
 

  MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
 
 held at the Council House, Nottingham, 
 
 on Monday 9 September 2013 at 2.00 pm 
 
 ATTENDANCES 
 
� Councillor Bryan  Lord Mayor 
� Councillor Ali � Councillor McCulloch 
� Councillor Arnold � Councillor McDonald 
� Councillor Aslam � Councillor Malcolm 
� Councillor Ball � Councillor Mellen 
� Councillor Battlemuch � Councillor Molife 
� Councillor Campbell � Councillor Morley 
� Councillor Chapman  Councillor Morris 
� Councillor Choudhry  Councillor Neal 
� Councillor Clark � Councillor Norris 
� Councillor Collins � Councillor Ottewell 
� Councillor Culley � Councillor Packer 
� Councillor Dewinton � Councillor Parbutt 
� Councillor Edwards � Councillor Piper 
� Councillor Gibson � Councillor Saghir 
� Councillor Grocock � Councillor D Smith 
� Councillor Hartshorne � Councillor W Smith 
� Councillor Healy � Councillor Spencer 
 Councillor Heaton � Councillor Steel 
� Councillor Ibrahim � Councillor Trimble 
 Councillor Jeffery  Councillor Unczur 
� Councillor Jenkins � Councillor Urquhart 
� Councillor Johnson � Councillor Watson 
� Councillor Jones � Councillor Webster 
� Councillor Khan � Councillor Wildgust 
� Councillor Klein � Councillor K Williams 
� Councillor Liversidge � Councillor S Williams 
� Councillor Longford � Councillor Wood 
 



 

44 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Heaton, Neal and 
Morris. 
 
45 DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS  
 
No declarations of interests were made. 
 
46 QUESTIONS AND PETITIONS FROM CITIZENS 
 
Questions from citizens  
 
The following questions from citizens were received: 
 
Personal data use 
 
The following question was asked by Mr M Giblin to the Deputy Leader: 
 

I had a query about my Council Tax Bill and called the section. During 
the call I was asked for my date of birth as a “security” question. As I 
have never given permission to use this information about me this 
requires answers to the following questions.  

Why is the Council using personal data in this way? 

Why not use the City Card number (housing rent card) on the front of the 
city card which is under the name? 

It may appear on the surface of it to be “OK” or “fine” or “justifiable” but 
using personal data in this way is no guarantee that the person you are 
talking to is the claimant or bill payer. How many people do you know 
that know your birthday?  

 
Councillor Chapman replied as follows: 
 
Firstly, we ask for such detail because it protects people, such as the 
individual who has asked the question, from fraud. This is a standard 
practice. My bank, the RAC or when I report my feed in tariff or meter 
reading, they all ask me for my date of birth; In fact they ask you much 
more personal questions. I can’t see the problem and if anyone is 
worried about date of birth, mine is 16/08/51. I’ve got no problems with it.  



 

 
Secondly, he asks why the City Card cannot be used. The City Card data 
is not integrated into the Council tax data system and because the City 
Card is not water tight, the system would, in itself, not be adequate 
anyway even if it were integrated. One more thing, Mr Giblin has in fact 
signed a document giving permission for us to use that data and it goes, 
“I agree that under the Local Government Act 2000, section 94, you may 
check and share information I have provided…”. It goes on but it has 
been signed by his own fair hand so he has actually given us permission 
to use that information. I’m not sure he knows whether he has or not, but 
that is the case.  
 
Councillor expenses 
 
The following question was asked by Mr M Giblin to the Deputy Leader: 
 

All councillors have a set amount of expenses at the beginning of the 
year. As the year progresses councillors claim for items and most 
councillors exceed the basic amount set at the beginning of the year. In 
many cases this is vastly larger than what was set at the beginning of the 
year. 

Total spend by councillors allowances (expenses) in:  

2009/10 was £1,061,972.89  
2010/11 was £1,073,343.59  
2011/12 was £1,033,773.70  
2012/12 was £1,043,940.75  

A total of £4,213,030.93 was claimed by councillors as expenses in the 
last 4 years at an average of £1,053,257.73 per year. 

Question:  

Why has the Council not implemented an allowances (expenses) cap?  

The authority has implemented cuts in services and spending yet 
councillors’ allowances appear to be exempt from these cuts, why? 

When the basic allowances have been exceeded, where does the 
additional money come from to cover these additional expenses claims?  

The expenses being claimed by councillors needs to be capped as well 
as each councillors expenses made available for public scrutiny as the 
current method of disclosure by giving the grand totals is not in itself 



 

transparency. Arguments on the cost of doing this are not going to wash 
because someone has to process these expense claims in any case and 
they will be in the form of a spread sheet that can easily be made 
available to the public. This is “Public” money being spent therefore the 
public has the right to know exactly what is being spent and for what 
reason.  

Councillor Chapman replied as follows: 

Mr Giblin seems to be confusing allowances with expenses and I can see 
how this could happen as allowances as a term is not clear. Basically, 
allowances are salaries. In short, the £1 million is not being spent on 
trips abroad and champagne parties in the Council House or any 
bacchanalian self-indulgence. It is in fact the money that we are paid as 
a wage. Secondly, this amount is set by an outside body, not by 
councillors so we don’t even dictate our own income.  

 
Thirdly, he implies, in fact he states, that the amount is overspent. It is 
not overspent. For the last four years it has come in under budget. 
Fourthly, he asks why it isn’t capped. It has been effectively capped and 
there has been no rise for the last four to five years and though this year 
it is likely to face a 1% increase, this is because our allowances or wages 
are linked to staff rises, who are receiving a 1% increase. So those are 
just a few facts to clarify to set Mr Giblin’s mind at rest.  
 
Council tax increase 
 
The following question was asked by the Mr M Giblin to the Deputy 
Leader: 
 

The Council has increased the amount of Council tax per capita every 
year including this year despite the previous years we have been and 
continue to be in a period of austerity and its measures to cut public 
spending. 

Questions  

If the number of services has been scaled down and the number of 
people employed by the Council has been scaled down then why has the 
Council continued to increase the council tax bill when spending is being 
reduced? 



 

Why hasn’t council tax been reduced to match the down scaling in the 
Council?  

It seems only fair that while the amount of money being spent on 
services is being reduced that the amount of money demanded from the 
people who pay for these services should also reduce. Other business 
like energy suppliers have to pass on the benefits of reductions or cuts to 
its consumers yet it seems that the Council is reluctant to do likewise but 
instead increase bills when they’re implementing cuts to services that are 
paid for by the public.  

Councillor Chapman replied as follows: 

To date the City Council has had to face a £75 million gap in its budget 
because of reductions in government grants. We have therefore had to 
reduce services to respond to this and there will be further reductions - 
£25 million next year, £25 million the year after and probably £25 million 
the year after that. Moreover, the amount of Council tax we are likely to 
collect may well be less due to the changes in government benefits 
which imposes tax on people who are struggling to afford it. So we are 
threatened on two fronts. Firstly, a reduction in government grant, and 
secondly a reduction in the ability to collect Council tax because of 
changes imposed by the Government.  

It is therefore not possible to reduce individual specific amounts of 
Council tax without threatening more services. So, in short, we have to 
reduce services because the Government has cut our grant and this 
leaves us no scope for using service cuts to cut the Council tax. 

Financial reserves 

The following question was asked by Mr M Giblin to the Deputy Leader: 

The financial statements in: 

2009 / 10 the useable reserves stood at £136.020 Million. 

2010 / 11 the useable reserves stood at £127.208 Million showing a 
deficit of £8.812 Million. 

2011 / 12 the useable reserves stood at £153.254 Million showing an 
increase of £26.046 Million.  

The City Council claims in a public statement to the press, said that they 
only had £9 Million in reserves.  

Question: 



 

Why was the public misled that only £9 Million existed in the useable 
reserves when the public accounts showed that a total of £136 Million 
existed? 

What was the £8.812 Million spent on? 

Where did the £26.046 Million that was paid in to the useable reserves 
come from?  

With the obvious surplus of money available in the useable reserves, 
why is the Council not using these “useable” reserves assisting those 
affected by the Council Tax and Bedroom Tax? It clearly has the income 
to replenish the reserves. 

Given the amount of money in the useable reserves is more than enough 
to support topping up the shortfall in the new welfare changes, the 
amount of income vs that which will be demanded is not really an 
argument or justification of why this Council can’t offer a fully funded 
scheme. It appears however that the stock argument is that these 
changes have been handed to Councils and as a Council you are 
required to implement them. That alone is no argument as to why 
Nottingham City Council can’t implement a fully funded scheme but 
rather it is a response to smoke screen the reality that this Council has 
excessive reserves that it is sat on. If properly managed the use of these 
reserves would provide adequate welfare cover without a detrimental 
impact on that income that goes in to the useable reserves. 

Councillor Chapman replied as follows: 

Mr Giblin is confusing allocated and unallocated reserves. The Council 
has not misled members of the public on this and there are different 
categories of reserves. The £9 million included in my response which he 
picks out, is specifically stated as referring to unallocated or general 
reserves which at that point totalled £8.604 million. I have rounded it up.  

As stated, other reserves are allocated to things like schools, some in 
preparation for the tram, health centres and some for insurance. These 
are just some of the examples of the allocated reserves.  

The next question asks what was the £8.812 million variation between 
two years, where the reserves went down? What was it spent on? The 
£8.812 million net reduction in reserves was primarily due to Council 
using capital grants that had been received but not spent in previous 
years. The major use was for improving schools. Then there was another 
variation in another year where they went up £26 million because that’s 



 

what happens to reserves, don’t they, (and I can see Brian, who has 
dealt with all this, understands) and, I’m sure after this Mr Giblin will 
understand.  

Where did the £26.046 million that was paid into the useable reserves 
come from? This is broken down as follows: £7.2 million for the HRA, 
primarily to fund housing repairs, £7.2 million came from capital receipts 
and the sale of assets and is ring fenced for school improvements and St 
Ann’s Joint Service Centre. A further £11.5 million came from the 
General Fund revenue account, £9.844 million of this was because a 
decision was made during the year by the Government to allow the 
Council to treat some one-off revenue expenditure as capital. This 
money was set aside to help smooth the effect of funding reductions in 
2011/12, otherwise the cuts would have been even greater than they 
were.  

The next question asks why is the Council not using these “useable” 
reserves assisting those affected by the Council Tax Support Scheme 
(CTSS) and Bedroom Tax. Mr Giblin seems to have misread useable 
reserves for unuseable reserves. At 31 March 2011 the Council held 
£153 million in unusable reserves. £65 million of this figure is ring-fenced 
to fund the following: capital £36.5 million, schools £23.6 million and 
housing £5.1 million.  

A further £79 million has already been earmarked for spending on 
specific items such as PFI schemes and insurance claims; for example, 
the PFI Street Lighting scheme is quite a substantial amount and I am 
sure that the tram money is in there as well. The balance of £8.604 
million is held as a general reserve to protect the Council against 
potential risks and that is only 4% of the total net budget. That is not high 
when compared with a number of other councils.  

So he asks why, therefore, we cannot spend it on protecting people 
against the council tax support scheme and the ‘bedroom tax’. In district 
areas, they could afford to offset the cost of the council tax support 
scheme because the number of void properties on which they could 
impose council tax was greater than the demand for council tax support. 
In cities, that was not the case and, among the cities in the East 
Midlands, only one city chose to subsidise its council tax support scheme 
as opposed to passing on the totality and that was Nottingham. Derby 
could not manage it, Leicester could not manage it and we are the only 
ones who actually did use some of the reserves for the council tax 
support scheme.  



 

When it comes to the ‘bedroom tax’, we as a Council have probably done 
more than any other authority in the country and I congratulate Councillor 
David Liversidge in particular for leading on this. We are used by the 
Labour Group on the LGA as an example of good practice and we have 
pushed it as far as we can and gone to great lengths to make sure that 
people can be reallocated housing where at all possible to minimise the 
number of people who are affected by what I think is an iniquitous tax. 
What we cannot afford to do is to subsidise it through the council tax 
system, even if that were legitimate.  

 
Petitions from Councillors on behalf of citizens  
 
Councillor Ball submitted a petition on behalf of 473 signatories, 
requesting that Nottingham City Council’s elected members oppose 
Government plans to abolish Nottinghamshire Probation Trust, along 
with the other 34 public sector probation trusts.  
 
Councillor Battlemuch submitted a petition on behalf of 615 signatories, 
requesting the installation of traffic lights on Radford Bridge Road 
towards Crown Island to alleviate the danger and delays at the junction.  
 
Councillor Saghir submitted a petition on behalf of members of the local 
Muslim community requesting that the City Council seek to reduce the 
cost of burials, that the City’s Coroner considers the specific 
requirements of the Muslim faith in relation to the care of the deceased, 
particularly in respect of post mortems and mortuary storage, and that 
where possible, scanning options be used, such as MRI or X-ray. 
 
Councillor Grocock submitted a petition on behalf 52 signatories from 
residents on Torbay Crescent, Arnside Road and Dawlish Drive 
requesting the reinstatement of a decommissioned bus stop up to 50 
metres from its original location. 
 
47 MINUTES 
 
RESOLVED that the minutes of the ordinary and extra ordinary 
meetings held on 8 July 2013, copies of which had b een circulated, 
be confirmed and signed by the Lord Mayor. 
 
 
 



 

48 OFFICIAL COMMUNICATIONS  
 
The Deputy Chief Executive reported the following communications: 
 
Parks and Green Spaces  
 
Our City parks and green spaces have received a very impressive 31 
Green Flags and Community Green Flag Awards this year and Bulwell 
Bogs, one of our award winning Green Flag sites, has also been featured 
in the Mamas and Papas’ “Mums and Dad’s The World Guide,” launched 
at the end of July. Bulwell Bogs was voted for by parents as being one of 
the best child friendly places in the local area. 
 
Ian Bowler  
 
Ian Bowler, who served Sherwood ward between 1991 and 1995, 
suddenly passed away on the 11 July aged 56 years. Having sat on the 
Tourism, Community Development and Personnel and Customer Care 
Committees, Ian stood down as a councillor in 1995 due to increasing 
work commitments that saw him visiting the former Soviet Union. Ian 
returned to Nottingham as an award winning lecturer at the Nottingham 
Business School where he worked for over 20 years right up until his 
untimely death. 
 
Councillor Culley spoke in tribute to Ian Bowler. 
 
David Hibbert  
 
I’m also sorry to announce that David Hibbert, who was the Independent 
Chair of our Standards Committee, sadly passed away on 20 August 
after a long illness. He was a skilled chairman, combining a professional, 
business-like approach with a very polite and personable style. David 
had a long and distinguished career with Browne Jacobson and will be 
remembered in Nottingham as one the leading lawyers of his generation, 
whose ability to provide practical advice to a high standard across a wide 
range of legal issues, and support to developing lawyers, endeared him 
to clients and colleagues alike. 
 
Councillor McDonald spoke in tribute to David Hibbert. 
 
The Council stood in silent tribute to their memory. 
 



 

49 QUESTIONS 
 
Fire Brigade Union – Industrial action 
 
Councillor Wood asked the following question of the City Council’s Lead 
Councillor on the Nottinghamshire and the City of Nottingham Fire and 
Rescue Authority: 
 

Will the City’s Lead Member on the Nottinghamshire and City of 
Nottingham Fire and Rescue Authority comment on the Fire Brigade 
Union’s decision to take industrial action, following long and protracted 
negotiations over pension reform? Will he further explain what the Chief 
Fire Officer will do to ensure that business continuity arrangements are in 
place during the dispute, which is ostensibly between the government 
and the FBU? 

 
Councillor Grocock replied as follows: 
 

Thank you Lord Mayor and can I thank Councillor Wood for this very 
important question. Lord Mayor, since the publication of the Hutton report 
on public sector pensions, central government has been in dialogue with 
the Fire Brigades Union (FBU) and other fire unions, such as the Fire 
Officers Association and Association of Principal Fire Officers over a new 
scheme due to come into force on 1 April 2015. A proposed final 
agreement was published on 24 May 2013 and this was updated on 19 
June 2013. As a consequence of the on-going differences between this 
current, uncaring Government and the representative bodies’ two unions, 
the FBU and FOA, both had registered trade disputes. On 10 July 2013 
the Clerk to the Fire Authority received notification from the FBU that they 
intended to ballot their members commencing 18 July. The deadline for 
the ballot responses was midday on 29 August 2013. 

Lord Mayor, I understand that the outcome of the FBU’s ballot on strike 
action in respect of the Government ministries in England, Scotland and 
Wales on the matter of pensions scheme reform was as follows: there 
were 18,227 yes votes, 78% of those people; 5,166 voted no and there 
were a number of spoilt papers. The total received was 23,507. 

At the time of this question, the Fire Authority has not been advised of 
any strike dates and that is vitally important to us. The stance taken by 
the Fire Authority and its officers over this matter is that the dispute is 



 

between the present Government and the unions and we hope for a 
speedy resolution. The sooner an agreement is made the better. 

In terms of the second part of the question Lord Mayor, officers of the 
Fire Authority have been engaged in business continuity planning since 
the ballot was declared. Clearly members will respect that some of this 
will remain confidential as it involves arrangements to ensure that a 
minimum level of fire cover in line with the service’s policy will be 
provided. This level, of course, is less than the normal day to day service 
we know but these arrangements do meet the demands of the risk profile 
and will suffice for limited periods of time. 

In addition, a national agreement has been reached between the 
Government and the Fire Brigades Union over the recall to duty of 
striking staff in the event of major emergencies. The arrangements are to 
be determined locally and informal discussions are being held at this 
moment in time between management and the Fire Brigades Union. 
Relationships at this moment in time appear to be very positive. 

Also a media strategy is being devised around the “warn and inform” 
approach which will form part of any actions if any strike dates are 
declared. 

Lord Mayor, we are hopeful that there is not a need for the FBU to 
implement its strike mandate and that agreement can be reached. 
However, members of this Council can be assured that necessary 
arrangements will be put in place to ensure the risk to the public remains 
as low as possible. Lord Mayor, I would actually ask members of this 
Council to make sure that their constituents know that it is vitally 
important that everyone is vigilant during the next few weeks and look to 
each other over fire safety within this area and to ensure that drivers are 
safe as well. 

Lord Mayor, it is extremely important because the Fire Authority will not 
be able to respond to all emergencies that would possibly take place 
should there be a strike on a specific day, but we will be informed of 
those particular dates should they arise. 

 
Heritage Lottery Fund award for Highfields Park 
 
Councillor Webster asked the following question of the Portfolio Holder 
for Leisure and Culture: 
 



 

Could the Portfolio Holder for Leisure and Culture tell Council about the 
recent Heritage Lottery Fund award for Highfields Park and the Parks 
Team’s recent Green Flag Award Success? 
 
Councillor Trimble replied as follows: 
 
Thank you Lord Mayor and can I thank Councillor Webster for his 
question. If I can be a little indulgent Lord Mayor, I’d like to inform 
Council that the Parks and Open Spaces team have again won the 
Association of Public Sector Excellence Parks Team of the Year award. 
Our Parks and Open Spaces team have now won this UK wide award 
twice in a row and three times in 5 years and they were shortlisted in the 
years that they did not win it. I think that is a fantastic achievement. They 
have secured over £20 million worth of external funding and even before 
we opened our £5.2 million scheme at Forest Recreation Ground, we 
had successfully bid for £280,000 stage one funding for Highfields Park. 
 
Lord Mayor, there are very few large Lottery Parks awards in a year, less 
than ten usually, so to be successful for a stage one bid as soon you 
have finished a scheme is extremely rare indeed. If the £4 million stage 
two bid is successful it will include restoration of the historic buildings, 
restoration of the historic landscape, improved horticultural features, fund 
a new gardener and a park ranger, improve maintenance standards, it 
will de-silt the lake (which is badly silted) and create a local enterprise to 
manage the lake including reinstating “the Maid Marian” boat as well as 
improving the park’s ability to stage events and activities.  
 
Lord Mayor, the Green Flag scheme recognises the best parks and open 
spaces in the country through nationally recognised standards. We have 
done exceptionally well in the national picture. The London Borough of 
Hillingdon is top with 24, Edinburgh has 23, (although I’m not sure 
Edinburgh counts as it’s north of the border), Westminster also has 23 
and Nottingham is next with 20, with the universities contributing three of 
them.  
 
So, even counting Edinburgh, we are the 4th highest nationally with only 
two wealthy London boroughs (Hillingdon and Westminster) and the 
Scottish capital in front of us. In terms of core cities we are top with 20, 
Manchester next with 16, Sheffield 14, Bristol and Birmingham are on 11, 
Cardiff 9, Leeds 6 and Newcastle with 3. In the East Midlands it is 
Nottingham with 20, Leicester with half of that amount on 10, Amber 



 

Valley in Ashfield with 6 and on the Derby City Council website, it proudly 
boast that it has 4 parks among the best in the country.  
 
On top of this we have 10 Community Green Flag Awards, where we 
work with community organisations such as Arkwright Meadows Gardens 
and also our first Heritage Green Flag Award making it a total of 31 
Green Flag Awards. In terms of Community Green Flags, in the East 
Midlands, there are 18, Nottingham has 10 and the rest of the East 
Midlands have 8. Lord Mayor, if you add up the National Parks Team of 
the Year Awards, the entrepreneurial skills of the department raising 
massive external funds, the Green Flag successes, nearly 15 new 
playgrounds in just over 3 years, significant improvements in 15 parks 
and nature reserves, Nottingham is quite rightly seen as a leading green 
space authority on the national stage.  
 
We have a fantastic Parks and Open Spaces team, and also the great 
support of this Labour Group. The continued support from the Labour 
members in this Chamber through area funding has made a real 
difference. Lord Mayor, what is really pleasing to see is that we have 3 
newly elected Labour councillors who have only been Council members 
for a few short months but each one of them has shown a real passion 
for their local parks and that is great for the future of parks in this City.  
 
National Audit Office report on Universal Credit 
 
Councillor Jones asked the following question of the Deputy Leader: 
 

Could the Deputy Leader comment on the National Audit Office’s report 
on Universal Credit, which identifies catastrophic failures in its progress? 

 
Councillor Chapman replied as follows: 
 
Thank you Lord Mayor and can I thank Councillor Jones for the question. 
The Audit report concludes that the department which is trying to 
implement the scheme was overly ambitious in both the timetable and 
scope of the programme. It took risks to try to meet the short timescale 
and it used a new project management approach which it had never 
before used on a programme of this size and complexity. If that had been 
local councils, we would have had Eric Pickles down our throat 
immediately, there would have been a tirade from central government 
and a torrent of press releases but as it was, it was central government.  



 

 
Now this scheme they are trying to implement is not a bad thing to try 
and do. It tries to bring most benefits to one place, apart from council tax 
benefits, which is actually one of its weaknesses. Where it is weak is that 
they have tried to implement it at a time of cuts, they have tried to 
implement it in a rush, and they have tried to implement it without 
sufficient staffing or due care or concern for the people being affected.  
 
They are also trying to do things like pay the benefits in arrears per 
month, which is going to lead to some sort of disaster. They are also 
looking to get direct payments to the recipients of housing benefit which 
will be a disaster. I have come across it before with housing associations 
and you cannot get your rents in. So, although the concept is not bad, 
there are massive flaws right through the system. Nottingham City 
Council, right from the beginning, has been warning the Government, not 
from the point of view that we want it to fail, but from the point of view 
that if you want it to succeed, this is what you should do. 
 
In September 2012, I had a meeting with Lord Freud and Graham Allen 
about our concerns and the Minister visited Nottingham, give him credit, 
and he met the NCH tenants and was told all this and I think Councillor 
Collins was in the room at the time and he told him in very diplomatic 
terms what he thought the problems were going to be.  
 
We also wrote a letter to Lord Freud in October 2012, explaining exactly 
what the problems were, the IT contingency planning and the transition 
to monthly payments. In December 2012 we submitted written evidence 
to the CLG Select Committee inquiry saying again the same thing that 
the IT was unlikely to work. In January 2013 I appeared before the 
Parliamentary Select Committee and I’ve got the minutes here and it 
says: 
 
“Councillor Chapman: Our problem is that we do not know how the new 
operating system is going to work, we do not know what the role is for 
councils, and we do not know who is going to manage it, especially when 
it is integrated into universal credit. We are finding it very, very difficult to 
plan. Our other concern is, of course, that it will not work, the IT will not 
work. Our council tax system will not integrate with the universal credit 
system, they will not be able to talk to each other, and we need that 
information to operate our system. We are very, very concerned that this 
is not happening.  
 



 

The problem is, of course, what is plan B if this does not happen? And I 
must say that our feeling is that it is not going to work on time and there 
is no plan B. Even under plan A we are not too sure what the different 
functions would be.” That was my evidence. 
 
The CLG Select Committee itself criticised the Government and it took 
up a number of the points Nottingham had raised. The Government 
response to our letter and our submissions was: 
 
“We are committed to delivering Universal Credit on time by 2017 and 
within budget, and under new leadership we have a plan in place that is 
achievable.”  
 
A cunning plan. We know who else said that and we know how 
competent they turned out to be. The whole view was that it would be 
alright on the night and the more you said it the more chance it was 
going to be alright on the night, so you just kept repeating it and you just 
hoped and we could tell even then.  
 
Now the implications for the failure are actually quite substantial. There is 
uncertainty about making new claims for universal credit for transition of 
the existing systems. We have already had problems transferring new 
data from the DWP and we had to take on new staff last year and that 
cost the citizens of Nottingham substantial amounts of money. There is 
the potential of under payment and over payment. So, not only are you 
going to be expected to get your payment a month in arrears (in some 
cases £1,000), how many families have got £1,000 spare to get it in 
arrears? If the IT systems are not working you are going to end up with 
people not getting any money at all and all the burden and all the 
pressure is going to go onto hardship schemes. So we will be having 
queues and queues of people at the door looking for hardship money 
and temporary relief.  
 
There is a potential for uncertainty about the workforce. Our workforce in 
Housing Benefit do not know what they are going to be doing in two 
years’ time or three years’ time. They haven’t a clue. We need to be able 
to plan. Are we going to have to TUPE them over? Are they going to be 
made redundant. Do we go with a private sector firm in order to bid or to 
try and get the contracts so we can then TUPE them over, we don’t know 
and there are many, many staff members in that position. There is a 
potential risk of citizens facing hardship due to delay in claiming and I 
have mentioned that.  



 

 
There is a likely increase in demand for services for Welfare Rights and 
we need to be able to plan how much to put into Welfare Rights. We are 
making cuts at the moment but do we need to actually increase the 
amount of money we actually put into Welfare Rights at the same time as 
making cuts? We cannot plan, we don’t know if it is going to be 
implemented or not.  
 
Finally, there are actually implications for employers and not a lot of 
people have mentioned this, but, potentially, universal credit IT systems 
require real time information from the employer into the PAYE system. 
So the two systems, the HMRC and universal credit / PAYE from 
employers, have all got to talk to each other. It is a damned nightmare, 
and again, employers will not know what is expected of them. As a 
consequence, the pilots have been delayed. The roll out was expected to 
start in October and it is not happening. We have got a couple of little 
pilots in areas which are very easy. They have chosen the easy areas, 
they have chosen parts of Lancashire where there is a very low take up 
of benefit and a part of Wales where there is a low take up of benefit. 
They haven’t tried any really hard areas and they have still not come to a 
proper conclusion.  
 
So the main issues are the implications for councils, the implications for 
jobs and staff, the implications for employers, and most of all for the 
people who depend on the system. I do actually want to make a 
comment about the ministerial response which I listened to with great 
interest on Thursday morning. The line was accepted that something had 
gone wrong, which was new because up until then it was all going alright. 
So, at least the minister has now accepted that something is going 
wrong. Nevertheless it was all still going to be alright on the night 
because he was going to fix it. He also then decided that he was going to 
blame his own officers, he was going to blame the civil servants and for 
me, that was a gross act of cowardice on his part.  
 
I believe that what is happening with this Government, which is different, 
is that they will not take responsibility for anything that goes wrong and 
so the first port of call was to blame their own civil servants. So no 
wonder they are getting alienated in the civil service, no wonder there is 
low productivity and poor responses because the Government is actually 
grinding them down. 
 



 

There is a failure right across Government to take some ministerial 
responsibility. Everyone else is wrong, apart from themselves; the civil 
service are wrong, the police are wrong, the NHS are wrong, the doctors 
are wrong. The only people who are never wrong are the ministers and it 
is about time they started to take some responsibility for it. 
 
Brown field development 
 
Councillor Jenkins asked the following question of the Deputy Leader: 
 

Could the Portfolio Holder for Resources and Neighbourhood 
Regeneration give us an insight into how he sees the possibilities of 
bringing developers to the not inconsiderable amount of available brown 
fields sites within the city boundary, in particular three sites Leen Valley 
Ward, Chalfont Drive and Bobbers Mill ex-industrial site? 

 
Councillor Chapman replied as follows: 
 

The Council is keen to see the development of brown field sites in 
Nottingham and are actively promoting the development of brown field 
sites through a number of means depending on their ownership and 
constraints. 

In fact we have a list. In fact we have quite a big list that we’re working 
on but with regards to Council owned land, we’ve already got a 
programme and we are already making progress. In August, for example, 
the Council sold 110-128 Mansfield Road to a developer to convert 
former offices back into 15 Victorian terraced houses so that there are 
actually people living in houses in the City Centre and this went to a 
developer to convert them. 

The Council has also made significant development deals on larger 
brown field sites such as Sandfield Centre to get housing on there. 
Where necessary, the Council is also acquiring land and leases and 
assembling larger sites to help regeneration schemes such as the work 
currently progressing at Glaisdale Drive, which is one of our priorities. 
The Council has actively sought external funding to enable brown field 
development projects and has been successful in bringing forward new 
job creation schemes on sites like the Food Park at Southglade.  

It is important to recognise the considerable contribution to the 
development of brown field sites that the Council is directly contributing 



 

to also through the Housing Revenue Account. This is complemented by 
wider affordable housing programme with partners and there are a 
number of schemes on site now, such as Gainsford Close, Rosecroft 
Drive, Duffield Court, Stonebridge Park and the Meadows where the 
Council has partnered with others to deliver schemes and I congratulate 
the people who are dealing with the housing side including Councillor 
Liversidge and Councillor Ball.  

With regards to the specific sites raised in the question, officers are 
currently in negotiation with developers over the site at Chalfont Drive. 
Bellway Homes have contacted the Council following their negotiations 
with the land registry and are pursuing pre-application discussions 
involving the development of the majority of this site for housing. 

The site at Bobbers Mill and the nearby former Cussons soap factory are 
both allocated in the emerging local plan and are suitable for mixed use 
development. There are however serious remediation issues with these 
sites in relation to flooding which will need to be overcome. The Bobbers 
Mill (Alfreton Road) site has flooding, contamination and highway 
problems that are difficult to overcome and affect viability. A planning 
application to build 48 houses was withdrawn in 2011. The Cussons 
(Wilkinson Street) site had outline planning permission for residential 
development approved in 2010. That permission is due to expire in 
November 2013. The problem with those two sites is that they both need 
remediation. When the housing market is still (flat and, despite all the 
Government rhetoric it is still fairly flat) then developers are going to 
choose the easier site. It is only when it really gets moving that they are 
going to be able to take in those sites without substantial subsidies and 
what we have not got is subsidy to throw around and that is part of the 
difficulty. 

Nonetheless, we are making progress on a number of sites and we are 
hoping that the Chalfont Drive site will be away soon.  

 
Primary school places 
 
Councillor Morley asked the following question of the Portfolio Holder for 
Children’s Services: 
 

Can the Portfolio Holder update the Council on the situation regarding 
pressures on primary school places and can he explain the under 
estimation of demand, and the factors that have changed to cause this, 
over the last 4-5 years? 



 

 
Councillor Mellen replied as follows: 
 
Thank you Lord Mayor and can I thank Councillor Morley for her 
question. The situation regarding primary school place pressures is a 
national problem and has been extensively covered by the national 
media over recent weeks. Whilst the situation in Nottingham is 
challenging, it is not as severe as is being experienced in other local 
authority areas. In part, this is because we have accurately projected 
significant growth and, as a consequence, have been actively expanding 
our primary schools since 2009. 
 
It is the case that there are currently reception age children who have 
either not been offered one of their school preferences or for whom 
parents’ have refused the offer made to them. What has gone unreported 
in the media is that in Nottingham, despite an increase of over 200 on 
time applications for Reception Year entry and an increase of late 
applications, the percentage of children who will be attending their 
parents first choice of school has actually increased this year. For those 
parents who made an on time application and utilised all of their 6 
available preferences, the expansion of our school places is 
clearly increasing choice and diversity of provision. 
 
Unfortunately, there are currently around 200 reception children who 
have not been offered a place. None of these are of statutory school age 
yet and many continue to attend nurseries. We expect this figure to 
reduce significantly in the coming weeks for a number of reasons. Firstly, 
there will be, and we know there are, a number of children who have not 
arrived at the start of term at the school where their parents have 
accepted a place. This is because they have moved out of the City 
during the time lag between when school places are offered in the Spring 
and the start of term in September, or they have been offered a place at 
another, non-City school, and have chosen to go there, without informing 
us that they no longer require a place. As these places become 
available, and they have been as we speak, they will be offered to 
children on the waiting list.  
 
Secondly, we are currently in the process of offering school places at a 
number of schools and academies who have agreed with us to offer 
extra reception places this academic year, which will reduce the number 
of children without a place significantly.  
 



 

In terms of the accuracy of our forecasting, we create pupil projections 
using GP registration data from the National Health Service 
supplemented with data from historic school choice patterns and nursery 
numbers. As previously mentioned these projections have underpinned 
our active response to the current unprecedented population growth. 
However, not every child is registered with a GP sadly and nor do they 
attend nurseries here so predicting exact numbers is not possible. 
However, based on the knowledge we do have of young children across 
the City, since 2010/11, we have added an extra 1600 places across the 
City and have further planned expansions starting this year that will 
provide an additional 768 places.  
 
We have done our work in the City, with reduced resources to carry out 
this work and we have seen this expansion coming. However, as seen 
across the country, the recent population increase has not been 
responded to swiftly enough by national Government in terms of the 
release of capital funds to provide adequate school places. One of the 
very first actions of the current Government was to cancel the existing 
schools capital funding programme for primary schools which would have 
given the opportunity for school expansion as they were renovated or 
rebuilt. In Nottingham only 6 primary schools benefited from that scheme 
before it was scrapped and additional places were created in areas 
where they were needed as part of this process. The cancellation of this 
scheme removed that possibility in other areas.  
 
Furthermore the National Audit Office has identified that two thirds of the 
“Free Schools” approved by the Government have been sited in areas 
with an existing surplus of school places rather than in areas where they 
were needed. And where Free Schools have been opened, the majority 
of places have been created in the secondary sector, not the primary 
sector where need is most acute. 
 
The current settlement for the Basic Need Grant, which is the capital 
funding allocated to councils to increase capacity, was delayed for over 6 
months. If the money had been released sooner, we’d be in a much 
stronger position to have mitigated any shortfall for this September and 
would certainly have been more likely to be able to open new capacity in 
2014 and be further along with our capital programme than we are now.  
 
We have, however, taken the opportunities that have been offered to us 
by the Government, albeit somewhat belatedly, and, in addition to the 
Basic Need money, we also successfully bid for money as part of the 



 

Targeted Basic Need Fund to provide an extra 420 primary places in the 
Basford and Bulwell Forest area.  
 
Despite it being heralded as the way for the market to respond to need, 
the Government’s Free School agenda has not provided any additional 
mainstream primary places in Nottingham, and as the uncertainty about 
free school applications has gone on, it has added to the difficulty of 
planning to meet demand. An application to open a primary Free School 
in Nottingham this September had been approved and would have 
offered an additional 50 reception year places. However, at the eleventh 
hour, the Government changed its mind about the viability of the school 
and withdrew approval thereby leaving the Council to work with parents 
to find alternative places in an already challenging environment. 
 
So Lord Mayor, in Nottingham, this Council is doing its best to provide 
places for school children where they are needed. We have much more 
work to do. Unfortunately, in Westminster we have an education minister 
who has a closer regard to political dogma than educational need. 
 
Workplace Parking Levy 
 
Councillor Culley asked the following question of the Portfolio Holder for 
Planning and Transportation: 
 

Considering that in 2012-13 the WPL has failed to meet the Council’s 
expectations by £1.1 million, can the portfolio holder explain how the 
Council intends to meet this shortfall in this financial year and going 
forward generate the originally expected £14m average annual income? 

 
Councillor Urquhart replied as follows: 
 
Thank you Lord Mayor and thank you Councillor Culley for your question 
and, of course, it is another repeat performance of issues well-rehearsed 
both here and in the media. I thought, as you always seem in the 
Conservative Party very fond of comparing public finances to household 
economics, I thought I would try and answer in that manner. I am sure 
that councillors throughout this chamber are familiar with systems of 
paying back money over a long period for a valuable asset. Indeed, 
councillors from the Conservative Party advocate mortgages, home 
ownership as the way forward for everyone. We know that’s why a 



 

number of our Council houses, that we would have preferred seen there 
permanently for rental, are now no longer available for that.  
 
Entering into a contract for a large sum of money for a fixed asset with a 
payback period of usually more than 20 years I’m sure is familiar to some 
of us in the Chamber. How many of us, however, and how many of our 
constituents know exactly what their income will be in year 20 say of a 25 
year mortgage? I’m sure I do not. Councillor Ball presented a petition 
earlier about the public sector and the probation service, the organisation 
I work for. I certainly do not know what my income is going to be. I do not 
know what my income will be next April when I’m potentially going to be 
working for SERCO or someone else, who knows? However, that does 
not stop me from entering into a contract based on the income and 
earnings I have now. 
 
What we, and thousands of others in our City and all over the place, do 
is make an evidenced assessment of our finances and make projections 
of affordability. We have all done it, those of us that are home owners 
and those of us who have taken out loans for all kinds of different things, 
we have all been through that experience. So it is with NET and WPL. 
WPL income is our means of paying the City’s contribution to the tram 
network costs, that huge and very valuable asset that we are currently 
constructing. Without it, we would not have the 1,000 jobs that have at 
present been created or the £20 million worth of contracts for local firms 
involved in the present construction.  
 
So yes, our projections of WPL income have changed. They have been 
affected by a change in some employers’ behaviour and by a change in 
economic circumstances. On the other side, the financial model that we 
are working with has been affected by issues in terms of the cost to 
deliver NET Phase 2. However, interest rates, thankfully for us and for 
the project, are actually at an historic low at this time. So changes in both 
directions. 
 
Nottingham’s Workplace Parking Levy has raised £7.8 million during its 
first year, broadly in line with the revised expectations that we assumed 
at the beginning of the year which was that we would collect around 
about £8 million when we looked at all the variables available to us at the 
start of the levy. So this is not significantly below expectation and the 
business model for WPL allows for this level of income in earlier years to 
be compensated for in later years. That is what achieving an average is 
about. You do not have to have precisely the right amount of money 



 

every single year. It does not have to be an exact match and also the 
costs we’re paying can alter too with interest rate fluctuations. 
 
So we remain confident that in the long term the levy will deliver the 
funding needed. So in a very straightforward and simple answer to the 
first part of the question - will we be changing anything to compensate for 
this in year - no we will not, because the financial model for the delivery 
of the tram is a very lengthy one, the number of years we are talking 
about is considerable and we don’t need to make any adjustments in-
year. 
 
The first year of the levy, and let’s remind ourselves that this is a new 
way of raising finance, we are the City that has been bold enough to take 
on this issue and to go out there and do this has actually been 
successful with all businesses liable to pay doing so. Without it, we would 
not be having two more tram lines or indeed the station redevelopment 
both of which are now under construction.  
 
The WPL also helps to fund our City’s popular link bus services including 
the purchase of more electric buses. None of these things would be 
happening without WPL - no tram lines, no station improvements, no link 
bus network. And it is not the case that we could have just magically got 
the money elsewhere, as I have said on many occasions there was not 
an alternative source of funding for these things and now, of course, 
funding is even more scarce because the Government has repeatedly 
cut the amounts of funding available for transport projects to local 
authorities. So without WPL we really would be facing a future of no 
investment, no new jobs and no new growth in our transport system. 
 
So the estimated £14 million average income over this lengthy period of 
time means that the income can increase in later years, both with the 
fixed incremental increases to WPL that has been built into the model 
and into the legal permission for implementing WPL. There are further 
increases with inflation as well the economic growth that the investment 
will bring. We are confident that we don’t need to make any adjustments 
at present. The WPL income that we are getting will, when we 
extrapolate into the future and we look at the cost variables on the cost 
side as well as the income side, have sufficient money to fund the 
projects that we need to fund. 
 
 
 



 

50 DECISIONS TAKEN UNDER THE URGENCY PROCEDURES 
 
The report of the Leader, as set out on pages 123 to 128 of the agenda, 
was submitted. 
 
RESOLVED that, on the motion of Councillor Collins,  seconded by 
Councillor Chapman, the urgent decisions taken be n oted. 
 
51 MOTION IN THE NAME OF COUNCILLOR NORRIS  
 
Moved by Councillor Norris, seconded by Councillor Edwards: 
 
“This Council believes that healthcare should be free at the point of use 
and that the National Health Service is a valuable and indispensable 
national asset. 
 
This Council thanks the thousands of health care professionals in 
Nottingham for their hard work, care and dedication. It believes that 
these efforts should be celebrated and commended, not constantly 
criticised. 
 
This Council believes that the £3 billion spent on a top-down 
reorganisation of the NHS is a wasteful demonstration of how out of 
touch the coalition government is with the needs of those who rely on the 
NHS. 
 
This Council acknowledges the difficulties faced by the NHS of an ageing 
population and increased budgetary pressure. Nonetheless, this Council 
believes in the founding principle of health care for all which is at the 
heart of the NHS. 
 
This Council will: 
 

� Work to alleviate pressure on the health service through better 
integration of health and social care 

 
� Promote early interventions around mental health that will improve 

citizens wellbeing and reduce pressures later on for public services 
 

� Continue to integrate public health services into the organisation 
ensuring that public health is a theme that runs through all the 
Council’s business 



 

 
� Lobby the government to ensure that their ill thought out 

reorganisation doesn’t mean that Nottingham people wait longer 
than 4 hours in A and E and that Nottingham NHS services have 
safe staffing levels.” 

 
Moved by Councillor Morley by way of an amendment and seconded by 
Councillor Culley that: 
 
In Paragraph 2 
DELETE  ‘, not constantly criticised. 
 
DELETE Paragraph 3 
 
In Bullet point 4: 
DELETE ‘Lobby’ INSERT ‘Work with’ 
After ‘the government’ INSERT ‘and the NHS’ 
DELETE ‘their ill thought out reorganisation doesn’t mean that’ 
After ‘Nottingham people’ INSERT ‘do not’ 
 

Amended motion to read: 
 
“This Council believes that healthcare should be free at the point of use 
and that the National Health Service is a valuable and indispensable 
national asset. 
 
This Council thanks the thousands of health care professionals in 
Nottingham for their hard work, care and dedication. It believes that 
these efforts should be celebrated and commended. 
 
This Council acknowledges the difficulties faced by the NHS of an ageing 
population and increased budgetary pressure. Nonetheless, this Council 
believes in the founding principle of health care for all which is at the 
heart of the NHS. 
 
This Council will: 
 

• Work to alleviate pressure on the health service through better 
integration of health and social care  

 



 

• Promote early interventions around mental health that will improve 
citizens’ wellbeing and reduce pressures later on for public services 

  
• Continue to integrate public health services into the organisation 

ensuring that public health is a theme that runs through all the 
Council’s business  

 
• Work with the government and the NHS to ensure that Nottingham 

people do not wait longer than 4 hours in A and E and that 
Nottingham NHS services have safe staffing levels.” 

 
After discussion, the amendment was put to the vote and was not 
carried. 
 
RESOLVED that the substantive motion be carried: 
 
“This Council believes that healthcare should be fr ee at the point of 
use and that the National Health Service is a valua ble and 
indispensable national asset. 
 
This Council thanks the thousands of health care pr ofessionals in 
Nottingham for their hard work, care and dedication . It believes that 
these efforts should be celebrated and commended, n ot constantly 
criticised. 
 
This Council believes that the £3 billion spent on a top-down 
reorganisation of the NHS is a wasteful demonstrati on of how out of 
touch the coalition government is with the needs of  those who rely 
on the NHS. 
 
This Council acknowledges the difficulties faced by  the NHS of an 
ageing population and increased budgetary pressure.  Nonetheless, 
this Council believes in the founding principle of health care for all 
which is at the heart of the NHS. 
 
This Council will: 
 

� Work to alleviate pressure on the health service thr ough better 
integration of health and social care 

 



 

� Promote early interventions around mental health th at will 
improve citizens’ wellbeing and reduce pressures la ter on for 
public services 

 
� Continue to integrate public health services into t he 

organisation ensuring that public health is a theme  that runs 
through all the Council’s business 

 
� Lobby the government to ensure that their ill thoug ht out 

reorganisation doesn’t mean that Nottingham people wait 
longer than 4 hours in A and E and that Nottingham NHS 
services have safe staffing levels.” 

 
The meeting concluded at 5.13 pm 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

ADDENDUM 
 
QUESTION TO BE ASKED BY COUNCILLOR SPENCER OF THE 
PORTFOLIO HOLDER FOR PLANNING AND TRANSPORATION AT 
THE MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL TO BE HELD ON MONDA Y 9 
SEPTEMBER 2013 
 
 
Could the Portfolio Holder give me her assurances that, in the interests 
of local businesses and residents, every possible effort will be made to 
ensure that Wilford Lane, closed due to tram works, reopens as soon as 
possible and that the full working hours allowed under the Control of 
Pollution Act Section 60 notice are taken full advantage of to ensure 
prompt completion? 
 
Councillor Urquhart responded as follows: 
 
Thank you for raising this important issue. I do understand the concerns 
held locally about the closure of Wilford Lane from 1st September. The 
decision to close the road was taken only after a detailed consideration 
of alternative options by the Contractor and Local Highway Authorities. 
Due to the location of major utilities in the middle of the road, which need 
to be moved, a series of short road closures were always going to be 
required, and it was considered that closing the road for the full duration 
of the works would significantly reduce the overall length of the disruption 
and would be the simplest arrangement for road users to understand.   
  
The closure is expected to last just under four months and the aim is for 
the road to be open by Christmas. Considerable preparatory works, 
included detailed underground surveys, were undertaken before the 
works started to minimise the risk of problems emerging once 
construction was underway. The programme will be carefully monitored 
to assess progress over the coming weeks, and a weekly meeting 
between the contractor and the Highway Authority has been planned to 
discuss any issues that arise during the works.  
 
Under the Section 61 notice, the works can be carried out at this location 
between 8am and 6pm on Monday to Saturday. Initially, the works will be 
undertaken by the water and gas utility companies, and the contractor 
has been in dialogue with them about the need to optimise working 
hours. Sometimes, there are practical reasons why works can not be 
undertaken all day every day, including access to plant, machinery, and 



 

materials from suppliers, and consideration has to be given to those 
living close to the works, particularly if works are noisy, dusty or require 
artificial lighting. However, the contractor fully understands the concerns 
held by local businesses and residents about the disruption that will be 
caused, and is fully committed to completing the works as soon as 
possible.  
 
 
 


