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  MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
 
 held at the Council House, Nottingham, 
 
 on Monday 4 March 2013 at 2.00 pm 
 
 ATTENDANCES 
 
� Councillor Unczur  Lord Mayor 
� Councillor Ali � Councillor Longford 
� Councillor Arnold � Councillor McDonald 
� Councillor Aslam � Councillor Malcolm 
� Councillor Ball � Councillor McCulloch 
� Councillor Bryan � Councillor Mellen 
� Councillor Campbell � Councillor Molife 
� Councillor Chapman � Councillor Morley 
 Councillor Choudhry � Councillor Morris 
� Councillor Clark � Councillor Neal 
� Councillor Collins � Councillor Norris 
� Councillor Culley � Councillor Ottewell 
� Councillor Dewinton  Councillor Packer 
� Councillor Edwards � Councillor Parbutt 
� Councillor Gibson � Councillor Parton 
 Councillor Grocock � Councillor Piper 
 Councillor Hartshorne � Councillor Saghir 
� Councillor Healy  Councillor Smith 
� Councillor Heaton � Councillor Spencer 
� Councillor Ibrahim � Councillor Steel 
 Councillor Jeffery � Councillor Trimble 
� Councillor Jenkins � Councillor Urquhart 
 Councillor Johnson � Councillor Watson 
� Councillor Jones  Councillor Wildgust 
� Councillor Khan  Councillor K Williams 
� Councillor Klein � Councillor S Williams 
� Councillor Liversidge � Councillor Wood 
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89 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Choudhry and 
Councillors Grocock, Smith and Wildgust (on other Council business). 
 
90 DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS  
 
No declarations of interests were made. 
 
91 QUESTIONS AND PETITIONS FROM CITIZENS 
 
Questions from citizens  
 
No questions from citizens were received. 
 
Petitions from Councillors on behalf of citizens  
 
No petitions from citizens were received.  
 
92 MINUTES 
 
RESOLVED that the minutes of the last meeting held on 11 February 
2013, copies of which had been circulated, be confi rmed and signed 
by the Lord Mayor. 
 
93 OFFICIAL COMMUNICATIONS  
 
The Chief Executive reported the following communication: 
 
By-elections  
  
Two by-elections are to take place in Nottingham. Notices of the 
elections were issued on 26 February for the Bilborough Ward and the 
Wollaton East and Lenton Abbey Ward. 
  
This follows the death of Bilborough Councillor Derek Creswell and the 
resignation, through ill-health, of Wollaton East and Lenton Abbey 
Councillor Stuart Fox. The elections are both due to take place on 4 
April. 
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94 QUESTIONS 
 
Reform of Fire and Rescue authorities  
 
Councillor Wood asked the following question of the City Council’s lead 
Councillor on the Nottinghamshire and City of Nottingham Fire and 
Rescue Authority:  
 
Will the lead member of the Nottinghamshire and City of Nottingham Fire 
and Rescue Authority comment on the actions of the Fire Minister, 
Brandon Lewis MP, who has written to the Chair of the House of 
Commons Regulatory Reform Committee, asking him to use a 
Legislative Reform Order to controversially change the law to enable Fire 
and Rescue authorities to contract out their full range of services to a 
suitable provider? What are the implications? 
 
Councillor Norris replied as follows: 
 
Thanks, Lord Mayor, and I thank Councillor Wood for his question.  
 
You’ll notice that I’m not the lead Councillor on the Fire and Rescue 
Authority but, as we mentioned, Councillor Grocock is detained on 
Licensing duty so I’m subbing in for him.  
 
Members will have seen, at the back end of the week before last, 
correspondence sent by Councillor Pulk, who is the Chair of the Fire 
Authority, and also correspondence from Brandon Lewis MP and James 
Durrdige MP, the Chair of the House of Commons Regulatory Reform 
Committee, identifying some legislative barriers that he is suggesting be 
removed.  These barriers being Section 16 of the Fire Service Act 2004, 
where a body employed by a Fire Authority can only extinguish fires if it 
employs Firefighters. 
 
Also Section 44 of the same Act, where only Firefighters employed by a 
Fire Authority possess emergency powers and powers of entry needed to 
do their job and, finally, the Fire Safety Order needing to be amended so 
that contractors can assist in enforcing the Order. 
 
Now the language in which that is couched from Brandon Lewis is so that 
forces could follow a model of mutualisation for their service in the way 
that they put fires out but, actually, what it says is that mutuals, or any 
other body, so it is a clear signal that they intend to open the door for 
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privatisation of this service. Now that is a bad idea in our view, we think 
that putting out fires is one of the most basic public services and, as 
such, ought to be accountable directly to the public through the public 
sector, and also should not be on a profit basis.  
 
But it’s not just us that say that, Chief Fire Officers were written to in 
December 2012 seeking their views and they did a collective response, 
40 of them in total across 40 services, and it raised a number of legal 
and moral issues, firstly whether core emergency services should be the 
responsibility of the state? Could a Fire Authority really fulfil its legal duty 
if it is solely acting as a contracting body? What would the impact of such 
contracting out have on public confidence and how will we share, 
certainly with the Police, very sensitive data with a contractor? These are 
just a few of the concerns and reasons why we don’t think it’s a good 
idea.  
 
So, that is what Brandon Lewis is proposing, it’s what they’re trying to do, 
they’re not going down a primary legislation route either, they’re trying to 
do it through amending, through quite a esoteric part of the parliamentary 
democracy, which, again, seems to be an undermining of public services. 
So I hope that all members, you’ll all have seen the details, but I hope 
that you all share our concerns and that you’ll be doing something, 
whether it’s writing to MPs, or what-not, and certainly letting people know 
that this is the plan because it’s not a very good idea and we need to 
build up a bit of a public campaign against it and have the government 
think again.  
 
Thank you. 
 
Workplace Parking Levy 
 
Councillor Morley asked the following question of the Portfolio Holder for 
Planning and Transportation: 
 
The Portfolio Holder cannot fail to notice that in many parts of the City, 
particularly around some schools, the effect of the Workplace Parking 
Levy has been to displace parking from qualifying car parks and spaces 
on to the roadside in many residential areas. Can she tell the Council 
what has been done to remedy this, how successful these measures 
have been so far, and what further can be done? 
 
Councillor Urquhart replied as follows: 
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Thank you, Lord Mayor, thank you Councillor Morley for your question.  
 
Clearly the Workplace Parking Levy has now been in place in full for 
some time, and with 99% of affected employers having appropriately 
licensed and, thus far, having taken no enforcement action against any 
employer. By and large, the implementation of Workplace Parking Levy 
from that perspective has been very smooth for a unique and new form 
of funding.  
 
Officers within the Traffic Management section of the City Council have, 
of course, been closely monitoring parking across the City and there has 
been some observed displacement at a small number of locations. Now 
I’m sure that finding issues with parking in a variety of locations is not 
something that would surprise any of us as local Councillors, it’s certainly 
something I’ve been dealing with, in particular, in the dales area of my 
Ward since I was elected in 2003, and I suspect that the issues there 
were already well known to Councillor Parbutt before then and thus there 
are issues over ten years ago that certainly couldn’t be the result of 
WPL. I suspect that many wards have similar issues, I can think, for 
example, of the problems that resort from the very narrow streets around 
the Sutton Passeys Crescent area causing problems before the 
introduction of WPL, and a whole range of places across our City. 
However, from the detailed work that continues, generally the Workplace 
Parking Levy displacement issues have occurred in predominantly 
industrial areas, therefore, having had little impact on citizens. Where 
displacement has occurred, more adjacent to community and non-
community schools, it is, of course, much more visible as these premises 
are located in residential areas. 
 
And, of course, the Workplace Parking Levy is the responsibility of 
schools as employers, if they’re community schools they come under our 
Workplace Parking Charge scheme and, therefore, the amounts that are 
required to be paid by any member of staff parking there are related to 
both their income and, of course, are at the out of City Centre rate so a 
very low level of charge. Schools which have chosen to be independent 
of the local education authority, such as academies, of course, have to 
licence themselves individually because that, of course, is one of the 
great benefits of being separate from the local authority, you get to do all 
of those things for yourself individually rather than being part of the family 
under the local education authority. That is the responsibility of those 
schools and they have licensed for all the number of spaces that they 
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believe they have, they’ve got their licences and those fees will be due 
for this year. 
 
There is, of course, funding set aside from the WPL project to enable 
officers to implement residents’ parking schemes, already 14, at various 
sites across the City in order to prevent displacement issues being 
adversely experienced by citizens. As with all such schemes, the 
success, or otherwise, with them will be monitored and, of course, they 
all went through local consultation prior to implementation and local 
people’s views were taken on board and, in some cases, schemes were 
amended before implementation. Some of the schemes have been 
implemented as experimental orders precisely for the reason that we can 
therefore take on board further comments by local people during that 
experimental phase before deciding whether or not it’s appropriate to 
make those orders permanent.  
 
There are a further 20 schemes that are currently in progress in places 
where problematic parking has been observed. Some of those are 
around school sites, some of those are around other locations. It does 
seem a shame that the irresponsible behaviour by some schools and 
some employees may lead to parking restrictions which impact, of 
course, upon everyone, the citizens who live there and other people due 
to the irresponsible behaviour of a few. 
 
But monitoring will continue across the City to ensure any new issues 
that are identified can be confronted as they become known. By doing 
this we help to ensure that the public highway is not seen as an 
alternative to the WPL and those local residents are protected from 
uncontrolled parking. So, in my view, there are a number of factors that 
can lead to parking issues, some of those are linked to WPL and others 
not. Whatever the cause, even if it’s the simple fact that the majority of 
our streets were built before widespread car ownership, and, of course, 
we now have, in some parts of the City, households with two or more 
cars, or whether it’s an increase in houses in multiple occupation in an 
area or a new shop or a new place of employment or, directly, WPL 
displacement.  
 
We will, of course, investigate and see if there’s a means of alleviating 
those issues. And, of course, there are other important effects of the 
WPL, one of those is that it has enabled us to build two new tram lines 
and invest in our train station, both projects that were a very high priority 
for Nottingham’s businesses.  
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Once the tram lines are built, all of our motorway connections will be 
linked to a tram based park and ride giving easy and reliable access to 
our City from the north and the south and, of course, the line going out 
towards Toton may well become our link to High Speed 2. We’ve also 
been able to continue funding our link bus network which carries millions 
of passenger journeys per year, enabling people to get to work, to get to 
shops where local bus services do not enable this and, of course, 
connection of our two hospital sites.  
 
So the impacts of Workplace Parking Levy are carefully considered, 
there are some schemes already implemented and there are further in 
the pipeline.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Anonymous Nottingham 
 
Councillor Culley asked the following question of the Leader: 

 
The Leader of the Council will be aware of protests held by Anonymous 
Nottingham on Saturday 23 February against Corporate Tax avoidance 
which led to some of our City Centre businesses being targeted, shop 
shutters being brought down and in some cases shoppers being ushered 
out of rear exits for their own safety. Can he confirm exactly what kind of 
engagement with, and promotion of, local tax justice campaigners, his 
motion to the City Council meeting of February 11 committed this Council 
to, and whether or not he condones the actions of Anonymous 
Nottingham and other campaigning groups of this type? 
 
Councillor Collins replied as follows: 
 
Thank you, Lord Mayor, and can I thank Councillor Culley for her 
question.  
 
I answered the first part of her question in the last Council meeting 
during the debate, so can I suggest she thinks back a bit and tries to 
remember what I said at that meeting. As for condoning the action of 
campaign groups, including Anonymous Nottingham, I’m happy to say 
that I support the right for people to peacefully protest on whatever issue 
they please even if, on occasion, it causes inconvenience to others.  
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Tax avoidance  
 
Councillor Parton asked the following question of the Deputy Leader: 
 
Would the Portfolio Holder agree with me that in the light of the motion 
passed at last Full Council he should now have the financial status of 
contractors the Council is using thoroughly investigated to ensure that 
none are involved in aggressive tax avoidance either directly, or devisors 
and salesmen of such schemes and when he does, could he please 
apprise us of the outcome? 
 
Councillor Chapman replied as follows: 
 
We’re making the changes to our tender documents to take the following 
resolution into account: ‘’Wherever possible, to prevent tax avoiding 
organisations from securing contracts with Nottingham City Council.’’ We 
are also currently circulating drafts of the commissioning and 
procurement policy and strategy, which may also need to be amended to 
accommodate the new requirements, so that it can be implemented as of 
1 April this year corporately. As you can tell, I did not write that last 
sentence, nevertheless it is true, and we will let you know.  
 
Wind turbine application 
 
Councillor Spencer asked the following question of the Portfolio Holder 
for Planning and Transportation: 
 
Will the Portfolio Holder join me in thanking the people of Clifton and the 
surrounding areas for their patience during the Grove Farm Wind 
Turbines planning application process and for the hard and detailed work 
of many residents in objecting to these proposals that would have been 
disastrous for the surrounding communities. 
 
Councillor Urquhart replied as follows: 
 
Thank you, Lord Mayor, and thank you, Councillor Spencer, for your 
question.  
 
As you will know, the planning application for the two wind turbines was 
refused at Planning Committee in February, an application for a third 
turbine having been made to Broxtowe District and having already been 
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refused by their Planning Committee.  I understand that the University 
has lodged an appeal against the Broxtowe decision.  
 
So overall, I would like to thank all of the 481 people who responded, and 
that includes some from Clifton, for their contribution to the debate 
around the wind turbines, for giving their opinions and for engaging in a 
very successful piece of consultation around this complicated planning 
application. Over 200 who responded were in support of the application, 
and over 250 were against it, so it was a very high level of response and 
very healthy local debate about difficult issues but, of course, planning 
decisions are not made by weighing the responses literally, they’re made 
by careful consideration of the factors referred to in each of the 
responses, and by the relevant planning policy and legislation apparent 
in the particular case.  
 
So, given the complexity of the arguments and issues, it was, of course, 
right that the process took some time and so all involved, of course, had 
to be patient and, therefore, those comments made by the public were 
particularly helpful, as was the considerable amount of work that was 
done by our officers in ensuring that we had a comprehensive and full 
report that detailed not only the responses made by those 481 people, 
but also considered the relevant policy and legislative issues with great 
care, so that a further debt of thanks is owed today is, of course, to the 
officers that worked for considerable time on this complicated issue.  
 
It is important to recognise exactly what was agreed at the Planning 
Committee. Firstly, the application was refused for a number of 
reasons: to avoid the impact of the turbines – due to their size and 
location, because of their impact on existing and future housing and their 
potential impact on the Boots area of the enterprise zone to the north; 
due to air safety concerns raised by East Midlands Airport, and due to 
concerns from Sport England that the turbines might compromise the use 
of the sports pitches in that locality.  
 
Secondly, it’s also important to recognise that many members of the 
Committee on that day, as many of the respondents to the issue, were, in 
principle, very supportive of the development of ‘green’ power and 
renewal energy sources in the City and thought that this site had the 
potential for some development of this kind provided the negative 
impacts could be reduced, and surely the development of renewable 
energy is the right approach for our City.  
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Following this decision there is, of course, an opportunity to go back to 
the University and to seek alternative proposals to allow the potential for 
some form of sustainable energy scheme on the site which avoids the 
unacceptable impacts of the previous application. If those discussions 
appear to be moving in the direction of some positive proposals then, of 
course, we can assure the residents of Clifton and the wider City that we 
will make sure that both the University, and ourselves as a Council, fully 
engage once again in an effective consultation process for any future 
application.  
 
UK’s AAA rating  
 
Councillor Campbell asked the following question of the Deputy Leader: 
 
Could the Deputy Leader tell us what the impact of the loss of the UK’s 
AAA credit rating will be for the economy of Nottingham? 
 
Councillor Chapman replied as follows: 
 
On Friday 22 February, and I’m sure it’s etched in the annals of the Tory 
party, the credit rating agency Moodys formally downgraded the UK’s 
AAA rating to AA1 because there is an expectation that any economic 
recovery in the UK will be slower than previously expected. The other two 
rating agencies, Fitch and Standard & Poors are following suit. The most 
likely effects of this downgrade are: longer-term borrowing costs may rise 
a little in response to the downgrade, although the interest rate market 
has already ‘priced in’ the expected downgrade, and further problems in 
the European economy would offset any upward pressure on UK rates. 

 
Savings rates are unlikely to change, with current Government fiscal 
policy, Quantitative Easing and Funding for Lending schemes continuing 
to suppress short-term interest rates. The downgrade may stimulate a 
further decline in the sterling exchange rates, which would increase the 
cost of UK imports, especially oil. This would generate upward pressure 
on the current UK inflation. 
 
Conversely, the cost of exported goods will be reduced which will make 
products generated in Nottingham cheaper to economies outside the UK. 
Overall, therefore, the ratings downgrade may have some marginal 
effects, but is unlikely to have a significant direct impact on Nottingham’s 
economy or on the economy generally and, indeed, that is the point. The 
Chancellor has been grinding the economy into austerity for three years 
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now, for one reason and for one reason only, to maintain the triple A 
rating and that is in order to maintain low interest rates for government 
borrowing, all to no avail.  
 
People have been suffering, the economy has been flat, and for no other 
reason than for him to maintain the badge of honour which he has now 
lost, and now he says it does not matter and, indeed, it does not matter, 
and it never mattered and there was no run on the pound and it dropped 
a bit. There was little movement on the gilt rates because we’re 
continuing to plough money in through Quantitative Easing. The markets 
did not panic and there is the lesson. There are a number of other 
measures he could take, but he won’t, because he claims the markets 
and the well-off will up-sticks and desert the UK or react counter-
productively just as they were going to act counter-productively to the 
loss of the AAA credit rating but didn’t.  
 
So I’ll give you a list of things he could do, he could increase income tax 
back to 50% and there would be very little reaction. He could introduce 
the ‘Robin Hood’ tax on financial transactions, he could introduce the 
mansion tax because they won’t up-sticks and go back to Russia, all the 
people with the mansions. Or he could do something about bankers’ 
bonuses and, if you think they’re all going to go off to Hong Kong, they 
will not go off to Hong Kong leaving their children and families behind for 
a marginal benefit. But these are all measures which he will fail to take, 
where he is paralysed, and where, if implemented, the rest of us might 
actually start thinking that we really are ‘all in it together’.  
 
There would not be a mad rush for the door, just as there was not a mad 
rush on the triple A rating, and he could have offset the damage he is 
currently doing to the poor, the national debt and to investment in the 
real economy, but will he do it? No he won’t, because he hasn’t got the 
nerve and a lot of his friends would be affected. Thank you.  
 
Education provisions at the Queen’s Medical Centre 
 
Councillor Khan asked the following question of the Portfolio Holder for 
Children’s Services: 
 
Could the Portfolio Holder for Children’s Services tell us what educational 
input children spending time in the QMC can expect? 
 
Councillor Mellen replied as follows: 
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Thank you, Lord Mayor, can I thank Councillor Khan for his question.  
 
Children unable to attend school due to illness have an entitlement to 
access education at a level appropriate to their ability and medical 
condition. Nottingham City Council has a responsibility under Section 19 
of the Education Act 1996 to ensure that this statutory requirement is 
met. 
 
So the Hospital School at QMC meets the needs of approximately 1,300 
children and young people every year on 14 paediatric wards. Children 
admitted on to a ward at QMC can expect to be offered teaching, in line 
with medical advice, as soon as they are able. Long term patients will be 
given regular teaching that, as far as possible, mirrors what their peers 
are receiving in their home school. The age range of children and young 
people taught in the Hospital School is 4 -19 years old. The Hospital 
School is also a registered exam centre so that no pupil needs to miss 
an important exam for which they have prepared. As long as they are 
medically able, the teachers at QMC will arrange for it to take place there 
and, if deemed medically fit, a young person may receive up to 25 hours 
teaching per week. Teaching may take place at either the bedside or in 
designated classrooms, both on and off the paediatric wards. 
 
The Hospital School at QMC is part of the Home and Hospital Education 
Learning Centre, the other sections of which include provision for young 
people at the Health Trust’s CAMHS Adolescent In-patient Unit at 
Thorneywood, and the Home Education Service. Ofsted judged these 
provisions to be outstanding in 2010 under the old inspection framework, 
and there has been a further inspection earlier this year in January in 
which the provision was again given an outstanding rating in all sections 
of the new framework; not a mean achievement.  
 
Having visited the QMC school on a number of occasions, I’m not at all 
surprised by this outstanding judgement across the board. At this school, 
you will find dedicated staff ensuring that all staff and young people 
spending anytime at all in the hospital receive educational input. This 
may be for a child that is in just for a few days, having someone 
appointed at their bedside, or in one of the learning age areas situated 
on the paediatric wards. Or maybe a young person with a life-threatening 
or, sadly, a life claiming illness, can have their time in hospital made a 
little easier by school staff spending time with them giving appropriate 
input. What is overwhelming when visiting the school is the dedication 
and the adaptability of the staff who try to give each patient an 
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educational, as well as a medical, experience to their stay at the Queen’s 
which not only minimises what they miss by not being at school but, I 
believe, in many cases, also aids their medical recovery process. 
 
This was clear and picked up by the inspectors during their recent visit in 
their report which commented that, “Learning in all parts of the 
Unit…..often exceeds the targets set by their home school…. Pupils of all 
ages and backgrounds make outstanding progress” and that “the Unit 
gathers and analyses information very carefully about how pupils are 
doing. ......teaching is outstanding and work is extremely well matched to 
pupils' needs....the Hospital School is highly successful in enabling pupils 
to learn, whether for a day or for a longer period of time.” And in 
recognising the many different reasons for which young people find 
themselves in hospital, inspectors noted that since the last inspection, 
leaders have responded to an increasing complexity of pupils’ needs 
successfully. 
 
Bedroom tax 
 
Councillor Ibrahim asked the following question of the Portfolio Holder for 
Adults, Housing and the Community Sector: 
 
Last week, Ian Duncan-Smith said that he would look again at how the 
bedroom tax will affect disabled individuals. The DWP, however, says 
that it has received no such instruction. Could the Portfolio Holder for 
Adults, Housing and the Community Sector shed some light on the 
confusing situation? 
 
Councillor Liversidge replied as follows: 
 
Thank you, Lord Mayor, and thanks Councillor Ibrahim.  
 
I’ll try to throw some light on it. He obviously went away after some 
pressure to look again at it but we contacted the DWP directly and we’re 
advised that policy in respect of housing benefit and social sector size 
criteria will remain unchanged. He might have looked at it again, but he 
hasn’t actually told anybody in his department to look at it again and I 
think that is pretty typical of what seems to be happening at the moment, 
there’s a lot of pressure put on, particularly in this area, for disabled 
people. Only yesterday I spoke to a young man who had a bungalow 
changed, a two bedroom bungalow changed, costing over £20,000 to do 
the adaptation and he thinks he is going to have to move now to another 
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one bedroom property where an adaptation will be needed, unless they 
can find another adapted property, and that is absolutely stupid.  
 
So what I would actually ask people to do is to continue to sign the 
petition that is on the Nottingham City Council website front page, so I’ll 
ask people who haven’t signed it to sign it and we’ll continue putting the 
pressure on to try and change this law.  
 
95 REPORT OF THE LEADER ON THE PAY POLICY STATEMENT  
 2013/14 
 
The report of the Leader, as set out on pages 354 to 358 of the agenda, 
and the appendix which had been circulated separately, were submitted.  
 
RESOLVED that, on the motion of Councillor Collins,  seconded by 
Councillor Neal: 
 
(1)  the Council’s Pay Policy Statement for 2013-14  be approved 

and endorsed; 
 
(2)  it be noted that the statement may need to be amended in-year 

for any necessary changes the Council may wish to a dopt. Any 
such changes would be presented to full Council for  approval. 

 
96 TREASURY MANAGEMENT 2013/14 STRATEGY  
 
The report of the Deputy Leader, as set out on pages 359 to 362 of the 
agenda, together with the appendix which had been circulated 
separately, was submitted. 
 
Councillor Chapman reported a minor amendment to the report, 
concerning the following updating change to the 2013/14 investment 
strategy, included in Appendix 1 (item 8b ):- the Table of Eligible 
Counterparties for Investment in 2013/14 (page 11 of the Annex ) 
contained a list of the institutions with which the City Council can invest 
monies in 2013/14. The amendment added one further UK bank to the 
list – Close Brothers Ltd. This bank meets the Council’s specified criteria 
and would have the same investment limits as the other UK banks in that 
table. 
 
After discussion, the amendment to the report was accepted. 
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RESOLVED that, on the motion of Councillor Chapman,  seconded 
by Councillor Piper: 
 
(1)  the 2013/14 treasury management strategy docum ent, 

including the strategy for debt repayment and the i nvestment 
strategy, detailed in Appendix 1 (Annex 1, pages 1 to 13) be 
approved, subject to the inclusion of Close Brother s Ltd (on 
page 11 of Annex 1, Appendix 1); 

 
(2)  the Prudential Indicators and limits from 2012 /13 to 2015/16, 

detailed in Appendix 1 (Annex 1, page 14) be approv ed. 
 
97 NOTTINGHAM CITY COUNCIL BUDGET 2013/14  
 
The report of the Deputy Leader, as set out on pages 363 to 369 of the 
agenda, was submitted. 
 
Moved by Councillor Culley by way of an amendment and seconded by 
Councillor Parton that: 
 
In recommendation 2.1 (1) add after “the revenue budget for 2013/14” 
 
“subject to the following:- 
 

 
  2013/14 

£ 
The proposed corporate communications and marketing 
budget is reduced by abolition of the Arrow, Impact, 
Proud campaign and Customer Engagement delivering a 
part year saving of £207,750 (full year saving of 
£352,000) 
 

  
-207,750 

The cessation of payments for Trade Unions delivering  a 
part year saving of £171,000 (full year saving of 
£342,000)  
 

 -171,000 

The number of Portfolio Holders is reduced by 2 
delivering a full year saving of £36,000 
 

 -36,000 

The number of Executive Assistants is reduced by 5   -29,000 
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delivering a full year saving of £29,000 
 
That the proposed Events budget is reduced by 10% 
delivering a part year saving of £40,390 (full year saving 
of £53,850) 
 

 -40,390 

Proposing a 0% council tax increase and accepting the 
Government’s offer of a council tax freeze grant 
equivalent to a 1.0% increase for 2013/14 

 -1,039,446 

    
TOTAL NET FINANCIAL IMPACT  - 1,523,586 

 
And amend the following recommendations as indicated: 
 

• In recommendation 2.1 (3) (a) £964,214,090 for £964,698,230; 
• In recommendation 2.1 (3) (b) substitute £885,986,551 for 

£884,947,105; 
• In recommendation 2.1 (3) (c) substitute £78,227,539 for 

£79,751,125; 
• In recommendation 2.1 (4) substitute £1,377.58 for £1,404.42  

 
And amend the following sections as indicated: 

• In section 5.2 substitute £78,227,539 for £79,751,125 and 
£1,377.58 for £1,404.42  

• In section 5.3 and 5.6 substitute the following City Council taxes for 
the ones shown in the report: 

 
Band  City Council  
A £918.39  
B £1,071.45  
C £1,224.52  
D £1,337.58  
E £1,683.71  
F £1,989.84  
G £2,295.97  
H £2,755.16  

• In section 5.6 substitute the following aggregate council taxes for 
those shown in the report: 
Band Aggregate 
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A £1,077.95 
B £1,257.60  
C £1,437.27  
D £1,616.92  
E £1,976.24  
F £2,335.55  
G £2,694.87  
H £3,233.84  

 
After discussion, the amendment was put to vote and was not carried. 
 
Councillors Culley, Morley, Parton, Spencer and Steel requested that 
their votes in support of the amendment be recorded. 
 
RESOLVED that, on the motion of Councillor Chapman,  seconded 
by Councillor Collins:  
 
(1) the following be approved: 
 

(a)  the revenue budget for 2013/14, including: 
 

(i) the recommendations of the Chief Finance Office r 
 (CFO) in respect of the robustness of the estimate s 
 made for the purpose of the budget calculations an d 
 the adequacy of reserves; 

 
(ii) the delegation of authority to the Deputy Chie f 

 Executive/Corporate Director for Resources, in 
 consultation with the Deputy Leader, to finalise t he 
 MTFP for publication; 

 
(iii) the delegation of authority to the appropriat e 

 Directors to implement Strategic Choices proposals  
 after undertaking the appropriate consultation; 

 
(b)  the capital programme for 2012/13 – 2015/16; 

 
(c)  a council tax requirement of £79,751,125, incl uding the 

 calculations required by Sections 30 to 36 of the amended 
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 Local Government Finance Act 1992 (“the Act”), as set out 
 below: 

 
 (i) £964,698,230 being the aggregate of the expend iture, 
  allowances, reserves and amounts which the Counci l 
  estimates for the items set out in Section 31A(2)  (a) to 
  (f) of the Act; 

 
(ii) £884,947,105 being the aggregate of the income  and 

 amounts which the Council estimates for the items set 
 out in Section 31A(3) (a) to (d) of the Act; 

 
(iii) £79,751,125 being the amount by which the agg regate 

at (c)(i) above exceeds the aggregate at (c)(ii) ab ove, 
calculated by the Council, in accordance with Secti on 
31A(4) of the Act, as its council tax requirement f or 
the year; 

 
(d)  a City Council Band D basic amount of council tax for 
 2013/14 of £1,404.42 being the amount at (c)(iii) divided 
 by the amount at (2)(c) below, calculated by the C ouncil, 
 in accordance with Section 31B(1) of the Act, as t he basic 
 amount of its council tax for the year (as set out  in section 
 5 of the report); 

 
(e)  the setting of the amounts of council tax for 2013/14 at the 
 levels described in section 5.6 of the report; 

 
(f)  the making of the Members’ Allowances Scheme f or 
 2013/14 in the terms of the previously adopted sch eme, 
 save for adjustments to mirror nationally determin ed rates 
 for travel and subsistence (as applicable to offic ers) and 
 for carers’ allowances ; 

 
(g) the Business Rates Discretionary Relief Policy as set out 

in Appendix 1 to the report. 
 
(2)  the following be noted: 
 

(a)  a Nottinghamshire and City of Nottingham Fire and 
Rescue Authority precept at Band D for 2013/14 of £ 69.69; 
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(b)  a Nottinghamshire Police and Crime Commissione r 

precept at Band D for 2013/14 of £169.65; 
 
(c)  in January 2013, the City Council calculated t he amount of 

56,786 as its council tax base for the year 2013/14  in 
accordance with regulation 3 of the Local Authoriti es 
(Calculation of Council Tax Base) Regulations 1992.  

 
Councillors Culley, Morley, Parton, Spencer and Steel requested that 
their votes against these resolutions be recorded. 
 
98 CHANGE OF DATE OF THE ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING  
 
RESOLVED that the date of the Annual General Meetin g be changed 
from 13 May to 20 May 2013. 
 
99 CANCELLATION OF APRIL 2013 MEETING  
 
RESOLVED that the Council meeting scheduled for 8 A pril 2013 be 
cancelled.  
 
100 AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY CENTRE FORUM TERMS OF 

REFERENCE 
 
RESOLVED that the City Centre Terms of Reference be  amended to: 
 
(1) include an additional Councillor representative  from the Dales 

Ward; 
 
(2) have one less representative from the Retail/Le isure Business 

Improvement District (BID) and include an additiona l 
representative from the Invest in Nottingham (IIN) Retail 
Forum. 

 
The meeting concluded at 5.21 pm 
 
 
 


