
 

 

 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE LEICESTERSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL HELD 

AT COUNTY HALL, GLENFIELD ON WEDNESDAY, 17 SEPTEMBER 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. B. Garner, CC, Mr. 
M. Griffiths CC, Mr. M. J. Hunt CC, Mr. R. Jenkins CC, Mr. D. Jennings CC, Mr. Mike 
Jones CC, Mr. A. M. Kershaw CC, Mr. O. D. Lucas 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. 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 
 
 

125 - CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS.  

Mr G H Sharpe MBE 
 
The Chairman referred to the sad death of former County Councillor Mr George 
Harold Sharpe MBE who had died on 25 July aged 83 years.  Mr Sharpe had been 
elected to the Council in 1961 and had served until 1967 representing firstly the 
Loughborough South Electoral Division and then the Loughborough Burton Electoral 
Division.  He had served mainly on the Education and Fire Brigade Committees. 
 
Mr D C Jackson 
 
The Chairman also referred to the sad death of former County Councillor David 
Charles Jackson who had died on 3 August aged 71 years.   Mr Jackson had served 
on the County Council from 1981 until 1985 representing the Enderby Electoral 
Division.  He had served on the Education, Public Protection and Social Services 
Committees. 
 
The Chairman invited members to join him in standing in silent tribute to the memory 
of Mr George Harold Sharpe and Mr David Charles Jackson. 
 
Vox Pop  
 
The Chairman announced that the Annual Youth Service Vox Pop event was to be 
held at County Hall on Thursday, 6th November, between 7.00 and 9.00 p.m.  This 
event would provide an excellent opportunity for young people to raise issues of 
concern to them, and to enter into a real dialogue with elected members.  The 
Chairman urged as many members as possible to attend. 
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Prince’s Trust Volunteer Programme  
 
The Chairman indicated that he was very pleased to welcome to the meeting a 
Prince’s Trust Volunteer Group of young people and their Team Leaders.  In 
Leicestershire the Princes Trust was organised through the Leicestershire Fire and 
Rescue Service, who did a splendid job.  Team 40, who were present at the meeting, 
had undertaken a challenging 12 week course which had included a residential team 
building outdoor centre experience, a community building renovation project, and a 
week-long Team Challenge.  Members joined the Chairman in congratulating 
everyone involved in this successful programme. 
 
East Midlands in Bloom Competition 
 
The Chairman referred to the results of the East Midlands in Bloom Competition.  
Loughborough had been awarded first place in the small City category.  Market 
Bosworth had achieved first place in the small Town’s category.  Market Harborough 
had achieved first place in the large Town’s category. 
 
Visitors 
 
The Chairman welcomed to the meeting all visitors and guests of members. 
 

126 - 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 9 July 2003 copies of which 
have been circulated to members, be taken as read, confirmed and signed.” 
 

127 - DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS.  

The Chairman invited members who wished to do so to make declarations of 
personal interests in respect of items on the agenda for this meeting. 
 
No such declarations were made. 
 

128 - QUESTIONS ASKED UNDER STANDING ORDER 7(1)(2) AND (5).  

(A) Mr Boulter asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 
 “Has the County Council a policy for the use of mobile phone masts on its land?”
 
Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
 

“Yes.  On 11 July 2000 Cabinet considered a joint report from the Director of 
Property and Director of Education regarding the perceived health impact of 
cellular telephones.  Cabinet agreed that the County Council should adopt a 
precautionary approach, as follows:- 

 
a) i) that leases of telecommunications aerials and equipment on occupied 

buildings should be terminated wherever possible, where no penalties 
are likely to be incurred; 

 
 
 ii) that no new installations be permitted on occupied buildings other than 
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those alterations and additions allowed under the individual lease 
terms; and 

 
 iii) that no new base installations be erected on sites remote from 

occupied buildings until advice has been received from the 
Government on appropriate safeguards. 

 
b) that Governing Bodies are advised of Council policy and are strongly 

advised to follow that policy; and 
 
c) that a Health & Safety circular is prepared for Governing Bodies and 

Headteachers containing the latest Government advice in relation to the 
use of mobile phones by children. 

 
On a more positive note, whilst some concerns do remain regarding the health 
impact of cellular telephones, other types of radio technology have not given rise 
to such concerns and could be of benefit to the community.  

 
As part of its work to facilitate greater broadband access across Leicestershire, 
the County Council is currently considering how wireless broadband technology 
might be used where traditional telecommunications options would be 
prohibitively expensive.  This could provide a valuable way forward for schools in 
more sparsely populated areas which might otherwise be beyond the reach of 
affordable broadband communications.  Installing appropriate equipment for this 
purpose on County Council premises could also offer the potential for 
community broadband services in the future.” 

 
Mr Boulter asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“Does the Leader agree that the policy should be reviewed in view of the fact 
that the Highways Department have recently given permission to site new 
equipment on the highway land?” 

 
Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
 

“Our powers in this matter I am reliably informed are circumscribed by law and 
are circumscribed in the Telecom Acts.  We are a statutory consultee if these 
masts are erected, but I am told that we can only comment on highway safety 
matters such as visibility and obstruction of highways.  So given that those are 
our powers within the law, if Mr Boulter wants to extend those powers then he 
has to ask his colleagues in Parliament for new primary legislation.” 

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

“1. With regard to the bus service along the A5199 between Welford Road, 
Leicester and Leicester Road, Great Wigston, can the Leader indicate how 
the bus usage figures have been affected by the introduction of bus lanes? 

 
2. How have bus company agreements been implemented on that scheme? 
 
3. What impact has the scheme had on the volume of traffic? 
 
4. Is this scheme providing a model for the Oadby-Leicester project?” 
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Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“1. Bus lanes along Welford Road were introduced in stages between 1996 
and 2000.  The Arriva bus company reports a consistent increase in 
patronage throughout and following this period.  The bus lanes, which 
operate in the peak hours only, are producing rush hour journey time 
savings for buses of around 20% morning inbound and 10% evening 
outbound.  This will have contributed to the increase in patronage. 

 
2. When the first bus lanes were first introduced the bus company introduced 

newer buses and extra peak hour services.  They have since introduced 
new low-floor buses on another service using the route. 

 
3. Initial surveys showed some reduction of traffic on Welford Road.  Some of 

this was undoubtedly due to the improved bus service, although it is not 
possible to prove how much was due to that and how much to other 
factors. 

 
4. The County Council has no “Oadby-Leicester project” although I do 

understand that the City Council plans a combination of safety 
improvements and bus lanes along the A6 within its boundaries.” 

 
Mr Lucas asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“Are there City and County discussions on this matter?  If so, are local members 
and the public involved at the early stages, as cross boundary traffic will be 
affected?” 

 
Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“Yes, we are in discussion with the City Council. This is one of a number of 
issues that go on as the periphery to the Central Leicester Transport Plan and 
as soon as there is anything to discuss with the local residents we will talk to 
them” 

 
(C) Mr Lucas asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 
 “When will the home zones scheme aimed at relieving congestion on Pullman 

Road commence and how are residents being informed of the timetable?” 
 
Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“A Home Zone for Cherry Street and Orchards Drive is being promoted as part 
of a comprehensive programme to improve safety and pedestrian amenity in the 
Pullman Road area of Wigston. 

 
It is proposed to accommodate the Home Zone and provide residents affected 
by the attendant restrictions on parking with alternative arrangements by 
constructing a rear access road between Pullman Road and Orchards Drive.   
This will enable residents to park their vehicles within the curtilage of their 
properties.   During the course of initial consultation, residents have indicated 
their support for this arrangement.  Preparatory design work is currently in 
progress to establish legal agreements for the new access road.    Following this 
contact will be made with frontagers directly affected to establish support for this 
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element of the project and a wider information update by way of a leaflet to all 
residents will be done around the same time.   Such contact and progress 
update is programmed during October 2003.   Currently funds are available 
within the current and next financial year to implement the project but clearly the 
progress on getting the necessary legal agreements with frontagers will be a key 
determinant of the final timescale.” 

 
Mr Lucas asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“As design work was done last year and the public were consulted there should 
be no further delays, so are legal agreements being seriously pushed?” 

 
Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“I thank Mr Lucas for asking a supplementary question.  It gives me chance of 
course to remind Council of the statements made this morning by Government 
with regard to transport to school and transport issues affecting transport to 
school.  Members I am sure will know that this may well be in the category of 
previous promises made by the Government, and therefore, I would suggest Mr 
Lucas doesn’t hold his breath waiting for delivery.  Having said all that, I would 
certainly want, not only insofar as the area that Mr Lucas is talking about is 
concerned, but so far as other areas in the County are concerned, I would 
certainly want these issues to be progressed as rapidly as possible.  I see no 
benefit in delaying.” 

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

“Now that the Government’s Rural Minister has recognised that Ragwort is 
virtually out of control and having regard to the reply given to my previous 
questions on this matter (18 September, 2002):- 

 
1. What information does the Authority have about the number of animals 

poisoned by Ragwort in the County? 
 
2. What if any new instructions have been given to County Council staff? 
 
3. What, if any further action has been taken on the matter since my 

questions were put? 
 
4. What action has been taken by the County Council to draw this matter to 

the attention of the media and public? 
 
5. Will the Ragwort Control Bill now before Parliament have any more teeth 

than the Weeds Act 1959? 
 
6. What action can be taken against the Highways Agency who appear to be 

the major offender?” 
 
Mr White replied as follows: 
 

“1. This Authority does not have any information about the number of animal 
deaths resulting from Ragwort poisoning in Leicestershire.  
 
Enquiries have been made of the Divisional Veterinary Office for 
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Leicestershire and also the Veterinary Laboratory Agency at Sutton 
Bonington (they work for DEFRA) and neither have any records.  Neither 
farmers nor vets are required to report deaths attributable to Ragwort 
poisoning. 

 
The recent press release from the British Horse Society said that, after a 
recent survey, which they conducted in conjunction with the British 
Equestrian Veterinary Association, an estimated 6,500 ponies and horses 
died from Ragwort  poisoning in 2002.  However this estimate was based 
on just 84 replies - a response rate of just 4%. 

 
2. County Council staff involved with day to day site management works are 

already well aware of the need to control Ragwort.  No new instructions 
have therefore been necessary.  

 
3. At the meeting of the Council in September 2002 reference was made to a 

range of actions taken by this authority to control this weed on its property.  
At that time a number of different methods were being used to control 
Ragwort and these continue to be used since they are found to be 
effective.  These measures accord with those listed within the Draft Code of 
Practice to Prevent and Control the Spread of Ragwort recently produced 
by DEFRA and now out to public consultation. 

 
 In 2002 the Highways Transportation and Waste Management Department 

bought several thousand cinnabar moth caterpillars and released them on 
highway sites where heavy Ragwort infestations had been identified.  
Surveys of these sites this year have indicated an up to 80% reduction in 
Ragwort on them.  The caterpillars can of course move to other sites so, 
they have been collected and transported to other areas of high Ragwort 
infestation. 

 
The Director of Highways, Transportation and Waste Management is 
currently updating this Authority’s Highway Maintenance Management Plan 
and this will incorporate the recent Government guidelines on Ragwort 
control measures.  This document will be presented for member approval 
next year.  

 
4. The County Council has responded to media enquiries as and when 

necessary and a brief article is being drafted for Leicestershire Matters.  
Officers have also received a number of telephone enquires concerning 
Ragwort and, have proffered advice.  In some instances this includes 
directing the caller to DEFRA, so their inspectors can follow-up the 
complaint.  

 
5. The Ragwort Control Bill has yet to receive final Parliamentary approval 

and one can only speculate on how effective it will be.  It will only be 
effective if it is strongly enforced. 

 
6. If any action needs to be taken against the Highways Agency this would be 

led by DEFRA, who can serve notice on landowners to prevent the spread 
of Ragwort.”  

 
 
Mr Lucas asked the following supplementary question on the reply to question no. 5: 
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“Does the Lead Member consider that Ragwort is endemic and will not be 
beaten, or will he fight the good fight with all his might to try and conquer this 
noxious disease?” 

 
Mr White replied as follows: 
 

“I will write to Mr Lucas with a considered response when I have taken some 
advice.” 

 
(E) Mrs Camamile asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

1. Increasingly more and more services are being made available over the 
internet for businesses and residents with much faster access (for example 
BBC archive of TV programmes).  Is the County Council doing anything to 
advise residents and businesses on how they can access fast internet 
services using broadband? 

 
2. Given that people in many rural areas of Leicestershire are currently 

unable to access the internet by broadband, what is the County Council 
able to do to encourage service providers to expand their services to rural 
areas?” 

 
Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
 

“1.   I am pleased to say that the County Council is working closely with its 
partners in the Leicestershire Local Strategic Partnership and the Leicester 
Shire Economic Partnership to promote the availability of broadband 
technology to the whole County.  Members will be aware that broadband 
provides much better and much faster access to the internet.  It is essential 
for business competitiveness and increasingly demanded by households.  
Currently broadband is available in the most populated parts of the County 
through updated telephone exchanges and cable.  However some parts of 
the County, particularly in rural areas, do not yet have access.  It is 
important that all parts of the County has access as soon as possible. 

 
2.   The County Council has already provided broadband to libraries and is 

working towards providing it in all schools.  We are now engaged in two 
complementary strands of activity to extend coverage to all of the County.  
Firstly, we are seeking to raise awareness and interest. A leaflet will be 
delivered in October to all households in the parts of the County that are 
not yet covered, asking people to register their interest and to volunteer to 
work in their locality to raise awareness of the value of broadband.  A 
worker has been engaged to help identify and support these volunteers 
over the next few months.  Work will also be undertaken with local 
businesses through Business Link and the Leicestershire Rural 
Partnership.  The County Council's website will set out our strategy for 
promoting broadband and provide up to date information about existing 
coverage and the campaign to extend it.  Secondly we are engaging with 
suppliers including BT and cable, radio and satellite based companies to 
ensure they are aware of the opportunities in the County and working with 
experts to identify the best models for providing services in the relatively 
small number of rural areas that will be the most difficult to serve. “ 
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Mrs Camamile asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“I am delighted to see the County Council is leading the way with  
recommendations made at the Harrogate Conference yesterday.  Can the 
Leader confirm that we will continue to be at the forefront of this important 
technology?” 

 
Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
 

“At the forefront and certainly working on our unique capability in this respect.  
What is happening is that broadband is concentrated in this County to a number 
of telephone exchanges around central Leicestershire and the whole gamut of 
the deep rural areas, Kirby Muxloe not included in this case, do not have 
broadband. I understand that there is technology which will enable us to provide 
broadband throughout the County by radio frequencies rather than microwaves.  
We are pushing very hard for the Government to actually extend broadband to 
those rural areas and we hope that our campaign will come to fruition.  We also 
hope that the leaflet that is going to every house in the County will be filled in by 
the householder and sent back to us so that we can get on to the telecoms 
people and get them to provide these services which I think are badly needed 
and at the moment are holding back not least business in this County.” 

 
(F) Mrs Pendleton asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 

“The Government’s direction on the structure plan affects the proposal for the 
Green Belt to be extended into the northern part of Leicestershire.  What effect 
could this have?” 
 

Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
 

“The extension of the Green Belt would need to be deleted from the Structure 
Plan if the Deputy Prime Minister has his way.  The proposed extension is 
consistent with national and regional guidance and will provide some much 
needed relief from development pressures for residents of Castle Donington, 
Lockington, Hemington and Kegworth. 

 
I must say it is unfortunate that North West Leicestershire District Council has 
not provided support to the County Council on this matter.  
 
I reiterate my opposition to the Government’s intervention, which will harm the 
interests of people in the area.” 

 
Mrs Pendleton asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“Would the Leader agree with me that the County Council has done its utmost to 
preserve the green fields around the villages of Castle Donington, Lockington, 
Hemington and Kegworth, but GOEM and EMDA, both unelected bodies, seem 
determined to make it easy for developers to build around these villages, citing 
the economies of Nottingham and Derby, whilst potentially ruining our 
Leicestershire countryside”? 

 
 
 
Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
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“We do not understand in the County Council why the Government is against 
extending the green belt between Lockington and Castle Donington and the 
Airport area there.  So may be they will tell us.  Although we write to 
Government regularly and we rarely get a reply.  Let us fight for the people of 
North Leicestershire, let’s keep those fields green and stop over-development in 
that particular area.” 

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

“Members will be aware that the Government has seen fit to intervene in the 
Structure Plan by directing the County Council to reconsider its proposals for 
housing development in the County.   What will be the effect of this Direction?” 

 
Mr Parsons replied as follows: 

 
“I am very disappointed that John Prescott has seen fit to interfere in a matter 
that should be determined by locally elected members.    
 
In my view the terms of the Direction are extremely ambiguous.   The Chief 
Executive has asked the Government to clarify its concerns and to demonstrate 
clearly that they are properly grounded in national and regional policy.   In our 
view the Structure Plan does not contravene either national or regional policy 
and therefore I suspect that the Government will find this justification difficult to 
provide.  It may be that the Direction has been motivated by the desire to 
frustrate proposals for localities that should properly be dealt with by district 
councils when they prepare their local plans. 

 
It is also clear that this Government action runs entirely contrary to its objective 
of a speedier plan making system.   Most District Councils in Leicestershire want 
the Structure Plan to be adopted so that they can get on with their local plan 
reviews.   The Direction could require the County, City and Rutland Councils to 
review all of the current housing allocations and hold another examination in 
public.  This would add years to the Structure Plan process.    

 
The Council will be aware that the Administration strongly opposes the 
Government's proposals to reform the planning system.   This action by the 
Deputy Prime Minister demonstrates that it is more often than not the 
Government rather than local authorities that clogs up the works.   As the 
Government will be judge and jury under its reform proposals I foresee even 
greater interference from Whitehall in local issues and greater scope for 
procrastination and delay.”   

 
Mr Rhodes asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“The Leader has explained the implications of the intervention by the Deputy 
Prime Minister, but of course he doesn’t say what in fact we can do to speed up 
the process of getting the structure plan approved.  I wonder if he is aware, and 
would pass on these concerns to the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, in 
respect of the District Councils who now cannot get on with developing their 
housing plans, particularly in respect of affordable housing, which is a much 
needed thing in the borough which I represent?” 
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Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
 

“As I understand it this is a unprecedented move by the Deputy Prime Minister to 
interfere in the housing allocation in the Structure Plan.  The problem here, as 
Mr Rhodes says quite rightly, is that it will add at least one year and possibly 
two, to the Structure Plan progress, thus hindering District Councils.  Why does 
not the Deputy Prime Minister leave Leicestershire alone and let local 
democracy rule.” 

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

“1. Would the Leader agree that if the Citizen’s Panel is to be used for 
statistical surveys, such as the recent Second Wave survey on 
transportation it has to be a reasonably representative sample of all ages, 
the main ethnic and socio-economic groups and, where we are dealing with 
issues like transport, urban/rural representation?  

 
2. Would he accept that whilst unrepresentative samples can be corrected by 

weighting to a degree, those from NW Leicestershire are already given 
twice the value of Melton respondents and that there are already limits to 
the statistical validity of this?  

 
3. Is he aware that 46% of the Second Wave transport survey were self 

selected and results, such as the one result showing that 10% had been 
school governors, or even that 86% had access to a car (2001 Census 
figure approx 80%), indicates that the sample is not sufficiently 
representative?  

 
4. Of the 312 respondents in the youngest age category 18-44 how many 

were below 30?  
 
5. Is the Citizen’s Panel representative of under 30’s?  
 
6. Of the 1097 respondents how many were from ethnic minorities or 

classified as non-white?  
 
7. Is the Citizen’s Panel representative of the main ethnic groups in the 

County?  
 
8. Why was the transport Citizen’s Panel survey classified by District areas, 

within which there are diverse transport needs, rather than a more helpful 
urban/rural classification?  

 
9. Is the Citizen’s Panel representative of rural and urban mix in the County?  
 
10. Do we know whether the Citizen’s Panel is representative of socio-

economic groups (eg A, B, C1, C2, D & E)?  
 
11. Is it possible that the Citizen’s Panel will be used in future surveys, such as 

the Budget Consultation, where social group is a strong factor affecting 
response?  

 
 
12. Would the Leader agree that at the very least, the level of statistical 
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significance should be attached to statistics produced by the Citizen’s 
Panel? 

 
13. Will the Leader take steps to ensure that the County Council’s Citizen’s 

Panel is refreshed to ensure that it contains sufficient people from ethnic 
minorities, under 30’s, all social groups, urban and rural mix?” 

 
Mr Miller replied as follows: 
 

“1. So far panel consultation has related to Quality of Life and Transportation.  
The test of how representative data needs to be for a particular 
consultation largely depends on the objectives for the survey.  The 
fundamental purpose of a Citizens’ Panel is to give a broad indication of the 
publics views.  Due to how panels are recruited, in that they are self-
selected (i.e. a person needs to sign up to being consulted on a regular 
basis), it is very difficult to ensure that they are truly representative.  

 
2. Weighting can address deficiencies in the profile of panel members who 

return the questionnaires.  It is usually better to weight than not to weight.  
However good practice standards recommend that data should not be 
weighted more than four times.  Specifically the views of the panel 
members in the North West Leicestershire area are given twice the value 
as there are twice the number of residents living in NWL district than in 
Melton borough. 

 
3. When the Panel was recruited last November, 7,200 self-complete postal 

questionnaires were issued.  The sample was drawn from a purchased 
sample of 5,600 based on the Electoral Register and 1,600 from a 
database of people who had previously expressed an interest in joining a 
Citizens’ Panel from other consultations.  1,316 people returned the 
recruitment survey of which 54% originated from the Council’s database 
and 46% from the random sample.  

 
 When the Panel was recruited the Council requested that it be broadly 

representative of the population of Leicestershire in terms of four main 
demographic factors - gender, age, ethnicity and geographic location. In 
the end all Panel members are “self-selected” since they chose to return 
the questionnaire and join the Panel.  Therefore, there is likely to be a 
correlation between the type of people who volunteer to become panel 
members and those who are community minded and who may volunteer to 
become school governors.  

 
4. Of the 1,316 people that make up the Panel, 52 panel members are aged 

between 18-29.  Of the 1,097 panel members who responded to the 
second wave, 39 are aged between 18-29.  This sample of 18-29 years 
olds was too small to carry out any individual analysis so the two age 
bands, that is 18-29 and 30-44, were merged so that their views could be 
included in the analysis.  Good practice recommends a sample size of at 
least 100 people.    

 
 
 
 
5. No, it is not representative.  However, the Council is interested in the views 
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specifically of young people and can undertake further targeted 
consultation to supplement the views of the Panel.  This can be undertaken 
through existing forums for young people or by other consultation 
mechanisms such as the focus groups used for consultation on the 
Community Strategy or the Young Persons Citizens Jury. 

 
 For the Panel to be representative in terms of young people targeted 

recruitment surveys can be undertaken.  The Council will look to do this as 
it develops the Panel with its partners.  However, the costs for making the 
Panel reliable at this level can be expensive.  A balance therefore has to be 
struck between making the panel truly representative and using other 
methods of consulting our residents, particularly those who would not 
normally volunteer to join a panel.  

 
6. 15 black or minority ethnic panel members responded to the second 

consultation. 
 
7. No it is not representative.  As with young people steps can be taken to 

seek the views of black and minority ethnic people either through direct 
targeting or by increasing the size of the Panel. 

 
8. The geographic classifications are standardised to district council areas for 

each consultation undertaken as we share that information with each 
district council.  However, given that the information is collected at 
postcode level the results could be presented in other ways based on the 
needs of those interested in the results.  However, the results are only 
reliable at a County level due to the sample sizes.  

 
9. When the Panel was recruited in November 2002 the Council asked for the 

Panel to be representative by district council areas.  The Council does not 
have a formal definition of what is meant by urban and rural.  However, the 
Leicestershire Rural Strategy 2001-2006 adopts an approach which reflects 
the inter-relationship between small and large villages, market towns and 
rural centres.  This issue will be addressed as part of the review of the 
Rural Strategy.  In the interim period, some work is being undertaken to 
assess whether the Panel is broadly representative in terms of urban/rural 
using a settlement threshold of 25,000 people.   

 
10. Whilst information has been collected on panel members’ socio-economic 

status it was not one of the four demographic factors referred to in my 
response to question 3.  However, the Panel has the following socio-
economic profile: AB 25% C1 47% C2 15% DE13%.  The socio-economic 
profile for Leicestershire for all people over 18 in households is: AB 24% 
C1 30% C2 17% DE 30% (source: 2001 Census).  The Panel has therefore 
more people who undertake supervisory clerical/junior managerial/ 
administrative/professional work (C1) and less semi-skilled manual work 
and people on state benefit/unemployed (DE) compared to the population 
of Leicestershire as a whole.  

 
 
 
 
 
11. If the socio-economic status of people is an important factor in the 
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consultation then the Panel could be used as a pool from which residents 
of Leicestershire could be asked to attend a focus group or workshop.  A 
whole Panel consultation in this respect would not be appropriate.  The 
Panel has not been used specifically for this purpose to date. 

 
12. The level of statistical significance which Mr Hunt refers to can only really 

be applied to completely random and representative surveys.  As such, 
therefore, it would not be appropriate to apply this approach to the panel 
results.  However, I would agree that the results should contain a “health 
warning” about the limitations on the use of this or any panel which is not 
recruited from scratch each time.  

 
13. The existing Panel will be reviewed next September.  This will include 

whether, overall, the Panel has been an effective method of consultation.  
Good practice recommends that a third of the Panel should be refreshed to 
ensure that the panel remains broadly representative.  Normally panellists 
who have not participated in the consultations will be replaced.  As part of 
that process the Council will also look to address the existing deficiencies 
in the panel profile, based on the four factors, but particularly in relation to 
the age and ethnicity profiles, and the overall size of the Panel, depending 
on the interest of other organisations in participating. 
 

 All consultation techniques have their advantages and disadvantages.  The 
County Council’s guidance on consultation encourages the use of a range 
of consultation techniques where possible.  For example, as part of the 
Local Transport Plan Annual Progress Report 2003, the Panel was only 
one of the mechanisms used to seek the publics views.  In addition, there 
were major transport scheme consultations in Hinckley and Ashby, 73 
public meetings and 28 exhibitions.  Consultation was also undertaken 
through the Leicestershire Local Strategic Partnership, via other 
stakeholder and partnership meetings, with local district councils and 
through the annual Local Transport Plan Day. 

 
 Citizens’ Panels are only one way to seek residents’ views.  The Council 

uses a variety of techniques to obtain the views of the public and 
traditionally excluded groups including young people and black and 
minority ethnic people so that these can be taken into account in the 
development of the Council’s services.” 

 
Mr Hunt asked the following supplementary question on the reply to question no. 
4: 
 
 “Given that we have only got I think 39 people in the 18 to 30 category 

compared to 273 in the 30 to 44 category, is it reasonable to lump them 
together and call the group 18 to 44, and make statements about that age 
group with those two very disparate numbers, and will the Young Persons 
Citizens’ Jury address up to 30 years olds?” 

 
Mr Miller replied as follows: 
 
 “I have to say that we recognise, and we always have recognised, that it 

impossible using the Citizens’ Panel to make it truly representative to the 
detail that Mr Hunt would wish to make.  Unfortunately, because of the very 
nature of the Panel you cannot force people to join panels.  We have made 
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every effort, particularly as he knows with young people and people from 
ethnic minority backgrounds to join the Panel.  In fact had he been here 
today the correspondent from the Leicester Mercury could confirm that we 
have had meetings with the Mercury to enlist their help to actually enlist 
young people in particular to the Panel.  As to his detailed question about 
the reasonableness of lumping these two age bands together, I would like 
to get back to him with a rather more considered reply on that.   

 
Mr Hunt asked the following supplementary question on the reply to question 10: 
 

“The reply to question 10 demonstrates that the Citizens’ Panel is quite 
disproportionate in terms of social groups, a very large under-
representation of the lower social groups.  Would he agree that to have a 
disproportion in the Panel is one thing, but to have disproportion in those 
actually responding from the Panel is probably likely to be even more 
extreme, and that we should do something about this?” 

 
Mr Miller replied as follows: 
 
 “Again I would point out to Mr Hunt that the whole thrust of his argument is 

something that we are not unaware of.  Citizens’ Panels by their very 
nature have to be sold to self selectors, you understand, but you can 
obviously make great efforts to recruit people to panels, but you certainly 
cannot, having recruited them to the Panel, ensure the representation of 
those people that actually reply.  He will notice that we did actually point out 
in the reply to one of the earlier questions.  We did not specify socio 
economic groupings when we set the Panel up.  Obviously if we need to 
carry out consultation where that is a particular issue, we would not use this 
particular form of consultation.  I would like to point out to Mr Hunt, that this 
is true of the consultation generally.  Obviously if you try to consult with the 
public you do not put all your eggs in one basket but use a whole range of 
techniques, and use the tool which is most appropriate at the most 
appropriate time.  I hope from the enquiries that he has been making over 
the last few weeks that Mr Hunt will actually have learnt that this County 
Council is taking a lead in Leicestershire, both in developing their own 
consultation and more importantly working with partners, particularly 
District Councils, and their partners in health, to ensure that when we carry 
out consultations in future we have a much more co-ordinated approach.  
This much more co-ordinated approach will, in fact, enable us to have 
larger numbers and will in fact address some of the other criticisms Mr Hunt 
makes, about being representative down to a local area by working in 
consultation.  I would like to say that I do welcome another member taking 
an interest in consultation, and if Councillor Hunt has any positive 
suggestions to make I would be very pleased if he would meet with me, 
and we can talk in some detail about how we can work together and 
improve the consultation process in future.” 

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

 
“1. “In July 2003 Mr Barber replied to a Leader's question that the Star-trak 

real-time information was programmed for introduction along the Leicester-
Loughborough-Shepshed bus corridor in September 2002 and he 
expected the Star-trak signs to be in place and operational by the end of 
August 2003.  Are all the Star-trak signs now in place, if not what are the 
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reasons for the further delay, and when will they be in place? 

 
2. Is bus 'expected time to arrival' information being reliably transmitted on 

the signs that are in place in Loughborough and what measures are used 
to verify reliability in this area, bearing in mind reliability is crucial to the 
usefulness of the system and that it is governed by a number of sources 
(equipment on buses, transmission equipment elsewhere, and the bus 
operator/driver)?” 

 
Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“1 As Mr Hunt is aware, the signs are not all in place.  The problems, I am 
told, range from delays in installing electrical power to changes in the bus 
company’s route numbers.  The City Council’s Area Traffic Control are 
managing this project for us and now expect all signs, bar those held back 
to be placed with other works, to be erected by early October. 
 

2. Mr Hunt is correct to suggest that the accuracy of the display depends on a 
number of sources.  There have been some problems in Loughborough, 
and Area Traffic Control have put considerable effort into sorting these out, 
as well as introducing a system of ongoing performance monitoring.  I 
understand that significant improvements have now been made.“ 

 
(J) Lt Col Roffey asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 
 “Would the Leader please indicate how the consultation exercise is progressing 

regarding the Learning Disability Best Value Review proposals to modernise 
services in Melton, this being one of the agreed priority areas?” 

 
Mr Sprason replied as follows: 
 

“The consultation process is going extremely well, both in Melton and the other 
priority areas of Oadby,Wigston and Blaby. A great deal of attention has been 
given to seeking the views of users of existing services, many of whom have 
very significant communication difficulties. Staff have been trained to undertake 
this work, using a variety of methods geared to the individual’s needs. The 
results of the consultation with individuals are being collated and analysed to 
inform the detailed costed proposals to be put to Cabinet in November. The 
experience of this exercise for both users of the service and staff has been a 
very positive one and should promote real confidence in the final proposals put 
forward. 

 
Consultation  has also taken place with carers  in relation to the accommodation, 
respite care and day service proposals . A representative group of carers, both 
at Silverdale, Melton and Waterlees,Wigston  have been directly involved with 
officers in developing proposals for  supported housing and new respite care 
services to replace  existing services. The proposals being developed have 
achieved substantial support. In Melton a successful informal information and 
consultation  evening was held on 19 August, attended by around 70 people, to 
consider the day service proposals. Positive feedback from carers about the 
approach to consultation  has been received. A follow-up meeting is planned for 
early October, which the Deputy Leader and I have agreed to attend. 

 
Finally, the Leicestershire Learning Disability Partnership Board and the two 
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relevant locality groups have been consulted.  They are very supportive of the 
action taken and have particularly praised the process of consultation  and the 
way in which people have been directly included in developing  proposals. In 
summary we can be confident when Cabinet considers the detailed costed 
proposals in November that they are based on the outcome of a thorough and 
well planned consultation process.” 

 
Lt Col Roffey asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“Would the Lead Member be good enough to explain how service users with 
varying degrees of communication difficulties and skills, do actually manage to 
communicate in these matters?” 

 
Mr Sprason replied as follows: 
 

“It is a huge complex issue obviously.  Valuing people is one of the major areas 
that this Administration has identified following the Government’s agenda, and is 
based on the principles of inclusion.  Service users have found it difficult. We 
have developed an innovative approach to that by using picture boards.  Now 
the picture board principle is based on putting people in places that they 
identified with names and taking it forward.  For instance, within the Learning 
Partnership Board which was developed, there is a number of carers, users etc., 
on that Board, and again they have to identify and communicate.  In fact I have 
kept my pictures with me, which I keep with me all the while now, which I 
thought I would share with all of you.  For instance we use a ‘stop’ when people 
do not understand what is being discussed and they want to add something to it.  
If they like it, they put up the ‘good’ sign ‘thumbs up’.  There is the one with 
mouth, I want to speak, so they want to ask questions.  These are important 
ways that they can communicate with us, and give us their fears or anxieties 
towards what we are doing.  It is a long, and as I say, complex issue.  I mean we 
do not always get it right and we have also got a ‘bad’ which is a ‘thumbs down’.  
So that is developing and I am delighted to see that it is working.  People 
appreciate it.  We also consult at the homes in Melton.  We have got a couple of 
consultations coming on.  We are now involving members and local members in 
that, which again is important.  So that has moved on from where we were 
before.” 

 
(K) Mr Griffiths asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 
 “Would the Leader please indicate what the present timetable is regarding the 

proposed transfer of elderly persons homes to the private sector?” 
 

Mr Parsons replied as follows: 
 

“A report, which will be on the exempt part of the agenda, will be made to 
Cabinet shortly.” 

 
Mr Griffiths asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“Following the Cabinet meeting on 17 September 2002, Report of the Director of 
Social Services, recommendation 2(e), you agreed to receive a further report in 
September 2003, to enable a decision to be made on the transfer of ownership 
to specified independent providers.  So my question is, can you confirm that you 
will be receiving a report in September?  Notwithstanding due diligence, do you 
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have interested parties in the said process of acquiring these homes?” 

 
Mr Parsons replied as follows: 

 
“I deliberately kept myself away from this process, because of the time of great 
commercial sensitivity, I do not think politicians should be involved or politicians 
should sound off about this, and I am very surprised that Mr Griffiths has chosen 
to not only ask this question, but to pursue it in what could be conceived as an 
irresponsible manner.  I have in mind the paper that he says and I hope that he 
might accept that that is in my mind.  After this process of commercial sensitivity, 
not only will I get back to him, but to the whole Council when these matters are 
settled.  However, I think at times like these in the Codes of Conduct which we 
have to live by these days, politicians need to stand back from this process while 
it is in this very sensitive stage, and I have nothing further to add because of it.” 

  
(L) Mrs Sherwin asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 
 “Would the Leader please indicate how the County Council is preparing to 

implement the Government’s misguided policy of “fining” councils if the 
discharge of people in hospital is delayed due to social care reasons?” 

 
Mr Sprason replied as follows: 
 

“Avoiding delayed discharges has long been a key priority for the County 
Council.  Leicestershire has low numbers of delayed discharges. The vast 
majority of delays are due to the unavailability of community health or NHS 
resources and  very few can be directly attributable to the Social Services 
Department. This is because we have directly invested in services, which ensure 
people receive a speedy assessment and are able to be discharged home or to 
an alternative placement promptly. Working in partnership with the Primary Care 
Trusts and the University Hospitals of Leicester NHS Trust we are developing a 
range of joint assessment teams and “intermediate care” services, which will not 
only help discharges but also prevent unnecessary admissions in the first place. 
These include joint Occupational Therapy posts, home based rehabilitation 
teams and residential rehabilitation and assessment beds. 

 
These steps are part of our detailed preparations for the full implementation in 
January 2004 of the Community Care (Delayed Discharges) Act 2003. This 
introduces the ability of the NHS to require what the Government calls 
“reimbursement”, and we call fines, where delays are attributable solely to Social 
Services Departments. These fines could be as much as £100 per person, per 
day. In Leicestershire we believe that passing over money in the form of fines 
from hard pressed social services budgets to the NHS because of delayed 
discharges can hardly be called a sensible policy to help older vulnerable people 
get the help they need to leave hospital. It is much better to work as we have 
been doing, in partnership with NHS colleagues and invest money and 
resources to develop those services.” 

 
Mrs Sherwin asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“Can the Lead Member then tell us how much has been invested by the 
Administration to avoid fines, and what does he envisage the amount of fines 
Social Services will have to pay next year?” 
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Mr Sprason replied as follows: 
 

“We have actually invested £2m in avoiding this Authority to be subject to fines, 
and I mean as I have pointed out that includes occupational therapists, home 
based rehabilitation teams and assessment beds.  It is important to point out the 
assessments beds are there and available for people to use, and they are free of 
charge for two weeks.  That allows us the time to deal with the elderly in a 
proper manner.  I would remind members that next year the time that we have to 
assess users is going down from seven days to three days, so that puts huge, 
huge pressures on it.  With regard to fines that we envisage next year, with all 
these things we are putting in place, and if current levels are maintained, I do not 
envisage that we will have any fines.  That can be attributed to the fine work that 
the Social Services Department has done, and the work that is going on in the 
three hospitals in Leicester.” 

 
(M) Mr Wilson asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
  

“1. Will the administration be adding their support to the efforts that are being 
made in obtaining the designation of an area of outstanding natural beauty 
for the Charnwood Forest? 

 
2. If they intend to do this what actions will they be taking? 
 
3 If they do not support the obtaining of this designation will they please give 

their reasons for not giving it their support?” 
 
Mr White replied as follows: 
 

“1. The possible designation of Charnwood Forest as an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB) dates back to the original Hobhouse Committee 
Report (1947) which listed potential sites for designation. Charnwood 
Forest is recognized by both English Nature through its Natural Areas Map, 
and the Countryside Agency through its Landscape Character Area Map, 
as a distinct and important landscape and habitat area. The County 
Council’s own Landscape and Forestry Strategy confirms this 
distinctiveness. The Administration confirms its support for the existing 
Structure Plan and the written justification which states (inter alia) “It is the 
County Council’s intention to….campaign for Charnwood Forest to be 
declared an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty under the 1949 National 
Parks and Access to the Countryside Act   ”… . 
 

2. Officers of the County Council, together with other agencies, are currently 
planning a conference in the New Year to consider the way forward for 
Charnwood Forest and consideration of the steps necessary to seek to 
secure AONB status will form a major part of that event. 
 

3. Given what has already been said, no reply is needed to this question.” 
 

(N) Mr Royce asked the following question of the Leader or his nominee: 
 
 “The Leader will be aware of the considerable disquiet in some parts of Wigston 

over the possible removal of the 69 bus service.  I know a survey has been 
carried out to find out residents’ views.  Can the Leader tell me whether that 
survey is complete and what decision has been taken on the future of the 
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service?” 

 
Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“It is clear from the survey that local people feel very strongly about their bus 
service.  I can reassure them, and Mr Royce, that we intend to ensure that an 
adequate service is maintained.  Full details will be made available soon.” 

 
Mr Royce asked the following supplementary question: 
 

“I understand that Mr Barber may now be able to provide me with information 
about the development of service options for the area.  Can he please confirm 
this?” 

 
Mr Barber replied as follows: 
 

“Yes, I can confirm it.  Since the consultation period finished and now that we 
have been able to take on board the results of that consultation, we have been 
engaged in developing further service options for this particular area of the 
County and indeed for the area that involves the Mere’s Estate.  One of the 
options, one which I would support, is that we may be able to retain the buses 
on that estate, but we may be able also to provide a slightly, probably marginally 
better service, and a more regular service in addition to that.  A solution which 
will also retain links for those Wigston School children who travel to Oadby for 
their education.  We would hope to confirm the viability of this option during the 
next few days and introduce it later in the year.  I hope that Mr Royce would 
agree with me that this is an example of the responsiveness of this 
Administration to the views of those people who take part in its consultation 
processes.” 

 
129 - BUSINESS REMAINING FROM THE LAST MEETING:  

 
FIRST REPORT OF THE CONSTITUTION COMMITTEE.  

(A) REVISION OF STANDING ORDERS (MEETING PROCEDURE RULES) 
 
The following motion having been moved and seconded at the last meeting of the 
Council, in accordance with Standing Order 37, was put and carried: 
 
 “That the changes to Standing Orders (the Meeting Procedure Rules) as set out 

in Appendix 1 to the first report of the Constitution Committee, be approved.” 
 

130 - POSITION STATEMENTS UNDER STANDING ORDER 8.  

The Leader presented a position statement on the following matters: 
 
Post Office Network ‘Reinvention Programme’. 
The Fleckney Centre. 
Overview and Scrutiny of Health Bodies. 
The Ivanhoe Line. 
Green Paper on Childrens’ Services. 
Regional Assembly. 
 
The Lead Member for Education presented a position statement on the following 
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matters: 
 
Levels of Achievement in Leicestershire. 
New School Funding Arrangement Initial Outcomes. 
County Council Statement – Outcomes of Best Value Review of Youth and 
Community. 
Leicester Mercury Correction. 
 
Copies of the Position Statements are attached. 
 

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

 

 
SECOND REPORT OF THE CONSTITUTION COMMITTEE.  

(A) REPORT OF THE INDEPENDENT PANEL ON MEMBERS’ ALLOWANCES 
 
It was moved by Mr Parsons, seconded by Mr Miller and carried: 
 

“(a) That the report of the Independent Panel on Members’ Allowances, as set 
out in Appendix 1 to the second report of the Constitution Committee, be 
received and that the recommendations contained therein be approved; 

 
(b) That the present scheme of allowances be revoked on 30  September, 

2003 and that the scheme of allowances set out in Appendix 2 to the 
second report of the Constitution Committee be adopted with effect from 1 
October, 2003. 

 
(c) That the scheme of delegation to the Chief Executive be extended to cover 

the making of decisions regarding the payment of allowances where it is 
not practical to obtain a decision from a “relevant body.” ’ 

 
132 - TO MAKE APPOINTMENTS IN ACCORDANCE WITH ITEMS 11 AND 12 

OF STANDING ORDER 4. 
 

(A) ELECTION OF PARENT GOVERNOR REPRESENTATIVE TO SERVE ON 
EDUCATION SCRUTINY COMMITTEE – REPORT OF THE RETURNING 
OFFICER 
 

It was moved by Mr Chapman, seconded by Mr Perkins and carried:- 
 

“That Mrs.S.Dudfield be appointed as a co-opted member of the Education  
Scrutiny Committee for the period ending with the County Council Elections in 
2005.” 
 
 

 CHAIRMAN 
 
 
 
 
17 September 2003 
2.30 p.m. – 4.28 p.m. 
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COUNTY COUNCIL MEETING – 17 SEPTEMBER 2003 
 

POSITION STATEMENT BY THE LEADER 
 

Post Office Network ‘Reinvention Programme’ 
 
Leicestershire County Council has been consulted by the Post Office on its so called 
“network reinvention programme”. This programme, which applies to urban areas, is 
intended to reduce the number of post offices (i.e. close some) and arises from 
Government plans to pay benefits through other means. 
 
I am pleased to say that the County Council has a consistent record of both opposing 
closures and actively supporting existing post offices. Amongst other things:- 
 

• We have provided more than £15,000 to fund a Post Office Development 
Scheme developed through the Leicestershire Rural Partnership aimed at 
increasing the viability of rural post offices. 

 
• Community Access Points are being piloted in 7 post offices as part of the 

Council’s Better Access for Better Services initiative (BABSI) in an 
arrangement developed in partnership with the National Federation of 
Subpostmasters. 

Under the “network revention programme” the Post Office will be assessing all urban 
post offices in Leicestershire.  We will be ensuring that the County Council plays a full 
part in this process and that the views of local members are taken into account. 
 
The Fleckney Centre 
 

• On Saturday, the Fleckney Centre was opened (by the Chairman of the 
County Council).  It is multi agency centre providing a range of services to 
people in the area and has been developed by the County Council working in 
partnership with other service providers including Harborough District Council, 
Connexions and the Parish Council.  It is another part of our Better Access to 
Better Services initiative. 

 
• I am pleased that the County Council has again taken an opportunity to 

demonstrate its unique ability to work with other public agencies and to apply 
its resources to provide a significant improvement to the services on offer in a 
locality.  This is community leadership at its best. 

 
• The Fleckney Centre is a very attractive facility that has been created by 

converting a building that once housed part of the local school.  It provides a 
range of services in one location including a library, an ICT centre, community 
and adult education classes and access to amongst others, the Connexions 
Service and the Pensions Service.  
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• Over the next few years we intend to work with our partners to develop further 

access centres like Fleckney and progress will be reported to members.   
 
Overview and Scrutiny of Health Bodies 
 

• The Administration is committed to making progress to introduce health 
scrutiny in Leicestershire as soon as possible.  I know that is shared by 
Leaders of the other Groups and by members generally. 

 
• We believe that key to this is setting up a joint committee to undertake scrutiny 

of health bodies with responsibility across the areas of the County, City and 
Rutland, and the proposal has met with cross-party support in this Authority. 

 
• In addition, it is proposed that arrangements will be made for locally-based 

scrutiny of those functions of the PCTs which affect only the County 
administrative area; these arrangements should involve district councils. 

 
• Prior to the local elections in May, it was understood that it was likely that the 

City Council would agree to set up a joint committee.  Subsequently it 
appeared that may not be the case. The Chief Executive wrote to his 
counterpart in the City to request clarification and I was pleased to have a 
positive response from the Leader of the City Council to the need for a joint 
committee when he spoke with me at the end of last week.  A response to the 
Chief Executive’s letter has now been received.  At best that response is 
ambiguous, but it seems to have been written before Councillor Blackmore 
spoke with me last week. 
 

• The County Council has certainly been doing all it can to progress matters in a 
way which would meet the expectations of government guidance and produce 
a sensible structure to enable scrutiny of health bodies in Leicestershire to be 
carried out effectively. 
 

• Whilst it is important that the City Council’s position is clarified, not only for our 
benefit but for the benefit of the NHS organisations, the County Council can 
only wait so long before deciding on scrutiny arrangements of its own. 

 
The Ivanhoe Line 
 

• We have recently heard from the Strategic Rail Authority on their plans for 
the future of rail services in Leicestershire and the East Midlands.  Their 
booklet makes dispiriting reading, with retrenchment rather than expansion 
very much the theme, but I thought Members would be particularly 
interested to hear what they have to say about the Ivanhoe Line. 

 
• Commenting on the aspiration to re-introduce a train service on the Ivanhoe 

Line from Leicester to Burton on Trent, the Strategic Rail Authority say it is 
“unlikely to represent value for money or be affordable unless third party 
funding can be found” and they question “whether rail is best placed to 
serve the transport needs of this corridor?” 

 
• As I think all sides have recognised previously, the Strategic Rail Authority 

is the key body in this issue and it would be hard to imagine a broader hint 
that the Strategic Rail Authority consider the Ivanhoe Line a hopeless case.  
We will have to bear this conclusion in mind as we review our rail policies 
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over the next year or so as part of the preparatory work for the second Local 
Transport Plan. 

 
Green Paper on Childrens’ Services 
 

• I am sure members will be aware of the publication last week of the Green 
Paper ‘Every Child Matters’.  Copies are available in the Group Rooms and 
electronic and paper copies can be provided via Members Services officers.  
The Government’s proposals, including the central recommendations of a 
Cabinet Lead Member with responsibility for Children and a Director of 
Children’s Services, accountable for local authority education and children’s 
social services, are only part of a wide-ranging set of proposals dealing, of 
course, with complex, sensitive and crucial issues. 

 
• There is a lot to digest and the Administration will not be making any rushed 

comment.  Responses to the Green Paper are not required until December 
and so there is time to give the proposals detailed consideration.  The 
Cabinet’s views will be available for consideration by scrutiny. 

 
Regional Assembly 
 

• The East Midlands Regional Assembly met on 12 September, in Wigston.  The 
main purpose of the meeting was to review the way in which the Assembly 
works. 

 
• There are 3 main strands to what is being proposed:- 

 
1. A Regional Planning Board – covering statutory spatial planning functions. 
 
2. A Regional Scrutiny Board – whose functions will include scrutiny of emda. 
 
3. A Regional Policy Board. 
 

• The detailed proposals are subject to final approval by the Assembly at its 
meeting in December. 

 
• The Assembly is pressing ahead with steps, agreed in principle in June, to 

establish itself as a company limited by guarantee which will give it operational 
and management independence. 
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COUNTY COUNCIL MEETING – 17 SEPTEMBER 2003 
 

POSITION STATEMENT BY THE LEAD MEMBER FOR EDUCATION 
 

Levels of Achievement in Leicestershire 
 
This Administration is determined to provide the best educational opportunities for our 
young people, and to develop the culture of continuous school improvement. Our 
corporate strategy reflects this philosophy. 
 
We place high levels of personal achievement as the key priority for children 
attending school in Leicestershire. We welcome the support, dedication, ambition and 
hard work of our school staff, school governors, parents and the children who actively 
work towards the attainment of this target. 
 
I am very pleased that the progress made in recent years is being maintained, even 
though many of our schools had such a catastrophic start to the last academic year 
due to the inability of the Labour Government to sort out criminal record bureau 
checks.   
 
Our determination to achieve school improvement is characterised by the challenging 
targets that have been set to ensure that as many of our children and young people 
as possible achieve above the national standard. Our Education Officers work very 
closely and successfully with our schools to set challenging targets. The quality of 
their work was reflected in the recent LEA OFSTED Inspection Report. I recognise 
that without their specialist knowledge and leadership, the achievement of this target 
would be badly impaired.  
 
I am pleased to report to Council that a very high proportion of Leicestershire pupils 
achieve and exceed the national standards in the core subjects at both Key Stage 2 
and 3. 
 
11 year old pupils (Key Stage 2) are attaining above national results in English, 
Mathematics and Science.  Leicestershire County Council scored top marks in 
English when compared to its statistical neighbours. 
 
There has also been a particularly good improvement in Key Stage 3. 14 year old 
pupils in Leicestershire are attaining 10% higher than average results in English, 
Maths and Science when compared with all pupils nationally. Our 14 year old pupils 
achieved the third highest score out of all the 150 other LEAs in England. This is a 
fantastic achievement that we should all recognise and applaud. 
 
When compared with similar authorities, Leicestershire 14 year olds came top in 
Mathematics and Science and second in English at level 5.  They were also very 
successful with an increased percentage of pupils achieving level 6. 
 
Over 7,000 pupils sat GCSE exams in a wide range of subjects at 18 colleges and 
schools throughout the County 
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Provisional results show that schools in Leicestershire have improved their GCSEs 
for the 6th consecutive year – and the improvement is better than for the country as a 
whole. 
 
With all the results in, 97% of pupils achieved at least one pass at GCSE, 93% 
achieved at least 5 passes and over 55% five or more GCSE grades A* to C.  The 
improvement in the 5 or more A* to C grades from 52.5% last year is particularly 
good. 
 
These are all time high figures, and meet all the achievement targets that have been 
set for the county. 
 
Three thousand 18 and 19 year olds across Leicestershire have received their end of 
school examination results.  Students have achieved awards in A2 (‘A’ levels), NVQ 
(National Vocational Qualifications) AS (short ‘A’ levels) and Key Skills. 
 
The majority of students at all of Leicestershire’s upper and 11-18 schools have 
achieved the grades necessary to progress along their chosen route into higher or 
further education or employment.   
 
We are very proud of all our pupils in Leicestershire, and their teachers. Working in 
partnership with our schools, seeking the active support of school governors, parents, 
and children, is demonstrating what can be achieved under very difficult financial 
circumstances that the County Council itself is not responsible for. 
 
New School Funding Arrangement Initial Outcomes   
 
The new Government formula for funding LEAs has impacted significantly on 
Schools’ budgets. 
 
Although the County Council met the Government’s passporting requirements, 
schools have experienced an average reduction in real terms of about 1 ½ %.  The 
effects of the Government/DfES formula changes in 2003/04 have been widely 
reported;  they have impacted on schools in a number of LEAs. 
 
The impacts in Leicestershire include: 
 

 43 schools have been allowed to use 2003/2004 Devolved Formula 
Capital as revenue spending. 

 
 there has been an increase in non-replacement of vacant teaching and 

support staff posts (but no overall increase in redundancies). 
 schools have reported that classes are larger and expenditure on 

materials, books, equipment has been reduced. 
 
 some schools have been able to spend at a level commensurate with 2002/03 but 

only by reducing balances. 
 
Estimating the outcome of the Secretary of State’s initial proposals for 2004/05, set-
out in a statement in early July, provides little reassurance for governing bodies.  

 
It is of particular concern that the Secretary of State is, on the one hand telling 
schools that there will be a guaranteed increase in the funding of each school (not 
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quantified), but on the other hand is proposing to “cap” what the LEA can spend on 
SEN and excluded pupils.  If this is what happens in practice, the extra costs will fall 
on school budgets and there will be less (or, as in this year, no) benefit from the 
“guaranteed” funding increase. 

 
The impact of the Government’s re-arrangement of schools budgets is clear. The 
County Council now finds itself in the position of having to seek the agreement of the 
School Funding Forum for revenue growth, as this directly impacts on individual 
school budgets. 

 
Even worse, until the current year our local top-up of £9.7M enhanced the education 
budget including bringing school budgets up to the average for shire county schools. 
This money has been absorbed by the DfES into the base budget calculation, thereby 
preventing us from using this money for local priorities, such as 4+ admission, or the 
targeted projects in Modern Foreign Languages and Design and Technology that 
have helped in the improvement of GCSE results. 
 
County Council Statement – Outcomes of Best Value Review of Youth & 
Community 
 
In relation to the outcome of the Best Value Review of Youth & Community a great 
deal of progress has been made.  As you are aware on the 26th March a Best Value 
Review Implementation Plan was prepared and agreed by Cabinet. 
 
The new Youth Work Structure became operational on 1st September and the official 
launch was held on 11th September.  All staff are now in their new posts, an induction 
programme has been undertaken and a variety of focus groups established to involve 
all stakeholders in the process.  Members should have received a promotional 
brochure publicising the Youth Work Structure.  An interim arrangement for funding 
for 1st September – 3rd March 2004 is now in place and a formula for funding for April 
2004 is currently being developed. 
 
Preparations are underway to implement the Best Value Review outcome for Adult & 
Community Learning for April 2004.  A number of focus groups open to staff, 
governors and community association members have been established.  Some 
Community colleges are exploring the possibility of forming consortia to contract 
directly with the Leicestershire Learning and Skills Council for Adult Learning.  
Although I would prefer that the LEA have a single contract with the LSC for all adult 
provision and work in partnership with schools, colleges, and voluntary organisations 
over delivery, discussions are still taking place about alternative arrangements.  The 
LEA/LSC has offered support to the consortia in developing their proposals.  It will, 
obviously, be important for the LEA to resolve this as soon as possible so strategic 
planning can take place. 
 
The national work on the funding formula has revealed that further work needs to be 
done before a national move to a funding formula is agreed.  In 04/05, there will be 
some movement towards conveyance, but further work needs to be done before the 
block allocation system is changed (likely to be 06/07). 
 
Leicester Mercury Correction 
 
Following correspondence between the Editor of the Leicester Mercury and myself, a 
formal correction to their front-page article of 1st July 2003 was made by the 
Newspaper. 
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Acting on information contained in that correspondence, I wrote to County Councillor 
Simon Galton to ask for his views on the statements made by the Editor.  
 
I received an interim reply, followed by a longer letter yesterday. The situation 
remains unclear. We have only 288 headteachers in Leicestershire, substantially less 
in the Harborough Constituency, but the Liberal Democrat Constituency Office in 
Market Harborough still claims that 300 surveys were sent out.  
 
Although the Mercury informed me that Liberal Democrat County Councillors, in 
particular their Lead member for Education, would be informed of the outcome of the 
Survey, Councillor Galton’s letter yesterday confirms that this information has still not 
been received. He offers me access to the outcome of that survey information before 
even his own Group has been made aware of the findings. This is truly bizarre.  
 
This Alice in Wonderland approach continues when he reveals to me that 
Headteachers were surveyed to ‘guess’ how the funding proposals might affect their 
school. It is quite incredible that a Party that aspires to be regarded as a serious 
political party can invite overworked headteachers to ‘guess’ how their budget might 
be affected in January of this year before the final figures were issued in March.  
 
Even more strange is that as yet I have not been able to find a single headteacher 
who can recall this survey. Mr Galton chides me for spending time on this issue but I 
am keen to establish if such a survey actually took place.   
 
 



 

 

 


