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REPORT OF THE CABINET 
 
 

 A: FUTURE PROVISION OF IN-HOUSE RESIDENTIAL 
 HOMES FOR OLDER PEOPLE 
 
Introduction 
 
1. This report concerns the action taken by the Cabinet as a result of the 

tendering process regarding the proposed transfer of seven homes as 
going concerns to one or more independent operators. 

 
Background 
 
2. During the second half of 2002 the Cabinet considered the future 

provision of in house residential homes for older persons on several 
occasions and a process of consultation was undertaken with residents, 
carers, staff and partner agencies.  The matter was also discussed by 
the County Council on 18 September, 2002 as a result of a Notice of 
Motion moved by Mr. Brown.  The outcome of these deliberations was a 
decision taken by the Cabinet on 17 December, 2002 to approve the 
process of transfer of the following homes to one or more independent 
operators:- 

 
  Harvey House, Barwell 
  Hadrian House, Thurmaston 
  Shelthorpe House, Loughborough 
  Holmes House, South Wigston 
  Thornham Grove, Ibstock 
  Loudoun House, Ashby de la Zouch 
  Lenthall House, Market Harborough 
 
3. The Director of Social Services was requested to report back to the 

Cabinet on the matter in September, 2003. 
 
4. The matter was further debated at the meeting of the County Council on 

29 January 2003 as a result of the submission of a Notice of Motion 
moved by Mr. Galton, which was not carried. 

 
5. On 30th September 2003 the Cabinet considered the outcome of the 

tendering process to transfer seven homes and decided: 
 

“a) That the outcome of the tendering process be noted.  
 

b) That approval be given to the transfer of four homes, namely: 
Holmes House to the ownership of Collegia Care Ltd and 
Thornham Grove, Loudoun House and Shelthorpe House to the 
ownership of Rushcliffe Care Ltd. 
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c) That the bids for three homes proposed for transfer (Hadrian 
House, Harvey House and Lenthall House) be rejected on the 
grounds that they do not comply with the conditions the County 
Council requires for any transfers to be approved. 

 
d) That a further report be submitted to the Cabinet in November 2003 

on the options for the future operation of the three homes where 
bids are unacceptable (Hadrian House, Harvey House and Lenthall 
House) in the context of the County Council’s strategic plans for the 
future provision of residential care for older people. 

 
e) That it be agreed that the decision set out in paragraph b) above is 

an urgent key decision, which should not be susceptible to call-in 
as provided for in Rule 15 of the Overview and Scrutiny Procedure 
Rules, on the grounds that any delay would seriously prejudice the 
County Council’s position and would not be in the public interest.” 

 
6. The report to the meeting of the Cabinet contained highly sensitive and 

confidential information arising out of the tendering process.  The matter 
was therefore treated as an exempt item.  The financial and 
commercially sensitive information remains confidential and members 
are reminded that this should not be divulged during the course of this 
Council meeting, or in any other way. 

 
The Strategy 
 
7. The strategic approach for the future provision of residential care for 

older people decided by Cabinet in June 2002 included the following 
elements: 

 
a) The highest quality of care across all sectors. 

 
b) Retention of the seven homes within PCT and district boundaries to 

promote partnership working. 
 

c) Capital receipts and revenue savings for reinvestment. 
 
d) Further stabilising the social care market. 
 
e) Retention of the in-house option during a period of market 

development. 
 
f) Maintaining overall bed numbers. 
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8. During the consultation process it was made clear that the strategy did 

not envisage any homes closing, that there would be no staff 
redundancies and that residents would not have to move as a result of 
the proposals. 

 
The Options 
 
9. At its meeting on 11 November 2003 the Cabinet received a report of the 

Director of Social Services which set out the main options in respect of 
Harvey House, Lenthall House and Hadrian House as follows: 

 
Option 1 Retain all three homes in-house in the medium term, 

incorporating them into the partnership strategy with the NHS 
and districts. 

 
Option 2 Return to the market with a further tendering exercise on a 

possibly revised basis. 
 

Option 3 Explore other options for all three, e.g. closure as residential 
homes and redevelopment as supporting housing. 

 
Option 4 Close the homes and sell the properties on the open market. 

 
Option 1 – Retain In House 
 
10. Option 1 is in accord with the basis of the County Council’s strategy.  

The three homes would continue to contribute to the range of services in 
three PCT areas. 

 
11. The homes could further contribute to the development of joint working 

initiatives on rehabilitation, intermediate care and dementia in 
partnership with the NHS and other agencies, particularly in view of the 
growing numbers of older people with mental health problems and the 
potential financial penalties that will attach to delayed hospital 
discharges. 

 
12. If this option is pursued it would be necessary to address the issue of the 

quality of the environment particularly at Harvey House and Hadrian 
House which are unrefurbished homes.  An investment of up to 
£250,000 in total would be sufficient to ensure a quality environment at 
these two homes and also Lenthall House, which has already been 
refurbished. 

 
13. As a result of the changed National Care Standards, the cost of 

compliance to minimum standards in each of the homes would be less 
than this amount. 
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14. Retention of ten directly provided homes at this stage would still enable 

the County Council to review its position and the role of in-house care at 
a future date when some of the current uncertainties concerning long-
term care and its financing may be more clear and further opportunities 
for partnership working with the NHS and housing authorities have been 
developed.  This would preserve the option in the medium term to make 
further modification to the balance of provision if the changing pattern of 
care and budget considerations make it desirable. 

 
Option 2 – Return to the Market 
 
15. Returning to the market with these three homes in a new tendering 

exercise is unlikely to produce a different result in the short term.  The 
recent tender did not identify any operators that currently could meet the 
County Council’s requirements and ensure that the quality of services 
would be maintained.  The national instability presently in the residential 
care market may be a deterrent for potential new operators and it may 
take some time for confidence to return. 

 
16. The new requirements that apply as a result of the Office of the Deputy 

Prime Minister (ODPM) Code of Practice issued in February 2003 in 
relation to future staffing conditions also makes re-tendering less 
attractive in the short term.  The ODPM code of conduct places further 
requirements on new providers following transfers as going concerns 
advertised after February 2003.  Potential new operators are likely to be 
deterred until the full effect of this change are known, and the potential 
for increased operating costs assessed.  

 
Option 3 – Exploration of Other Possibilities 
 
17. This Option involves considering redevelopment as supporting housing 

or other social care services and could be pursued in the medium to 
longer term but would require a new phase of consultation.  In the longer 
term the development of more sheltered housing or housing with care 
schemes could be explored when services to promote independence are 
more established and their impact on the required number of residential 
care beds required is more evident.  The option to change the use of the 
homes in the short term would need to be set against previous 
assurances given during the consultation process about homes 
continuing to operate as care homes. 

 
18. It is likely that the effects of the alterations made to the National 

Minimum Care Standards made in February 2003 will assist stability in 
the national and local care home market in the medium term by reducing 
requirements for structural changes to premises.  It is now far less likely 
that homes would have to close purely because the environment does 
not meet standards for premises.  If a return to the market is to be 
considered under the circumstances outlined in either options two or 
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three, it may be advantageous to wait for the stability this change is likely 
to cause in the care home market. 

 
Option 4 – Close the Homes and Dispose of Property 
 
19. This option would be counter to the Council’s strategy to retain the 

current number of care home places in the County.  The existing 
provision meets current demand, but there is not significant over 
capacity in the local care home market.  The existing number of places is 
needed to maintain the present level of service provision, along with 
services to support people to stay at home longer in order to mitigate the 
increased demand caused by the increasing numbers of very elderly 
people. 

 
20. The option to close any home would also need to be set against the 

previous assurances given during the consultation process about homes 
continuing to operate as care homes and that no residents would be 
required to leave their care home as a result of the Council’s strategy. 

 
Resource Implications 
 
21. The transfer of four homes previously agreed by Cabinet is expected to 

generate substantial capital receipts and £250,000 in annual revenue 
savings (£200,000 in 2004/05).  These amounts will be taken into 
account in the medium term financial plan currently being developed.  A 
provision of £250,000 has also been included in the current bids for 
capital work in 2004/05 to allow for the costs of improving the three 
remaining homes. 

 
Decision of the Cabinet 
 
22. The Cabinet took the view that Option 1 should be pursued and resolved 

as follows:- 
 
“(a) That approval be given to the retention of Harvey House, Hadrian 

House and Lenthall House with a view to developing further their 
contribution to the provision of integrated health, housing and 
social care services; 

 
(b) That it be noted that further capital investment of up to £250,000 

will be required in order to ensure these homes provide high quality 
accommodation and care; 

 
(c) That the County Council be advised accordingly.” 
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23. The Cabinet believes that 
 
 (a) Proceeding to retain ten homes rather than seven does not 

undermine the strategic approach adopted by the County Council 
for the provision of in-house residential care for older people, as all 
of the elements of this strategy can continue to  be met; 

 
 (b) Specifically, retention of these three homes can incorporate the 

objective of partnership working with the NHS and housing 
authorities to enable further specialist approaches to be developed.  
This can include services to meet the needs of the growing 
numbers of older people with mental health problems and the need 
to assist with timely hospital discharges; 

 
 (c) Retention of these further three homes in the medium term still 

provides the opportunity to review the County Council’s strategic 
approach in the future, when the effect of services to promote 
independence and support people with dementia in their 
communities can be further assessed. 

 
 (Motion to be moved: 
 
 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). 
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B:  COMMUNITY SAFETY PLAN 

 
Introduction 
 
1. This report concerns the Community Safety Plan which seeks to improve 

the overall contribution of the County Council to community safety by 
providing a coherent strategic and performance management framework 
for the range of community safety initiatives which it undertakes.  The 
Plan is identified in the Constitution as forming part of the Council’s 
Policy Framework and therefore requires the approval of the County 
Council. 

 
Background 
 
2. The County Council has a statutory duty under Section 17 of the Crime 

and Disorder Act in exercising its functions to have “due regard to the 
likely effect of those functions on and the need to do all it reasonably can 
to prevent crime and disorder in its area.” Under the Act the County 
Council is a partner in each of the seven district based crime and 
disorder reduction partnerships.  

 
3. One of the priorities within the “Seeking a Safer County” objective of the 

Medium Term Corporate Strategy is to produce a strategy to improve the 
County Council’s contribution to agreed priorities in local crime and 
disorder and other community safety strategies by autumn 2003. To that 
end, the Holden McAllister Partnership was commissioned to assist the 
Council in producing a corporate Community Safety Plan (CSP).  

 
4. The Best Value Review of Community Safety also identified the need for 

a formalised departmental involvement in community safety as part of 
the improvements to be made to the County Council’s contribution. In 
addition, the Community Strategy has a number of related community 
safety objectives and includes ensuring that communities are safe from 
crime and disorder where people feel safe as individuals and that young 
people should be protected from crime either as victims or as 
perpetrators.  

 
Proposals 
 
5. A copy of the Community Safety Plan is attached as Appendix 1 to this 

report.  It has two main sections: 
 

• Firstly, it outlines the background to the development of the CSP, 
its key linkages, objectives and targets and also considers the 
options for strengthening the Council’s corporate co-ordination and 
performance management of community safety. 

• Secondly, it outlines a Community Safety Improvement Plan, which 
identifies the primary, secondary and tertiary prevention stages at 
which the County Council and its partners can intervene. 
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6. An important additional development, which is mentioned in the Plan, is 

the proposal to establish a new countywide Community Safety 
Programme Board. A key objective of the work of the proposed Board is 
to link the criminal justice and community safety agendas and to 
establish common priorities for joint action in the areas of persistent 
offender management, community re-assurance and tackling anti-social 
behaviour. The County Council will have a significant contribution to 
make to the work of the Board and to the supporting delivery groups. A 
further report will be made to the Cabinet when the proposals are fully 
developed. 

       
7. The Head of Youth Justice and Safer Communities will be responsible 

for the co-ordination and performance management of the CSP, whilst 
each Department will nominate a senior officer to act as the lead officer 
responsible for co-ordinating their contributions. These officers will form 
the nucleus of a Corporate Community Safety working group and will 
ensure that their Department’s contributions to the CSP are regularly 
reviewed. 

 
8. All services will be required to: 
 

• Include the specific commitments in the CSP in their next round of 
service plans. 

• Ensure that they have incorporated each of the actions for which 
they are responsible in their service plans by the end of 2003. 

• Ensure that they have rolled out the CSP and have briefed middle 
managers on their obligations under Section 17 of the Crime and 
Disorder Act 1998. 

 
9. The Community Safety Improvement Plan is based upon the 

commitment to meeting the “Safer County” objective in the Medium Term 
Corporate Strategy and the related PSA targets, which are grouped 
under four key objectives in the CSP. In addition, there are three further 
objectives which identify how the County Council will lend support to 
local Crime and Disorder Reduction partnership priorities. The seven 
objectives are: 

 
• Drug Treatment and Prevention (increasing the number of drug 

misusers completing drug treatment programmes) 
• Safer Transport (based on the Leicester, Leicestershire and 

Rutland Road Safety Plan and co-ordinated by Highways and 
Transportation) 

• Domestic Violence (increasing the reporting of incidents and more 
support for victims to reduce repeat victimisation) 

• Safer Young People (to reduce the rate of re-offending and 
improving the basic skills of young people supervised by the Youth 
Offending Service) 
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• Safer Homes (reducing levels of domestic burglary) 
• Racist Incidents (improving the recording of and response to racist 

incidents) 
• Vulnerable People (support to vulnerable adults and victims) 

 
10. The CSP seeks to improve the overall contribution of the County Council 

to community safety by providing a more coherent strategic and 
performance management framework for the significant range of 
community safety initiatives and activities already in place. In the region 
of £2.6 million gross (includes government grants) is spent per annum 
on community safety and crime reduction activities covering the Youth 
Offending Service, Children’s Fund Programme, Drug and Alcohol 
Action Team, Community Safety Team, PSA targets, Shire Grants and 
youth crime prevention. 

 
Consultation 
 
11. In addition to internal consultation within the County Council, 

consultation has also taken place with the Police. 
 
Resource Implications 
 
12. There are no direct additional resource implications arising out of the 

Community Safety Plan. However, it usefully brings together all the 
elements which make up the County Council’s contribution to the overall 
community safety agenda, albeit focusing upon the Medium Term 
Corporate Strategy and related PSA targets, priorities from the Crime 
and Disorder Reduction Partnerships and recommendations and findings 
arising out of the Community Safety Best Value Review. 

 
Consideration by Cabinet and Scrutiny 
 
13. This matter was considered by the Scrutiny Commission at its meeting 

on 5 November, 2003 alongside a report concerning the outcome of the 
Best Value Review of Community Safety. 

 
14. The Scrutiny Commission resolved as follows:- 
 
 “That the Cabinet be advised that the Commission: 
 
 ‘a) endorses the findings of the Community Safety Best Value 

Review and notes the actions taken and those currently on-going 
in response to the Review; 

 
 b) supports the approval of the Community Safety Plan; 
 
 c) believes that the structures to be put in place must facilitate 

genuine partnership working across the County and with the 
District based Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships. ’ ” 
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15. A proposal was considered at the meeting of the Commission, the effect 

of which would have been to recommend that the membership of the 
Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland Community Safety Board should 
include a directly appointed representative from each District Crime and 
Disorder Reduction Partnership.  However, this did not receive the 
support of a majority of members. 

 
16. An extract from the Minutes of the Scrutiny Commission is attached as 

Appendix 2 to this report.  Also attached, as Appendices 3 and 4, are 
comments submitted to the Cabinet by Messrs. Galton and Jones 
expressing concern about the composition of the proposed Leicester, 
Leicestershire and Rutland Community Safety Programme Board. 

 
17. The Cabinet considered this matter at its meeting on 11 November, 2003 

when the views of the Scrutiny Commission were noted.  The Cabinet 
also noted comments by the Chief Executive about discussions 
regarding representation on the Community Safety Programme Board 
which had taken place at a meeting at chief executive level on 
7 November convened by the Constabulary, to which all District Councils 
had been invited, together with the County Council, the City Council, 
Rutland Council and other agencies.  A proposal regarding District 
representation (to be clarified by the Districts as District Council and/or 
District Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnership) had been put forward 
at that meeting, which attracted support, but it remained to be 
considered within individual Districts.  The meeting was of the view that 
a Programme Board which contained seven or possibly fourteen District 
representatives would be too big. 

 
18. The Cabinet agreed to recommend the County Council to approve the 

contents of the Community Safety Plan. 
 
 
 (Motion to be moved: 
 
 That the contents of the Community Safety Plan, as set out in 

Appendix 1 of the report of the Cabinet, be approved). 
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C:  PENSIONERS COUNCIL TAX DISCOUNTS 

 
 

Introduction 
 
1. This report concerns the results of the Cabinet’s consideration of the 

issue of discounts to pensioners on their Council tax bills. 
 
Background 
 
2. The Local Government Act 2003 has a provision to allow billing 

authorities (i.e. district councils) to introduce discounts for individual or 
classes of taxpayers.  As things stand the cost would fall on the district 
councils.  Kent County Council has publicised the fact that they are 
intending to give some form of discount to pensioners in 2004/5 with the 
cost to be borne by other council taxpayers.  Kent along with many 
counties in the South East lost Revenue Support Grant following the 
introduction of the new formula in 2003/4.  The council tax increase of 
12.5% in Kent resulted in hundreds of letters of protest, mainly from 
pensioners complaining that the council tax increase was far in excess of 
the increase in their pensions.  A number of pensioners action groups 
have been established and are lobbying strongly on this issue.  There 
has been a considerable amount of national media coverage on this 
subject. 

 
3. This issue is under active consideration in other county councils but it 

appears that no county is likely to follow Kent’s example for the reasons 
set out below.  Kent is presently considering administering the scheme 
itself as not all districts are willing to exercise their new powers to give 
discounts.  Kent’s scheme may be based on a flat rate rebate either to 
those over 65 or 75, the same for all houses, which would cost other 
council taxpayers in Kent between £5 and £10 per household per year. 

 
Issues to Consider 
 
4. Council tax increases in recent years have been significantly above the 

rate of domestic inflation as measured by the Retail Price Index (RPI), 
which governs the increase in state pensions.  Giving some form of 
discount will alleviate the burden on pensioners with fixed incomes or 
those rising in line with RPI and avoid the erosion of the spending power 
of their incomes. 
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5. Whilst there is considerable sympathy with the plight of pensioners there 

are a number of disadvantages to the proposal. It could be seen as a 
short term fix which avoids addressing the key issues which gave rise to 
the problem in the first instance e.g. the local government finance 
system which is overly reliant on government funding which is 
insufficient to meet needs, inadequate pensions and complex benefits. 

 
6. Discounts for pensioners could be seen as unfair by non-pensioner 

households also on low incomes which are increasing by much less than 
the council tax increase.    Council tax benefits and tax credits are 
already available for those on low incomes.   

 
7. Once introduced, this would be very difficult to reverse.  Other special 

interest groups could argue for similar treatment.   
 
Resources Implications 
 
8. There is no accurate information to determine how much of the council 

tax base relates to pensioners.  Pensioner households represent 27% of 
the total and are likely to constitute c.20% of the tax base.  On this basis, 
if in the current year pensioners had an increase limited to 2.5% this 
would cost £2.2m. If the discount was restricted to people aged 75 or 
over the costs would be £0.35m. 

 
Decision of the Cabinet 
 
9. The Cabinet considered this matter at its meeting and agreed that 

representations be made to the Government urging them to implement a 
nationally funded scheme to give discount to pensioners on their council 
tax bills and that the County Council be advised accordingly. 

 
Conclusion 
 
10. No one wants to see high council tax increases.  They create particular 

difficulties for pensioners whose incomes only increase in line with RPI.  
However the factors that give rise to the problem e.g. inadequate local 
government funding and ensuring that pensions are sufficient to meet 
the cost of living are the responsibility of Government.  It seems 
appropriate therefore that the Government should bear the cost of giving 
discounts to pensioners, rather than other council taxpayers who may be 
in a similar or worse position.  This would allow consistent application of 
the scheme across the Country so it could apply to the whole council tax 
bill.  This would enable all billing authorities to participate in the scheme 
thus minimising costs and making the system much more 
comprehensible to all concerned. 
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11. In deciding to lobby the Government to agree a nationally funded 

scheme the Cabinet is anxious to ensure that this should not detract 
attention from serious consideration of the issues which gave rise to the 
underlying problems particularly the Balance of Funding Review and the 
inadequacy of Government funding.  

 
 (Motion to be moved: 
 
 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.) 

 
 
 
 
11 November 2003 D R Parsons 
  Leader of the Council 
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