
 

 

 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE LEICESTERSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL HELD 

AT COUNTY HALL, GLENFIELD ON WEDNESDAY, 26 NOVEMBER 2003. 
 

Present 
 

Mr. D. J. Knaggs 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. O. 
D. Lucas CC, Mr. R. Mason CC, Mr. R. Miller 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 
 

133 - CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS.  

International Education 
 
The Chairman reported that the display in the Members’ Lounge had been put 
together by Denise Outen, International Links Co-ordinator, for International 
Education Week 10-14 November 2003.  It had stood for the whole of that week in 
the main foyer of County Hall and would be placed next week on the walls of the 
corridor near the Director of Education’s office.  It illustrated just a few of the wide 
range of international activities being pursued in Leicestershire schools and the 
important role played in this work by the County’s International Education Centre, 
Quorn Hall. 
 
Heritage Lottery Fund 
 
The Chairman said he was pleased that a number of Community Services staff 
involved in successful bidding for Lottery funding had been able to join him for lunch 
and that it gave him great pleasure to confirm that the County Council had been 
awarded £1.2m from the Heritage Lottery Fund towards two major projects.  
 
£516,000 had been awarded towards a £600,000 Community Heritage Initiative and 
£683,000 towards a £820,000 scheme to develop a new Fashion and Textiles gallery 
at Snibston Discovery Park in partnership with NEXT plc.  The gallery would be the 
largest outside London. 
 
The Chairman felt sure that members of the Council would wish to join him in 
expressing thanks to the Heritage Lottery Fund, NEXT plc and other partners for their 
support for these important County Council projects. 
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Sichuan Province in China 
 
The Chairman reported that on 29th November the Leader of the County Council and 
himself would be leading a business delegation to Sichuan Province in China. 
Leicestershire and Sichuan had enjoyed a close relationship for nearly twenty years. 
During this period the friendship links had resulted in several exchanges of a civic, 
educational, cultural and business nature and the County Council was anxious to 
continue to develop these links, particularly in relation to trade and business. Sichuan 
and Leicestershire were both prosperous areas with long traditions of enterprise, 
innovation and entrepreneurship, and there was much which the Council could do to 
promote trade and business co-operation between the two areas. 
 
The civic link had provided the basis for these relationships to develop over twenty 
years. The link could help business on a very practical level; the delegation would 
have access to the highest levels in the Sichuan Government and this would give 
Leicestershire’s businesses a head start by cutting through local procedures, which 
could be very time-consuming. 
 
During the visit it was hoped to conclude negotiations by signing a memorandum to 
strengthen trade and business co-operation and agree to the creation of a new 
Sichuan and Leicestershire Trade Bureau which would support local businesses in a 
very practical way. 
 
Visitors 
 
The Chairman welcomed to the meeting all visitors and guests of members. 
 

134 - 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 17 September 2003 copies of 
which have been circulated to members, be taken as read, confirmed and signed. 
 

135 - DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST.  

The Chairman invited members who wished to do so to make declarations of interest 
in respect of items on the agenda for this meeting. 
 
The following members declared personal non prejudicial interests in Minute 138(B) 
below (Community Safety Plan):- 
 
Mr Anthony 
Mr Galton 
Mr Sheahan 
Mr M T Jones 
Mr D C Bill 
Mrs Smith 
Mr Barber 
Mr Ould 
Mr Kershaw 
Mr Rhodes 
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136 - QUESTIONS ASKED UNDER STANDING ORDER 7(1)(2) AND (5).  

(A) Mr Lucas asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

“1. In reading the Leicester Mercury and listening to Radio Leicester I have 
noticed that representatives of Leicester Shire Promotions repeatedly refer 
to “Leicester” but never refer to the County of Leicestershire.  Is this a 
breach of any agreement, written or otherwise, made when our tourism 
staff were handed over to Leicester Shire Promotions? 

 
2. Is there a written signed agreement in force between the County Council 

and Leicester Shire Promotions?  If so, when was it agreed?  If not, when 
will an agreement be in place? 

 
3. What arrangements are being put in place for County Council Departments 

to work in co-operation with Leicester Shire Promotions? 
 
4. The booklet entitled “Welcome to Leicestershire” which was produced by 

the County Council, in house, is one of the best examples of this sort of 
document which I have seen.  Will this standard be maintained under the 
new arrangements? 

 
5. Is the Cabinet aware of public concern at being charged 25p per minute for 

tourism information relating to Leicestershire? 
 
6. Was this charge recognised in the handover agreement? 
 
7. Is it not the case that Council taxpayers already pay for the delivery of 

these services? 
 
8. Does the “call centre” employ Leicestershire people?” 

 
Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“1.  Leicester Shire Promotions was launched in July 2003 with the remit to 
promote the County and City in an integrated way to visitors and potential 
investors. It is producing publicity material and has developed campaigns 
relating to both the County and City. There are however elements of the 
company’s work which relate specifically to the City, to the County and to 
individual districts and parts of the County. 
 
I cannot comment on the media coverage referred to in the question but 
Leicester Shire Promotions has only been in existence a few months and it 
may be that the wider branding and focus is relatively new to the media. 

 
2.  The County Council and the City Council are both currently discussing how 

an appropriate agreement can be sensibly based on the type of agreement 
previously operated between the City Council and the former Leicester 
Promotions. The two Councils would nevertheless have separate 
agreements with Leicester Shire Promotions and it is anticipated that they 
will be concluded shortly. 
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3. County Council officers liaise with Leicester Shire Promotions staff at both 

a strategic and an operational level. 
 
4. I am pleased that Mr. Lucas found the guide ‘Welcome to Leicestershire 

2003’ to be of a high standard. So did I. A 2004 visitor guide to the County 
and City is currently being produced and Leicester Shire Promotions is 
using its expertise to ensure that this standard is maintained. 

 
5. The County Council has never operated a comprehensive tourist 

information service, as some District Councils have done and continue to 
do. County staff answered tourism enquiries which were received, but this 
was not their prime function. Leicester Shire Promotions’ tourist information 
line operates 364 days a year, from 8am – 10pm Monday to Friday and 
from 8am – 8pm on Saturday and Sunday, enabling people to call and 
obtain information when it is convenient for them. Enquiries previously 
handled by the County Council’s staff are now handled in this way. 
Responses given through the tourist line are based on information obtained 
from the Destination Management System, which can be accessed through 
the County Council’s website, and the quality of responses is monitored. 
The vast majority of callers require an information pack sending to them, 
which is also undertaken via the information line and most calls are of less 
than two minutes duration. It is important that the new service is superior to 
what was previously available from the County Council and I am satisfied 
that is the case. 

 
6. The provision of a tourist information line, which is self-financing, is part of 

the arrangements with Leicester Shire Promotions. 
 
7. As the tourist information line covers its costs, none of the County Council 

contract fee goes into this operation. 
 
8. The tourist information line is provided by a specialist agency in Barnstaple, 

which was used by the company when it was Leicester Promotions and 
identified at the time as being the only agency able to provide the specialist 
service required. I am advised that it remains impossible to find a local 
company to provide this specialist service. However, Leicester Shire 
Promotions remains committed to finding a more local solution as soon as 
an appropriate service becomes available.”  

 
Mr Lucas asked the following supplementary question on the reply to question 2: 
 

“Is it not bad business procedure not to settle an agreement before committing a 
deal and will the Council be told when this protracted agreement is made?” 

 
Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“Yes, the Council will be informed of the details of the agreement when it is 
concluded”. 
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(B) Mr Boulter asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

“Does the Leader agree that the Government ban on 80 pesticide products 
should have been given sooner to enable County Councils time to organise the 
collection and disposal of these products as many of the waste disposal sites will 
need to apply to the Environment Agency for a modification of their site licence?”

 
Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“I do agree that the European Commission ban on the use of certain pesticide 
products should have been handled better by the Government and reported 
earlier. The lack of forewarning places all councils in a difficult position with 
many councils only finding out about the ban through the media.  Products 
containing the specific banned active ingredients were prohibited from point of 
sale at the end of July 2003 but can still be used until the end of December 
2003. Fortunately information from the Pesticides Safety Directive suggests that 
there should not be a serious problem otherwise significant cost may have been 
incurred by local authorities.’ 

 
Most of these products are ready to use ‘weed and feed’ formulations and it will 
be difficult for the public to know whether a particular product they may have at 
home is banned. Many of the pesticides products sold under ‘own brand’ are still 
sold under the same name e.g. B&Q Lawn Weed and Feed is still sold under 
that name but will no longer contain the banned active ingredient depending on 
when it was purchased. 

 
The Pesticides Safety Directorate (PSD) believes the scale of the problem could 
be small for the following reasons: 
 
• The significant products in sales terms are amongst the 71 (out of 81)which 

contain the same lawn weedkiller; 
• These 71 products are manufactured by 3 companies who had warning of 

the withdrawal in 2001 and re-formulated products at least a year ago and 
most stock sold this year would have been new product. 

 
The PSD have also said that the products are being withdrawn for commercial 
reasons not because any safety concerns have been identified. They have also 
been advising throughout the year that the most environmentally desirable way 
of disposing of typical low strength off the shelf garden products is to use them 
as directed. Unfortunately the nature of the EC pesticides regime does not allow 
for this advice to extend beyond the end of this year. 
 
The County Council is not expecting a major problem but it cannot accept liquid 
waste at its Recycling and Household Waste Sites. We are presently advising 
members of the public to use the products as intended and we will reassess the 
situation when the scale of the problem is known. Should there be a need an 
appropriate disposal route will be identified.” 

 
Mr Boulter asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“Can the Spokesperson confirm that details will been given to the District 
Councils to deal with this problem if liquid wastes are brought to them?” 
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Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“Yes, we and the Districts have got to work together to solve the problem.  It is 
going to cost all of us money to do it and I am not sure whether that increased 
cost is necessarily reflected in the recent RSG settlement arrangement.” 

 
(C) Lt Col Roffey asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

"The Best Value Review of Support to People with Learning Disabilities has 
identified a variety of communication difficulties amongst people we have to 
engage with under 'Valuing People'.  Would the Leader agree that it is of 
paramount importance that we can provide specialist communication equipment 
that will facilitate this for the individuals concerned?" 

 
Mr Sprason replied as follows: 
 

“Specialist communication equipment for people with learning disabilities is 
primarily the responsibility of the NHS through the Speech and Language 
Therapy Service, although the County Council does have responsibility for the 
provision of aids to daily living which may assist people with a sensory 
impairment with communication.  These include items such as flashing 
doorbells, personal amplifiers, text phones and braillers which are made 
available through our Service Level Agreements with the Centre for Deaf People 
and Vista (formally Society for the Blind). 

 
A number of other services are involved in the provision of technical 
communication aids. These include the Education Department in respect of 
children with special needs, and the Department of Work and Pensions Access 
to Work Service.  The Social Services Department may identify a need for 
communication equipment during a community care or child in need 
assessment, and would then refer people on to the appropriate agency 
depending on the circumstances. 

 
The Council recognises the importance of addressing communication issues for 
people with learning disabilities.  Communication technology can increase 
people’s choice, control and independence and can enable them to make good 
use of education, training and employment opportunities. 

 
A range of work is already being undertaken within the Social Services 
Department to assist people to communicate.  This includes the development of 
communication tools including signs and symbols, staff training on 
communication issues, and accessible communication leaflets.  We continue to 
explore new ways to consult, and involve people with learning disabilities in 
service planning and delivery. 

 
From April 2001, councils with Social Services responsibilities and the NHS 
received additional funding to expand and improve disability equipment services 
which include the communication equipment provided by the NHS. 
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By 2004 the Government expects the NHS and Social Services authorities to 
integrate their community equipment services, and increase by 50% the number 
of people benefiting from them. In Leicestershire significant progress has been 
made towards achieving this through the development of a new specification 
and pooled budget arrangement for aids and equipment across the Health and 
Social Care community.” 

 
(D) Mrs Brock asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

“1. What support is the County Council able to offer to schools to assist them 
in tackling the serious problem of bullying? 

 
2. Is funding made available to improve the physical environment of schools 

where changes can reduce the opportunities for bullying to take place? 
 
3. What, if any, action is being taken to improve the supervision of pupils 

travelling on school buses?” 
 
Mr Ould replied as follows: 
 

“1. The post of Bullying Strategy Manager located within the Educational 
Psychology Service was a new venture both nationally and locally.  The 
purpose of the post was to give a focused and clear lead to work in schools 
on reducing bullying.  Already Leicestershire has developed a national 
reputation as a local authority that is taking bullying seriously.  
Leicestershire County Council is one of the founder members of the Anti-
Bullying Alliance, a national organisation working to reduce bullying.  The 
Anti-Bullying Alliance is currently advising the Department for Education 
and Skills on their approach to bullying to be launched early next year.  
 
Three highly successful conferences have been held in the County as part 
of the work to develop Leicestershire’s strategy.  The first was to raise 
awareness about bullying and received a considerable amount of interest.  
Two further conferences were run on specific topics, Homophobic Bullying 
and Peer Support.  In the course of developing the strategy, a large 
number of children and young people have been consulted through 
organised consultation events lead by Charnwood Arts and through a web-
based questionnaire also accessible to adults.  The information from 
children and young people has helped to focus the work on those areas 
where children and young people feel most vulnerable. 

 
A range of pilot work has been undertaken in schools to assess the most 
effective means of reducing bullying.  These have focussed on teaching 
pupils to treat each other with respect.  The impact of these initiatives on 
reported levels of bullying will be assessed through the Pupil Attitude 
Survey and, from 2003, the Student Attitude Survey for secondary pupils, 
where a question about bullying has been inserted.  

 
The Parent Officer and Education Officers are available to advise schools 
in dealing with serious incidents of bullying and the Parent Officer offers 
support to parents where requested. 
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2. Each school receives a sum of money through devolved capital funding to 

develop and improve the learning environment.  This may be spent on the 
school building itself or on other aspects of the site such as play and leisure 
facilities.  It is for schools to determine their priorities, but they would be 
encouraged to consider the impact of any development on pupil behaviour. 

 
3. The County Council has improved the supervision and therefore safety of 

pupils travelling on school buses through three main initiatives.  The 
County Council’s four yellow buses are all fitted with security cameras.  
There are also 10 security cameras which are currently deployed with 8 
school contract operators and can be moved around the other buses 
covering the school transport routes across the County.  In addition to the 
camera schemes a roving escort has been employed to travel on routes 
where there has been concern about pupil behaviour.” 

 
Mrs Brock asked the following supplementary question on the reply to question 1: 
 

“What specific measures are the County Council planning to continue to offer to 
schools to further reduce bullying?” 

 
Mr Ould replied as follows: 
 

“The post of the Bullying Strategy Manager is an ongoing position.  It is not like 
Government grants which are three years only.  It will continue as we pursue the 
objective.  As I have indicated in my answer to the question, there are pilot 
initiatives being assessed in the County at the moment. I look forward to the 
results of those surveys informing us as to how we can further refine effective 
practice”. 

 
Mrs Brock asked the following supplementary question on the reply to question 2: 
 

“Can the County Council provide any centrally funded support for school building 
projects to reduce the incidence of bullying?” 

 
Mr Ould replied as follows: 
 

“I cannot give a definitive answer to this.   All that I can say, and this is to the 
best of my knowledge at the moment, that while we have got projects in the 
County Council’s capital programme that would take that into account in the 
design stage, and while we can advise schools on how they can improve their 
management of pupils in and outside the classroom, I cannot recall at this point 
any particular project that fits that question.  I apologise for that”. 

 
Mrs Brock asked the following supplementary question to the reply to question 3: 
 

“Does the County Council provide advice to schools and bus companies on what 
measures they can take to reduce the incidence of bullying on school transport?”

 
Mr Ould replied as follows: 
 

“That I can reply to quite specifically.  The answer to that is yes.  We have 
officers who work closely with the school and with the bus companies and the 
information that we have obtained from our own yellow bus project, and from the 
 



 

 

9 
installation of the CCTV cameras has contributed to the reduction in bullying on 
the particular buses.  I do have to say that the roving escort is used on the basis 
of most need.  So we do rely on the schools to communicate with us in order to 
be able to put an escort on the particular transport system.” 

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

“1. How does the authority dispose of its own computers, printers etc that can 
no longer be supported by the authority? 
 

2. How many personal computers are disposed of each year and how many 
are purchased by the authority?  What is their budgeted life time? 
 

3. What facilities do the authority offer to businesses and households wishing 
to dispose of computer equipment? 
 

4. What percentage of computer equipment disposed of by the County 
Council, as waste disposal authority, is known to be recycled into further 
use? 
 

5. Have we considered further measures to minimise waste by identifying 
contractors who can extend the life of such equipment, particularly by 
refurbishing them for those who can least afford access to IT in developing 
countries and at home?” 
 

Mr Miller replied as follows: 
 

“1. A contract has been in place since 1998 with a local non profit making 
recycling organisation "Complete Wasters", based in Ratby.  All the 
 County Council's obsolete ICT equipment is disposed of through them. 

 
2. Disposals:  2002: 245  
  2003: 275 
 
 Purchases:  2001/02: 936  
  2002/03: 968  

 
The figures above include laptops.  There is no “budgeted life time” as such 
as the uses to which computers are put vary considerably.  When a 
computer can no longer meet a particular service requirement, alternative 
uses will be sought before considering disposal. 

 
3. Organisations asking for advice are referred to Complete Wasters. 

 
4. The public can dispose of redundant computer equipment at any of the 14 

Recycling and Household Waste Sites within the county.  No records are 
kept of the numbers received or whether they are recycled.  However, the 
site contractors make every effort to recover any computer equipment for 
repair/reuse. 
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 When the EU Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment Directive is 

incorporated into national legislation in 2006 new arrangements will have to 
be in place for the segregation and recycling of both IT and other electrical 
equipment.  Details of how this new legislation will be implemented are still 
to be agreed together with the extent of local authority involvement. 

 
5. Complete Wasters endeavour to recycle our obsolete ICT equipment as 

working items to local individuals and organisations and to developing 
countries.  They are contracted to erase the contents of the computer disc 
clean and to refurbish the ICT equipment.  Equipment that cannot be used 
is dismantled and the constituent parts recycled.” 

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

“The Panorama programme on 16 November highlighted serious shortcomings 
in the level of training and support provided by Anchor Care Associates to its 
Home Care staff and poor standards of service to vulnerable clients.  These 
practices and actions fell below the Government’s national minimum standards. 
In the light of this would the Leader or his nominee please indicate:- 

 
1. Whether Anchor is a supplier of Home Care services in the County and, if 

so, what additional steps have been taken to review the services provided 
by Anchor Care Associates and other independent sector providers to 
ensure that the practices highlighted in the programme are not prevalent in 
Leicestershire? 

 
2. What checks are carried out on potential suppliers of Home Care Services 

prior to the award of any contract? 
 
3. What mechanisms are in place to monitor and audit  the quality of services 

provided? 
 
4. What advice and support is given to vulnerable users and carers who wish 

to register concerns about their Home Care provision?” 
 
Mr Sprason replied as follows: 
 

“1. Anchor Care Alternatives is a supplier of home care services in 
Leicestershire and is currently providing 542 hours per week.  Immediately 
on becoming aware of the likely content of the Panorama programme, 
officers from the Social Services Department made contact with Anchor 
Care’s management locally.  It has been confirmed in writing that an audit 
of Anchor’s Leicester office operation has been carried out.  Confirmation 
has been received that pre-employment checks are carried out for all care 
workers and documented induction training which complies with National 
Standards is in place.  Arrangements have been made to meet with the 
local and regional manager of Anchor Care. 

 
In addition, the Social Services Department wrote to the 33  remaining 
domiciliary care providers with whom the County has contracts, informing 
them of the issues and advising them that these matters will be discussed 
at the next Domiciliary Care Provider Forum.  The issues were similarly 
drawn to the attention of the Department’s own staff. 
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2. Leicestershire County Council has a robust contractual partnership with all 

independent sector providers, including Anchor Care Alternatives.  Before 
any provider is placed on the approved provider list they must demonstrate 
that they meet all the standards required by the County Council and more 
recently by the National Care Standards Commission.  These include 
checking policies and procedures for staff recruitment, staff training, 
supervision and the monitoring and evaluation of services. 

 
3. The National Care Standards Commission (NCSC) became responsible for 

the registration and inspection of domiciliary care agencies from the 1 April 
2003.  The NCSC requires service providers to demonstrate their capability 
to provide a quality service.  The Commission approves the registered 
manager as a ‘fit person’ and inspects policies and procedures. The NCSC 
then has a duty to undertake further inspection visits on a regular basis.  
Anchor Care’s application for registration is currently being processed. 

 
Domiciliary providers also continue to be carefully monitored in a variety of 
ways by the County Council’s own staff.  This includes regular agency 
meetings, visits to provider offices, feedback from staff responsible for 
arranging community care services and from service users and carers 
themselves.  People in receipt of domiciliary care services are reviewed 
within 4 weeks of the service commencing and then every 12 months after 
the first review, or more frequently if necessary.  The contract also requires 
independent providers to carry out their own reviews and to monitor their 
quality of care. 
 
As well as providing the opportunity to assess the quality and 
appropriateness of services, reviews also ensure that service users are 
informed as to how they can raise with the Department any concerns about 
the delivery of their care at any time. 

 
4. It is a requirement of the contract that the provider has a complaints 

procedure in place. The contract states that it is the right of the service user 
to have access to an established and acceptable complaints procedure and 
to be provided with details of how to use it.  The service user must be made 
fully aware, in writing, of the agency's own complaints procedures and 
those of the County Council. 

 
The Department requires service providers to investigate any concerns 
which come to its attention and to provide a report together with an action 
plan where appropriate.  Serious concerns are also drawn to the attention 
of the NCSC.  The service user is fully supported through this process and 
kept informed of progress.  All concerns and complaints are recorded and 
monitored.  Where a provider is failing to meet its contractual requirement 
action is always taken.” 

 
(G) Mr Galton asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

“Is the Administration planning to take up the place being offered to the County 
Council on the reconstituted Haymarket Theatre Board?” 
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Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
 

“I understand that a new Board for the Haymarket Theatre Trust is currently 
being recruited, the first step being the appointment of a new Chairman.  I also 
understand that the County Council will be offered the opportunity to take up a 
seat on the Board but that no formal offer has as yet been received.” 

 
Mr Galton asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“Could the Leader answer the question and say whether or not the place would 
be taken up, if and when it is offered?” 

 
Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
 

“I thought I had.   I think we would be delighted to take that up.” 
 
(H) Mr Galton asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

“1. Could the Leader inform me why the review of bus services serving deep 
rural areas appears to have ground to a halt? 
 

2. Is he aware that there is still widespread dissatisfaction with many bus 
services serving communities in the County adjoining Leicester City both in 
terms of routes and timetables?” 

 
Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
 

“1. The review has not ground to a halt.  In a couple of areas we found earlier 
this year that local people had concerns about the transport solutions we 
were proposing.  This caused us to pause and adjust our plans but we are 
now moving forward again.  More new services will be introduced in 
January, February and April next year. 

 
2. Some of the claimed dissatisfaction is doubtless with the commercial bus 

services over which we have no control.  Where we are in control we 
consult carefully before making any change.  We have demonstrated 
several times recently our willingness to change our plans in the light of 
such consultation, but it is unfortunately the case that even a change which 
pleases a large majority will leave some people dissatisfied.” 

 
Mr Galton asked the following supplementary question on the reply to question 2. 
 

“Is the Leader aware that the real concern is about the areas where there is 
cross-boundary issues, where the buses are in fact jointly funded by this 
Authority and the City Council?  In my own area we have lost a number of 
services because the City decided to pull out and obviously the element within 
the County then was not viable, so that was lost as well.  My understanding is 
that there is more on the way, so I would not agree with his comment that this is 
all o.k.  It is not o.k.  I think there are further problems to come.  Would the 
Leader agree that this requires further attention really?” 
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Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
 

“I did not mean to sound smug.   If there are problems I would be more than 
happy to look at them.  I was aware of the problem of cross-boundary funding 
that Mr Galton talked about.  I am more than happy to speak on specifics with 
him.  Indeed, I have been involved on some specific issues on the southern 
boundary of the City of Leicester and they are still ongoing.” 

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

“1. Would the Leader inform the Council how much income was received from 
fixed penalty notices arising from the Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland 
Safety Camera scheme during the first year of operation? 

 
2. How much of this income will go to HM Treasury?” 

 
Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
 

“1. The scheme became operational on the 1st April 2002, and during the 
following 12 months just over £2 million was collected from 33,644 fixed 
penalty fines.  
 

2. Expenditure over this period was just below £1.6 million.  The excess, 
which amounted to £438,000, was the amount returned to HM Treasury.” 

 
(J) Mrs Brock asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

“I am sure the Leader is well aware that highway and transportation issues are 
of great interest to Leicestershire people.   In view of the forthcoming Local 
Transport Plan financial settlement from central government and the submission 
of the new LTP in 2005, can the Leader indicate what he feels are the key 
issues that need to be addressed if we are to achieve a better transport system 
in Leicestershire?” 

 
Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“The key issues are still very much those set out in our Medium Term Corporate 
Strategy, namely reducing road accident casualties, improving bus services and 
improving the condition of our roads.  We have made good progress in all of 
these, but there is much still to be done. 

 
Last year there were 10% fewer people killed or seriously injured on our roads 
than on average in the late 1990s.  But it will become progressively harder to 
reduce the number further.  We need both to review our techniques, which we 
are doing, and to redouble our efforts to win hearts and minds to the simple 
message that there will be far fewer accidents if drivers obey the speed limits. 

 
Buses are vital for providing access to essential facilities, particularly in rural 
areas, and our ambitious policy is rapidly increasing the availability of suitable 
services.  But buses are also increasingly expensive to support.  Government 
needs to recognise this problem in providing funding, and it also needs to 
recognise that we will not be able to offer an integrated bus network as a real 
alternative to the private car until we are given more influence over the services  
 



 

 

14 
provided by the commercial bus companies.  We have recently had the 
opportunity to make these points at a high level in the Department for Transport. 

 
Whilst we are on track to meet our targets for the condition of main roads, we 
must tackle the problems in the condition of minor roads.  Central government 
funding for maintenance has increased, but nowhere near enough to match the 
increase in costs caused by inflation in the construction industry.  We can play 
our part, but government must respond to these funding issues if we are to 
achieve the transport system Leicestershire needs.” 

 
Mrs Brock asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“There is no mention in the reply to the results of the Highways Review and the 
establishment of the Highways Forum.  Does this mean that the Forums are in 
operation and that the recommendations of the Review are being implemented 
according to the action plan?” 

 
Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“Yes, the recommendations of the Review are being implemented and there was 
a report taken, I believe, to the Scrutiny Committee at its last meeting or the one 
before that.  We are on track with most of the recommendations and we are 
taking steps to accelerate the work on the ones that have slightly fallen behind.   
With regard to the comment made about the Highways Forums, they have all 
now met, at least once.  I have attended the meetings of many of them.  They 
seem to be bedding down and I think getting down to work seriously.” 

 
(K) Mr Royce asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 
 “Will the Leader or his nominee please give the principal reasons why so many 

defects in roads and pavements within Oadby and Wigston have been spray 
marked for repair and when repair works will be undertaken and completed?” 

 
Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
 

“Prior to April this year Oadby and Wigston Borough Council, as highway agent, 
was responsible for maintaining the roads.  When the highway agency was 
terminated, the Director of Highways, Transportation and Waste Management 
undertook surveys of the condition of roads and footways in the Borough from 
which the considerable ‘backlog’ of repairs required became apparent.   Funds 
to start to tackle the backlog were re-allocated at short notice but given the scale 
of outstanding work it will not be possible to undertake all the works identified 
during the current financial year and priority will need to be given to those areas 
where safety is a concern.   The Director estimates a backlog of work equating 
to around £600,000 is needed to get back on track and such a level of funding 
will need careful consideration as part of the budget process.” 

 
Mr Royce asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“Is it true that over a three year period something well in excess a quarter of a 
million pounds has been lost to the electorate of Oadby and Wigston for highway 
improvements, as a direct result of Liberal Democrat incompetence, and does 
the Leader agree with me that withdrawal of the highways agency agreement  
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from Oadby and Wigston Borough Council did not come a moment too soon?  
Could it be that incompetence and Liberal Democrat control go hand in hand?”  

 
Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
 

“I would never accuse my Liberal Democrat colleagues in this Chamber of being 
incompetent.  I have heard that underfunding to the tune of £250,000 has been 
involved and figures mentioned to me have actually gone up to £500,000.   
Unfortunately, over the last years prior to the changeover, the Borough Council 
clearly have not put the right resources into sorting out these problems, and 
have considerably underspent the maintenance monies allocated to it.  Given 
that that is the official reply that I actually got, and I went to some lengths to get 
from the officers here, then I think Oadby and Wigston Borough Council at least 
have a charge to answer as to why they haven’t put the money into the roads 
and why the roads in Oadby and Wigston now, in some places, are in such an 
appalling state” 
 

137 - POSITION STATEMENTS UNDER STANDING ORDER 8.  

The Leader presented a position statement on the following matters: 
 
The William Webb Ellis Cup 
Leicestershire Matters 
3 Star Rating 
Structure Plan 
Health Scrutiny 
Proposed Settlement for Local Authorities 
Burleigh Community College, Loughborough 
Park and Ride 
 
The Lead Member for Education presented a position statement on the following 
matters: 
 
Schools’ Funding 
Yellow Buses 
School Improvement 
I.C.T. Award 
 
Copies of the Position Statements are attached. 
 

138 - REPORTS OF THE CABINET, SCRUTINY COMMISSION, SCRUTINY 
COMMITTEES AND OTHER BODIES: 

 

REPORT OF THE CABINET  

(A) FUTURE PROVISION OF IN-HOUSE RESIDENTIAL CARE FOR OLDER 
PEOPLE 

 
It was moved by Mr Parsons, seconded by Mr Sprason and carried: 
 

“That the action being taken regarding the future provision of in-house 
residential homes for older people, as set out in Section A of the report of the 
Cabinet, be noted.” 
 

(B) COMMUNITY SAFETY PLAN 
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It was moved by Mr Rhodes and seconded by Mr Ould: 
 
 “That the contents of the Community Safety Plan, as set out in Appendix 1 of the 

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

“subject to there being a representative from, and appointed by, each District 
Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership on the proposed Leicester, 
Leicestershire and Rutland Community Safety Programme Board.” ’ 

 
The amendment was put and not carried. 
 
The original motion was put and carried. 
 
(C) PENSIONERS’ COUNCIL TAX DISCOUNTS 
 
It was moved by Mr Parsons and seconded by Mr Miller: 
 
 “That the action being taken to urge the Government to implement a nationally 

funded scheme to give discounts to pensioners on their council tax bills, as set 
out in Section C of the report of the Cabinet, be noted.” 

 
The mover of the motion, with the concurrence of his seconder, sought and obtained 
the consent of the Council to incorporate the following amendment in the name of Mr 
Brown into the motion:- 
 
‘That the following be added at the end of the motion: 
 
“and that this Council further:- 
 

(a) notes that billing authorities already have powers under the Local 
Government Act 2003 to offer Council tax discounts to people, including 
pensioners, disabled people and people on low incomes; 

 
(b) notes that the current Council tax benefits scheme already protects 

pensioners on low incomes; 
 
(c) notes that the minimum income guarantee and new pensioners credits 

further protect pensioners on lower incomes; 
 
(d) supports the principle that people on low incomes, including pensioners, 

should be cushioned from rises in Council tax that exceed the rate of 
domestic inflation measured by the Retail Price Index; 

 
(e) supports the principle that any discount scheme for pensioners and low 

income groups should not be introduced at the direct expense of other 
Council Tax payers; 
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(f) urges the Government to review the funding arrangements for Local 

Government and, in particular, seek ways to broaden the tax base at local 
level.” ’ 

 
The motion, as amended, was put and carried. 
 

139 - APPOINTMENTS IN ACCORDANCE WITH ITEMS 11 AND 12 OF 
STANDING ORDER 4. 

 

It was moved by Mr Chapman and seconded by Mr Hyde:-  
 
(a) That the size of the Scrutiny Commission be reduced to 11 members and that 

the membership thereof be as set out below:- 

Conservative (6) Labour (3) Liberal Democrat (2) 
 
1 Mr N J Rushton 1. Mr N J Brown 1. Mr S J Galton 
2 Mr B Chapman 2. Mr P Hyde 2. Mr R M Wilson 
3 Mr P C Osborne  3. Mr M T Jones 
4 Mr M B Page 
5 Prof M E Preston 
6 Mrs M L Sherwin 

 
(b) That, as a consequence of (a) above, Paragraph (d) of Rule 14 of the Overview 

and Scrutiny Procedure Rules be amended to read as follows:- 
 

‘(d) During that period, the Chief Executive shall call-in a relevant Key Decision 
for scrutiny by a relevant overview and scrutiny committee only if so 
requested in writing by any four members of the Scrutiny Commission, at 
least one of whom must be either the Chairman or a Spokesman of the 
Scrutiny Commission.  The written request shall include a cogent 
explanation of the reasons for the call-in.’ ” 

 
140 - NOTICE OF MOTION BY DR FELTHAM  

It was moved by Dr Feltham and seconded by Prof Preston: 
 
“(i) That this Council notes the proposed European Constitution being prepared by 

the European Convention will have huge implications for Leicestershire.  The 
Constitution will give the European Union ‘shared competence’ over home 
affairs, transport, energy, social policy, economic and social cohesion, consumer 
protection and the environment, meaning overall more legislation and guidance 
binding on local government will be decided at a European rather than a national 
level. 

 
(ii) That given the Government has used referenda to approve other constitutional 

change affecting local and national government, including establishing regional 
assemblies and directly-elected mayors, this Council believes the people of 
Leicestershire should be able to have their say on these constitutional changes 
in a referendum. 

 
(iii) This Council therefore resolves to make a formal written submission to the Prime 

Minister, supporting calls for a national referendum on the proposed European 
Constitution.” 
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An amendment was put by Mr Brown and seconded by Mr Bown:- 
 
‘That the motion be amended to read as follows:- 
 
“That this Council; 
 

(a) supports the United Kingdom’s membership of the European Union and 
recognises the important trading, employment, social and political benefits 
that our membership brings to the people of Leicestershire; 

 
(b) welcomes the expansion of the European Union membership to include 

the ten accession states including those former Communist countries of 
eastern Europe and their participation at the Intergovernment Conference 
(IGC); 

 
(c) notes that whilst the IGC is still debating and preparing the draft European 

Constitution, this Council agrees that the areas of taxation, social security, 
defence and foreign policy should be matters for the national governments 
of individual member states; 

 
(d) does not support action and campaigns by organisations and individuals 

whose intention is to bring about the United Kingdom’s withdrawal from 
membership of the European Union.’ ” 

 
The amendment was put and not carried: 
 
The original motion was put and carried: 
 

141 - REPORT OF THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE.  

(A) URGENT ACTION UNDER RULE 15 OF THE OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY 
PROCEDURE RULES 

 
It was moved by Mr Parsons, seconded by Mr Miller and carried: 
 
 “That the action taken under Rule 15 of the Overview and Scrutiny Procedure 

Rules, as set out in the report of the Chief Executive, be noted.” 
 
 
 
 
 
   CHAIRMAN 
 
26 November 2003 
2.30 p.m. – 6.55 p.m. 
 
 



 

 

 


