteria within which the Early Years’ Development and 

Childcare Plan is drawn up? 
 
3. Who approves the annual Early Years’ Development and Childcare Plan? 
 
4. Was the grant awarded for 2000/01 spent in full? 

 
5. Who determines, and on what criteria, the level of grant awarded? 
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6. How, and to whom, is the grant paid? 
 
7. Who determined the projections for 3+ nursery funding for 2001-2002? 
 
8. How many 3 year old children were funded by the current grant? 
 
9. Why did it take so long for the problem of over take up of funded places to 

become known?” 
 
Mr Ould replied as follows: 
 

1. The law defines the position supported by guidance issued by the 
Department for Education and Skills.  An Inquiry has been established at 
the request of the Leader which will address this matter in more detail. 

 
2. The Plan is drawn up in accordance with guidance issued by the 

Department for Education and Skills. 
 
3. The Partnership approves the Plan for submission to the County Council.  

The Plan is part of the Policy Framework as defined in the Council’s 
Constitution and therefore must be approved by the full Council.  The Plan 
is then submitted to the Department for Education and Skills whose 
approval is also required. 

 
4. The Nursery Education Grant for 3 years olds was not fully spent.  

£505,840 was allocated of which £39,621 was not spent due to lack of 
take-up. 

 
5. The Department for Education and Skills on the basis of Government 

regulations and guidance. 
 
6. Grants are paid to the County Council, for allocation in accordance with the 

terms of the Early Years’ Development and Childcare Plan. 
 
7. The Inquiry referred to in the reply to Question 1 is intended to establish the 

answer to this question. 
 
8. In 2001/02 the Nursery Education Grant for 3 year olds from the 

Department for Education and Skills will fund 7,914 places over the full 
year, of which 6,098 places have been funded in the Summer and Autumn 
terms.  (A place is regarded as 5 sessions for 11 weeks in a term). 

 
9. The Inquiry referred to in the reply to Question 7 will be addressing this 

matter. 
 
Mr Osborne asked the following supplementary questions: 
 

On the reply to Question 1- 
 
“Could I be told exactly what the difference is between a legal basis and a 
guidance that is quoted here and secondly, as a rider to that, where the answer 
quotes “the law defines,” I wondered what written authority on which one can 
rely could have been quoted.  I would have expected, where the law has been 
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quoted to have seen it then in the reply or somewhere where we could refer to 
it? 

 

On the reply to Question 3:- 
 

Who decides the amount of the grant? 
 
On the reply to Question 7:- 
 

This is a query for clarification on age.  Does this mean that every three old will 
receive funding for child care in the current financial year?” 

 
Mr Ould replied as follows: 
 

“On the first point, I am not a qualified solicitor or barrister and, therefore, I am 
not able to answer the question that Mr Osborne has put.  I would expect the 
inquiry, which is being led by somebody with appropriate legal training, to be 
able to give further advice and guidance on these specific points and I will 
undertake to give that to Mr Osborne as and when it becomes available.” 
 
“On the second point ‘who decides the amount of the grant’ that is decided by 
the DfES, and on the third point ‘does this mean every three year old will receive 
funding for child care in the current financial year’ the answer is no, because 
when this Council approved in April, the Early Years Development Plan, it was 
on the basis of eleven weeks, five sessions a week, two and half hours per 
session for three consecutive terms which in effect is 2,638 places.  Anybody 
who claims that that is free for all three years olds in this County is either 
ignorant or deliberately mischievous.” 

 

(F) Mr Gamble asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

“1. Can the Leader please explain why it is that grant for nursery provision is 
being removed from people in the Brookside and Brocks Hill Wards of 
Oadby and Wigston requiring parents to pay for 3+ education in future, 
when up to date information would suggest that these people should 
continue to be entitled to receive such provision free of charge? 

 
2. What is the Cabinet intending to do to rectify the situation?” 
 

Mr Ould replied as follows: 
 

1. An Inquiry has been instituted at the request of the Leader into the whole 
area of 3+ education and funding.  That Inquiry should help to answer 
questions such as those put forward by Mr. Gamble. 

 
2. The Cabinet will consider the matter having regard to the findings of the 

Inquiry referred to in the reply to question 1. 
 
(G) Mr Galton asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

“1. In view of the encouraging trends emerging from the Speed Management 
Strategy in Northamptonshire which has resulted in a significant reduction 
in the number of people killed and seriously injured in road traffic 
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accidents, what progress has been made towards submitting a bid to 
Government for Leicestershire to be allowed to keep a proportion of the 
fines (known as the netting off rules)? 

 
2. Bearing in mind that the Police are an essential partner in any strategy for 

Leicestershire, have any discussions taken place with them on this issue 
and if so at what level? 

 
3. In the light of the recent serious and fatal accidents on the Leicestershire 

section of the A47 (east), will the Leader please give urgent consideration 
to including this road in a Leicestershire Speed Management Strategy 
subject to de-trunking next year.” 

 
Mr Winkless replied as follows: 
 

“1. I am pleased to indicate that good progress has been made by the County 
Council working together with other highway authorities, the Chief 
Constable and Magistrates Court to develop a submission to central 
government for expansion of speed camera use in Leicestershire.   It is 
anticipated that a joint bid will be submitted by the end of this year.   The 
success of the bid will not be known until late January.  If the bid is 
successful the scheme could start in April 2002.  

 
2. I agree that the Police are an essential partner in this initiative and within 

the partnership are undertaking the overall project management role.   The 
project has the full support of the Chief Constable. 

 
3. The rules for joining the scheme set out specific criteria to be followed in 

choosing potential sites for the cameras.  Details of possible sites for both 
fixed and mobile cameras are currently being developed and will be widely 
publicised and signed once finalised.  The section of the A47 (East) is one 
of the routes being examined for possible inclusion.” 

 
Mr Galton asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“I am pleased to see that progress is being made on implementing the speed 
management strategy for the County.  I think it would be fair to say, that we are 
a little bit behind, but that we are now catching up.  My specific question to him 
is that, will he please use his best endeavours to ensure that it is possible to 
include the A47 (East) in this scheme, because there have been a number of 
very serious fatal accidents recently and we really need to try to do something to 
address these.” 

 
Mr Winkless replied as followed: 
 

“Of course, I will do whatever I can to ensure that it gets priority.” 
 

(H) Mr Galton asked the following question of the Spokesman of the Police 
Authority: 
 
“Will the Spokesman please outline the effect on local policing of the current 
investigations into a number of serious crime incidents and the implications of 
the anti terrorism measures being taken throughout the Country?” 
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Mr Bill replied as follows: 
 

In the Chief Constable’s Annual Report for 2000/01 he refers to the extra 
pressure on the Police Force from a number of different areas including the 
almost unprecedented number of major incidents.  Despite these pressures 
there have been significant reductions in burglaries and vehicle crime and a drop 
in violent crime, facts that we will all welcome. 
 
The international emergency threatens to impact on all our lives and it is too 
early to comment on any implications which may arise from the Anti-Terrorism 
Bill now before Parliament.  Only time will tell the final extent to which we are all 
affected. 

 
Mr Galton asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“I note in the answer in particular the unprecedented number of major incidents.  
Despite the answer, I remain very concerned about the number of abstractions 
which I believe, is going on and the effect that that is having on local policing in 
local communities. Perhaps the Spokesman would agree with me that it might 
be better if I take up individual cases with the Chief Constable given that they 
are operational matters.” 
 

Mr Bill replied as follows: 
 

“I do agree with Mr Galton that matters which obviously impact on operational 
concerns should be taken up directly with the Chief Constable, but could I simply 
add really that we all suffer when these major incidents come into this County on 
a number of scale, and that there is only a limited number of police officers.  
Therefore, it is inevitable that police officers get drawn into looking into trying to 
solve and tackle, and look for solutions to the problems that occur.  We all suffer 
when these occur and we are all in the same boat.” 

 
(I) Mr Boulter asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

“Can the Leader say how the new legislation relating to the education of 
excluded pupils from school is being implemented and at what cost?” 

 
Mr Ould replied as follows:- 
 
 The new legislation relates to the move towards full-time provision for 

permanently excluded pupils by September 2002.  This was indicated in 1997 
though a definition  of full-time education was not clear at the time. The 
Government now refers to full-time as 25 hours per week. 

 
Provision for excluded pupils is provided through the teaching section of the 
Student Support Service. 

 
The following strategy has been adopted: 

 
(a) The first target was to reduce permanent exclusions to the lowest possible 

baseline. Permanent exclusions now seem to be settling around 80, from 
around 130 at the time of notification of the new Government requirement. 

 
(b) An interim target of a minimum of 10 hours per week was established.  
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This was achieved in 1999-00. 

 
(c) A further increase in tuition required a change in emphasis of the work of 

the service.  A new staffing structure has been implemented.  The Service 
has now moved to a 20 hours per week entitlement model.   

 
Additional budget provision totalling £336,000 (full year effect) has been agreed 
as part of the 2000/1 and 2001/2 budget decisions.  Further additional 
expenditure will be required to implement the requirements in 2002/3.  This will 
be considered as part of the budget process. 
 

Mr Boulter asked the following supplementary question: 
 
“I draw the Lead Member’s attention to the book Leicestershire Behaviour 
Support Plan 2001/2004 and some bits do alarm me when I read through this.  
As members know I have difficult problems in my division in South Wigston, 
regarding unruly youths, and among the investigations I came across this 
booklet and what County Council proposes or not proposes to do.  I found page 
35 very relevant and I won’t bore members with that now.  Perhaps the 
Spokesman would look at that at a further date.  However, can the Spokesman 
confirm that the 20 hours per week has now been implemented for those under 
permanent exclusion?” 
 

Mr Ould replied as follows: 
 
As far I am aware the comments I have given in my reply are accurate.  If I could 
draw Mr. Boulter’s attention to paragraph (c) it says the Service has now moved 
to 20 hours per week entitlement model.  That does, of course, depend upon 
everybody turning up and it also means if we have staff shortages, and we 
cannot get anybody in to cover there may be occasions when that would not be 
the case, but the intent is there, and the intent further is to move to 25 hours per 
week.” 

 
(J) Mr Brown asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

“1. Which organisations, bodies and groups are represented on the Early 
Years (EY) Partnership and which members serve on the Executive 
Committee ? 

 
2. What Proportion of the EY Partnership Executive Committee are employed 

directly or indirectly by the County Council ? 
 
3. How and by whom is the EY Partnership Funded and who is responsible 

for accounting and financial control within the Partnership? 
 
4. How and by whom is the EY Partnership advised on legal and 

administrative matters and statistical data ?  
 
5. Why did the County Council get its projections for 3+ nursery provision so 

badly wrong in 2001 ? 
 
6. How was the decision taken to use the 1991 Index of Local Conditions for 

determining eligibility for 3+ Nursery funding in 2001/2? 
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7. How does the relevant legislation require that the Grants to Nurseries for 3 

year olds should be distributed?” 
 

Mr Ould replied as follows: 
 
1. Leicestershire Early Years Development and Childcare Partnership 

comprises representatives from: 
 

 County Council Departments 
• Education 
• Social Services 
• Primary Schools 
• Youth and Community 
• Library Service 

County Councillors 
 Leics. Area Health Authority 
 Private Organisations 

• National Day Nursery Association 
• Out of School Contractor 
• NES Arnold 

Diocesan Board of Education 
• Church of England 
• Roman Catholic 

Voluntary organisations 
• Pre-school Learning Alliance 
• Community for Voluntary Services Partnership 
• Home Start 

Other organisations 
• New deal for lone parents 
• Charnwood Racial Equality Council 
• County Childminding Forum 

Parent Representative 
District Early Years Forums x 7 
DfES 

• Partnership Link Officer 
• Early Years Directorate 

 
 The Executive Committee is made up of the following:- 
 
 Kate McKenna Partnership Chair 
 Christine Cassell * Acting Assistant Director of Education 
 Margaret Aust * Early Years Service Office 
 
 Chairs of Sub Groups:- 
 
 Ruth Langham * Inclusion 
 Edward Harris * Infrastructure 
 Lois Nott Raising Quality 
 James Hempsall Development of Childcare 
 Brian Granger * Information and Audit 
 Sue O’Hannan * Development of Early Education Strategy 
 Ann Lee Monitoring (Executive covers Sub Group  
  role) 
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 The Executive is supported by Ann Mitchell,* Partnership Development 
Officer. 

 
 *County Council employees. 

 
2. The Executive comprises 10 members made up of:- 

 
 County Council Employees 
 
 Education Department 3 
 Social Services Department 1 
 Planning and Transportation Department 1 
 Libraries and Information Service 1 
  ____ 
   6__ 60% 
 
 Others 
 
 Representatives of the Private Sector  2 
 Representative of the Voluntary Sector  1 
 Independent Person  1 
  ____ 
   4__ 40% 
 

3. The Partnership itself is not directly funded, its role being to advise and to 
work with the County Council in order to draw up and agree a Strategic 
Plan and an Implementation Plan which deal with the allocation of various 
streams of funding through Government for early years’ development and 
childcare.  All resources received are paid to the County Council and are 
subject to the Council’s accounting and financial controls. 

 
4. The County Council has responsibility for servicing the Partnership.  This is 

undertaken by the Early Years’ and Childcare Service within the Education 
Department, who can draw upon the expertise and resources of other 
departments of the Council, as appropriate and seek advice from outside 
agencies such as the Department for Education and Skills and OFSTED. 

 
5. This matter is to be addressed in an Inquiry which has been established at 

the request of the Leader.   
 

6. This matter is to be addressed by the Inquiry referred to in the reply to 
Question 5. 

 
7. The relevant legislation is the Nursery Education (England) Regulations 

2000.  By way of example an extract is set out below. 
 
 Regulation 7(6)(b):- 

 
“In a case in which the conditions in paragraph (5) apply for a number of 
weeks (‘N weeks’) during the grant period that are fewer than the total 
number of weeks (‘W weeks’) in which nursery education is provided for the 
child, and for each of the remaining weeks (‘W-N weeks’) grant is claimed 
in respect of the child by only one provider and nursery education is 
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provided by that provider for fewer than 5 sessions, the formula is 

 
  A x (N(P ÷ T) + (W-N) (Q ÷ 5))/W 
 
 where A is the child, P is the average number of sessions of nursery 

education provided by the provider during each of the weeks in which the 
conditions are met, T is the average of the total number of all sessions of 
nursery education provided for the child each such week and Q is the 
average number of sessions provided for the child by the provider in each 
week in which the conditions are not, or one of the conditions is not, met;” 

 
 I will be happy to provide Mr. Brown with a copy. 
 
 You will, of course, note that this has been issued by a Government which 

is such an advocate of transparency and accountability. 
 
Mr Brown asked the following supplementary question on the reply to Question 5:- 
 

“Can we have an assurance that the full findings of the Inquiry referred to will be 
available to the Education and Heritage Scrutiny Committee well before its 
meeting on 5th December?” 

 
Mr Ould replied as follows: 
 

“Can I remind Mr Brown, and in fact I am surprised that I have to give him this 
reminder, that he has approved a Constitution that does not give me any 
Executive Decision Making power and therefore I cannot give him the assurance 
that he seeks because I have not got the power to make that decision.” 

 
Mr Brown asked the following supplementary question on the reply to Question 6: 
 

“Will the Lead Member now withdraw the comments that he made in the 
Leicester Mercury on 14th November, and which were reiterated by Mr. Barber 
on 16th November, that the Early Years Partnership took this decision.” 

 
Mr Ould replied as follows: 
 

“I am not responsible for what the Leicester Mercury decides to put down as a 
comment from me or not, and I would refer Mr Brown, who really isn’t asking 
very deep questions here today, I am really quite disappointed, that this is 
subject to the outcome of the Inquiry and it would imprudent of me to answer 
further.” 

 
(K) Mr Rhodes asked the following question of the Leader:  
 

“Could the Leader please tell me his understanding of how the proposed 
Aggregates Levy Sustainability Fund will operate in terms of:- 
 
(1) How and from where funds are likely to be generated? 
 
(2) How the funds will be employed? 
 
(3) In particular, the extent to which authorities such as Leicestershire who 

suffer the effects of local aggregate extraction are expected to benefit and 



 

 

17 
how this might relate to the scale of the problems which have to be 
tackled? 

 
Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“1) The principle for such a Fund was established in the Finance Act 2001 
which introduces an Aggregates Levy to address the environmental costs 
of aggregates extraction and encourage the use of recycled materials.  It is 
the Government’s intention that revenue from the Levy will be used to cut 
employers’ National Insurance contributions by 0.1% as well as financing 
this Fund.  The Aggregates Levy will be brought into operation from April 
2002 and the Government proposes to establish it initially at a level of 
£1.60 per tonne. 

 
The Fund will be allocated £29.3 million a year in England from the Levy for 
2002/03 and 2003/04.  This amount is guaranteed irrespective of the 
revenue from the Levy. 

 
2) The initial allocation for 2002/03 breaks down the £29.3 million into three 

components.  Firstly, the Government propose that £6.5 million 
approximately will be set aside for minimising the demand for primary 
aggregates, approximately £6 million will be used for promoting 
environmentally friendly extraction and transport, and the remaining sum of 
approximately £16.5 million will be used to reduce the local impact of local 
aggregate extraction operations.   

 
3) Leicestershire along with Derbyshire and Somerset are the three main 

minerals extraction counties in England.  Between us we source almost 
50% of the crushed rock sold in England and almost 30% of the 
aggregates.  There is an expectation therefore that, given the extent of 
minerals operations in these three counties, there will be a similar 
proportionate delivery of environmental benefits flowing from this fund.  
Indeed this view has been put forward in response to a Department for the 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Consultation Paper on the matter.  
However, the sum of money available for reducing the effects of local 
aggregate extraction when allocated, even on a restricted basis amongst 
the largest mineral extraction Counties, represents a very small sum 
related to the scale of the problems to be tackled.  

 
Mr Rhodes asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“The funding to reduce the effects of local aggregate extraction I am sure would 
be welcome to everyone, but will the Leader agree with me that Leicestershire 
businesses may end up paying substantially more tax in this County, than in fact 
the County as a whole will receive back in the various funding and other 
benefits, and if that was so, and to coin a phrase, would not it then become a 
green stealth tax as far as this County is concerned?” 

 
Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“I suppose the answer to the second question is yes, absolutely.  Whether the 
situation arises depends on whether the Government actually listens to the 
comments that we and a few other counties are making.  The situation of 
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course, which is not made terribly clear in the written reply, is that the bulk of this 
tax will be derived from three counties, ourselves and from the other two that are 
mentioned in the response namely, Derbyshire and Somerset.  Three quarters of 
that levy or thereabouts will be used, we are told to reduce national industries’ 
contribution to national insurance contributions.  As we understand it, the 
present proposal is that the reduction will be applied to Derbyshire and 
Somerset and Leicestershire, but not uniquely to those few counties.  It will in 
fact be applied to all the authorities across the U.K.” 

 
28 - POSITION STATEMENTS UNDER STANDING ORDER 8.  

The County Council discussed a statement presented by Mr H Barber, Leader of the 
Council on the following matters: 
 
Social Services – Achievements 
Leicester Shire Economic Partnership 
Speed Cameras 
Departmental Organisational Structure 
Education Funding. 
 
A copy of the statement is attached. 
 

29 - TO CONSIDER REPORTS OF THE CABINET, SCRUTINY COMMISSION, 
SCRUTINY COMMITTEES AND OTHER BODIES: 

 

 
29 - REPORT OF THE CABINET  

(A) MEDIUM TERM CORPORATE STRATEGY 
 
It was moved by Mr Barber and seconded by Professor Preston: 
 
 “That the Medium Term Corporate Strategy 2001-2005, as set out in Appendix 

A to the report of the Cabinet, be approved.” 
 
An amendment was moved by Mr Brown and seconded by Mr Jones: 
 
‘That the following words be added at the end of the motion:- 
 

“on the basis that this provides merely an initial statement of intent  containing 
significant omissions and that it be recognised that this is only the first step in a 
much longer and more detailed process, which will require action plans, specific 
implementation proposals, costs and targets to be produced and priorities to be 
determined having regard to the resources which the County Council has at its 
disposal.” ’ 

 
The amendment was put and not carried: 
 
An amendment was moved by Mr Galton and seconded by Mrs Bill:- 
 
‘That the motion be amended to read as follows:- 
 

“(a) That it be regretted that the Strategy recommended by the Cabinet 
contains no reference to a comprehensive education system, despite the 
comments made by the Education and Heritage Scrutiny Committee on 3rd 

th
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October and Scrutiny Commission on 14th November, 2001; 

 
(b) That the Chief Executive be instructed to amend that Section of the 

Strategy on Achieving Excellence in Education and Learning so as to 
indicate that the Council is committed to a comprehensive education 
system which serves the whole community; 

 
(c) That subject to (b) above the Medium Term Corporate Strategy 2001-

2005, as set out in Appendix A to the report of the Cabinet, be approved.” ’ 
 
The amendment was put and not carried: 
 
The original motion was put and carried: 
 
(B) COMMUNITY PLANNING PARTNERSHIPS AND HINCKLEY AND 

BOSWORTH DRAFT COMMUNITY STRATEGY 
 
It was moved by Mr Ould, seconded by Mr Barber and carried: 
 

“(a) That it be noted that:- 
 

(i) the community strategy for Hinckley and Bosworth at the present 
time is incomplete and that the ACTIV8 Partnership has 
acknowledged that additions need to be made to the strategy in 
due course; 

 
(ii) changes to the strategy suggested by officers of the County 

Council have been accepted by the Hinckley and Bosworth 
Borough Council and the ACTIV8 Partnership; 

 
(iii) the strategy may need to be amended in due course to reflect the 

development of an agreed countywide community strategy; 
 

(iv) potential commitments arising from the development of detailed 
actions in the strategy will need to be considered in the context of 
the development of the County Council's medium term corporate 
strategy, the development of a countywide community strategy 
and other plans and strategies which form the Council’s policy 
framework; 

 
(b) That in the light of the above, and as a partner in the ACTIV8 process 

the County Council agrees to support the Hinckley and Bosworth 
Community Strategy in its current form;   

 
(c) That the suggested timetable and approach to the development of a 

countywide community strategy be noted.” 
 
(C) LEICESTERSHIRE, LEICESTER AND RUTLAND SPORTS STRATEGY 
 
(Mr Osborne having declared an interest in this matter took no part in the discussion 
or voting thereon). 
 
It was moved by Mr White, seconded Mr Barber and carried: 
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“That the Leicestershire, Leicester and Rutland Sports Strategy as referred to 
in Section C of the report of the Cabinet together within the key principles to 
guide implementation set out in paragraph 8(b) thereof, be approved.” 
 

(D) BEST VALUE REVIEW OF PUBLIC TRANSPORT 
 
It was moved by Mr Winkless, seconded by Mrs Pendelton and carried: 
 
 “That the action approved by the Cabinet in response to the Best Value 

Review of Public Transport, as outlined in Section D of the report of the 
Cabinet, be supported.” 

 
(E) FUTURE ARRANGEMENTS FOR PROVISION OF TRAVEL CONCESSIONS 
 
(Having declared interests the following members left the meeting during the 
discussion on this matter:- 
 
Mr Bown Mr Mason Lt Col Roffey Mr Stanley 
Mrs Camamile Mr Perkins Mrs Smith Mr Wilson) 
 
It was moved by Mr Barber and seconded by Prof Preston: 
 

“That the information contained in Section E of the report of the Cabinet on the 
action being taken to revise the arrangements for the provision of travel 
concessions be noted.” 

 
In moving the motion Mr Barber referred to a petition which had been presented to 
him on behalf of Hinckley Senior Citizens Group. 
 
An amendment was moved by Mr Jones and seconded by Mr Bill: 
 
‘That the following paragraph be added at the end of the motion:- 

 
“That the Cabinet be requested to adopt proposals which will enable disabled 
people to continue to travel by bus before 9.30 a.m., thereby supporting those 
undertaking early morning journeys to work, at an estimated cost of £50,000 per 
annum, the cost to be met wholly by the County Council. ” ’ 
 

The amendment was put and not carried: 
 
An amendment was moved by Mr Galton and seconded by Mr Knaggs: 
 
‘That the following paragraph be added at the end of the motion:- 
 

“That the Cabinet be requested to adopt proposals which will enable the Council 
to continue provision for pensioners to continue to travel by bus before 9.30 
a.m., at an estimated cost of £250,000, the cost to be met wholly by the County 
Council.” ’ 
 

The amendment was put and not carried: 
 
An amendment was moved by Mr Brown and seconded by Mr Jones: 
 
‘That the following paragraph be added at the end of the motion:- 
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“That the Cabinet be requested to adopt proposals which will enable eligible 
people to continue to travel on trains with the benefit of the scheme at an 
estimated cost of £22,000, the cost to be met wholly by the County Council.” ’  

 
The amendment was put and not carried: 
 
During the course of the discussion on each of the amendments moved by Mr Jones, 
Mr Galton and Mr Brown respectively the Leader reminded the Council that the new 
Leicestershire Concessionary Travel Scheme was a joint scheme devised by the 
County and District Councils working together.  Whilst his mind was not closed to any 
changes to the scheme, he believed that the principle of joint ownership and joint 
funding had been established and should not be changed.  He would be more than 
pleased to hold discussions with District Leaders about the issues raised provided 
that those Leaders were willing to do so. 
 
An amendment was moved by Mr Bill and seconded by Mr Boulter: 
 
‘That the following be added at the end of the motion:- 
 

“(b) That the Council recognises the concern raised at the Scrutiny Commission 
of 31st October, relating to the position of elderly people as outlined in 
Appendix J to the report of the Cabinet (page 156 of the Council booklet) 
and welcomes the assurance given by the Leader that in borderline cases 
the benefit of doubt will be exercised in favour of those finding themselves 
in difficulty over the “10 minute walk rule.” ’ 

 
The amendment was put and carried: 
 
The substantive motion was put and carried. 
 

29 - REPORT OF THE CONSTITUTION COMMITTEE  

(A) APPOINTMENT OF INDEPENDENT MEMBERS OF THE STANDARDS 
COMMITTEE 

 
It was moved by Mr Barber, seconded by Prof Preston and carried: 
 
 “That Mr M J Caple and Mr J P Parkinson be appointed to serve as 

Independent Members of the Standards Committee for a term of 
four years ending on 30th November, 2005.” 

30 - NOTICE OF MOTION BY MR. M. GRIFFITHS  

It was moved by Mr Griffiths and seconded by Mr Boult: 

 
“That Leicestershire County Council supports the Leicestershire Adoption Panel in 
their opposition to clauses 53 to 62 and 76 (restriction on access to birth records for 
adopted adults) of the Adoption and Children Bill currently at committee stage in the 
House of Commons and calls on the Secretary of State for Health to withdraw or 
amend the said clauses so as to enable all adoptees to access their birth 
certificates.” 
 
The motion was put and carried. 
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CHAIRMAN 
 

 
 
28.11.2001 
2.30 p.m. – 7.40 p.m. 
 

 
 

COUNTY COUNCIL MEETING – 28 NOVEMBER 2001 
 

POSITION STATEMENT BY THE LEADER 
 
 
Social Services in the Top Ten 
 
Leicestershire County Council is among the top ten Social Services authorities in 
England.  The Secretary of State for Health made this announcement last month 
when he published the National Social Services Performance Indicators for 2000/01.  
The 48 indicators are intended to demonstrate and compare how authorities are 
performing in all areas of the service. 
 
Our ranking is based on our performance over the past three years.  It follows on the 
Council's successful Joint Review carried out by the Social Services Inspectorate and 
Audit Commission earlier this year which confirmed Leicestershire is serving most 
people well with promising prospects of further improvement.  As a result, the Director 
of Social Services has been invited to attend a national meeting with Government 
officials so that the key factors which enabled this level of performance can be shared 
with other Councils. 
 
The Government has also announced its intention to introduce a 'star rating' 
performance system for Social Services next year.  Top performing authorities may 
receive 'lighter touch' inspections, more flexibility on how Government grants are 
used and access to a new Performance Fund worth £50m. 
 
Our performance underlines this Council's commitment to provide high quality 
services to the people of Leicestershire and to work in positive partnerships with 
voluntary, private and other statutory organisations.  I am sure that all Members of the 
Council will join with the Cabinet in congratulating the Director of Social Services and 
his staff on this achievement. 
 
Leicester Shire Economic Partnership 
 
In previous statements, I have made brief reference to a proposed ‘sub-regional 
partnership’ and bids for such partnerships encouraged by emda and the 
Government’s Regional Office.  I believe that there has been a strong view, not only 
in this Council, but in the private sector and elsewhere, that an economic-based 
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partnership should include both County and City. 
 
I am pleased to say that a series of interesting discussions between myself and the 
Leader of the City Council resulted in agreement about the boundaries of the 
partnership and both Councils have now joined with representatives of the private 
and voluntary sectors, and with other agencies involved in spending public money, to 
put forward a bid for a new Leicester Shire Economic Partnership.  The final bid will 
shortly be sent to emda and we expect a decision early in the new year. 
 
This will be a Partnership capable of bidding for funds from Government and from 
Europe in a united way which has not always been possible.  It will also manage, on 
behalf of emda, substantial funds which that organisation wishes to devolve to a sub-
regional level.  As far as I am concerned, this Partnership is also very significant in 
that, for the first time in a very long time, it has managed to bring together at a 
strategic level all the key players who need to work better together in the interests of 
the people who live and work in Leicester and Leicestershire.  The County Council is 
represented on the Partnership Board by me and I will endeavour to make sure that 
members of the County Council are kept informed of the major matters under 
discussion and progress generally. 
 
I also have to say that to a considerable extent it troubles me that this and many other 
partnerships are taking a role which could be played by democratically elected bodies 
if Governments had taken a different view about local governance.  However, we are 
where we are and there is a reality about the importance of partnership working 
nowadays.  The County Council will play its part in doing what has to be best for 
Leicestershire and our local economy and prosperity. 
 
Speed Cameras 
 
Excessive and inappropriate speed is a contributory factor in many accidents which 
kill or seriously injure people.  A pilot scheme has been tried out in a number of areas 
nationally where Speed Cameras have been located at sites with bad casualty 
records.  The results of these trials have been very encouraging.  On average at the 
camera sites in the trial some 47% reduction in people killed or seriously injured when 
comparing the previous three-year accidents with those a year into the trial has been 
achieved. The Safety Camera scheme is entirely self-financing as the money 
collected from fines to speeding drivers pays for the installation and operation of the 
cameras and the prosecution procedure.   
 
Based on the success of the trials the opportunity is now available to see the 
approach extended to other areas.  The proposed Medium Term Strategy identifies 
the reduction of fatalities and seriously injured people on Leicestershire roads as a 
key priority.  There is a National target of reducing the number of people killed or 
seriously injured in road accidents by 40% by the year 2010.  Leicestershire County 
Council is committed to playing its part in achieving that target.  The Safety Camera 
approach is an important tool towards success in that achievement.  The aim is to 
make speeding socially unacceptable in much the same way that drink driving is now 
perceived. 
 
The Cabinet is currently considering the overall operational case to support 
expansion of safety cameras in Leicestershire with a view to putting forward a 
submission to central government before the end of this year. 
 
Organisational Structure 
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All members of the Council received a copy of the Employee Information Bulletin 
circulated in October which set out a proposed new departmental structure for the 
County Council.  I have received several supportive comments from members and 
have had the opportunity of a discussion with the other Group Leaders. 
 
I had given all employees the chance to write to me and to give me their views and 
comments.  Relatively few responses have been received but, of those, the majority 
were from the Planning and Transportation Department. 
 
The Cabinet will shortly be giving consideration to the employee responses and to the 
next steps.  I have said to the other Group Leaders that a timetable and 
implementation plan will be prepared, which must include proper reference to 
procedures and a range of employment matters which I know will be the principal 
concern of employees and the trade unions.  The Cabinet’s report and 
recommendations will be available for Scrutiny consideration. 
 
Education Funding 
 
The fight by the lowest funded education authorities - F40 continues and I thought it 
was time to give an update on the lack of progress.  Despite earlier indications that 
something would be done for next year it is now virtually  certain that a new, fairer 
funding formula will only be introduced in 2003/4 at the earliest.  The F40 Group is 
pressing the Government for an interim solution but this is unlikely to bear fruit.  
Stephen Timms, the School Standards Minister does not seem to want to meet 
representatives of the Group.  We will know for certain when the local government 
financial settlement is known, hopefully in the next few days.  However an 
announcement has already been made of the proposed funding for sixth forms.  From 
the next year responsibility for sixth form funding is passed to the Leaning and Skills 
Council.  
 
It is likely that the money for the Learning and Skills Council to fund sixth forms  will 
come from a deduction from the Post 16 SSA.  The Government is proposing to 
deduct not just what local authorities actually spend but also an addition for what they 
think we should be spending even though this figure is well in excess of what the 
Government provides via the SSA.  They are having to dip into other parts of the 
Education SSA to pay for it. 
 
It appears that Leicestershire sixth forms will get a big boost in funding out of the new 
formula that is to be used by the Learning and Skills Council.  The only problem is 
that this will have to be paid for by schools without sixth forms!   In the current year 
funding for Leicestershire sixth forms is about £23 million.  This is due to increase to 
£26.4 million next year but it will be docked off our very low SSA.  We will still have 
residual responsibilities for Post 16+ education.  The Government has calculated that 
these will cost £200 million  nationally.  After the deduction of the increased sixth form 
funding we will be left with a Post 16 Education SSA of less than £100,000 compared 
with £3.2 million for Nottinghamshire and £8.5m for Hertfordshire.  Still it could be 
worse, South Gloucestershire Unitary Authority is likely to get a negative Post 16 
SSA!  I only hope the Government can be persuaded to see the nonsense of these 
proposals but I am not confident. 
  



 

 

 


