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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
 
held at the Council House, Old Market Square  
 
on 18 May 2015 from 14.00 - 16.08 
 
ATTENDANCES:  
 
 

 
Citizen Lord Mayor Ian Malcolm (Lord Mayor until minute item 3) and  

Councillor Jackie Morris (Lord Mayor from agenda item 3 onwards) 
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 

Councillor Liaqat Ali 

Councillor Jim Armstrong 

Councillor Cat Arnold 

Councillor Leslie Ayoola 

Councillor Ilyas Aziz 

Councillor Alex Ball 

Councillor Steve Battlemuch 

Councillor Merlita Bryan 

Councillor Eunice Campbell 

Councillor Graham Chapman 

Councillor Azad Choudhry 

Councillor Alan Clark 

Councillor Jon Collins 

Councillor Josh Cook 

Councillor Georgina Culley 

Councillor Michael Edwards 

Councillor Chris Gibson 

Councillor Brian Grocock 

Councillor John Hartshorne 

Councillor Rosemary Healy 

Councillor Nicola Heaton 

Councillor Mohammed Ibrahim 

Councillor Patience Ifediora 

Councillor Corall Jenkins 

Councillor Glyn Jenkins 

Councillor Sue Johnson 

Councillor Carole-Ann Jones 
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Councillor Alex Norris 

Councillor Gul Nawaz Khan 

Councillor Neghat Nawaz Khan 

Councillor Ginny Klein 

Councillor Dave Liversidge 

Councillor Sally Longford 

Councillor Carole McCulloch 

Councillor Nick McDonald 

Councillor David Mellen 

Councillor Toby Neal 

Councillor Brian Parbutt 

Councillor Anne Peach 

Councillor Sarah Piper 

Councillor Andrew Rule 

Councillor Mohammed Saghir 

Councillor David Smith 

Councillor Wendy Smith 

Councillor Chris Tansley 

Councillor Dave Trimble 

Councillor Jane Urquhart 

Councillor Marcia Watson 

Councillor Sam Webster 

Councillor Michael Wildgust 

Councillor Malcolm Wood 

Councillor Linda Woodings 

Councillor Steve Young 

Councillor Pat Ferguson 

 
   Indicates present at meeting  
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1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 

Councillor Alex Norris – leave 
Councillor Dave Smith – personal reasons 
Councillor Jon Collins – other Council business 
Councillor Liaqat Ali – personal reasons 
Councillor Steve Battlemuch – work commitments 
 

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS 
 

None. 
 

3. TO ELECT A LORD MAYOR AND APPOINT A SHERIFF FOR THE 
ENSUING YEAR 

 
Councillor Chris Gibson spoke in tribute to the outgoing Lord Mayor, Ian Malcolm. 
 
RESOLVED to 
 
1) elect Councillor Jackie Morris as the Lord Mayor of the City of 

Nottingham until the next annual meeting of the City Council, as 
nominated by Councillor Nick McDonald and seconded by Councillor 
John Hartshorne. 

 
2) appoint Councillor Mohammed Saghir as Sheriff of the City of 

Nottingham until the next annual meeting of the City Council, as 
nominated by Councillor Mohammed Ibrahim and seconded by 
Councillor Glynn Jenkins. 

 

4. TO NOTIFY THE APPOINTMENT OF THE LORD MAYOR'S CHAPLAIN 
 

The Lord Mayor informed Council of the appointment of the Reverend Andy Morris, of 
St Philip, Top Valley and St Matthew on the Hill, Bestwood, as the Lord Mayor’s 
Chaplain. 
 

5. TO NOTE THE ELECTION OF COUNCILLORS - 7 MAY 2015 
 

RESOLVED to note the election of Councillors to their wards, and welcome the 
newly elected Councillors to the Chamber. 
 

6. TO ELECT THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL FOR A 4 YEAR TERM 
 

RESOLVED to elect Councillor Jon Collins as Leader of the City Council for a 4 
year term ending in May 2019, as nominated by Councillor Graham Chapman 
and seconded by Councillor Sally Longford. 
 
Councillors Jim Armstrong, Georgina Culley and Andrew Rule requested that their 
votes against these resolutions be recorded. 



3 

 

7. 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. 
 

8. TO CONFIRM THE MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING OF COUNCIL HELD 
ON 9 MARCH 2015 

 
The minutes of the meeting held on 9 March 2015 were confirmed as a correct 
record and signed by the Lord Mayor. 
 

9. TO RECEIVE OFFICIAL COMMUNICATIONS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
FROM THE LEADER OF THE COUNCIL AND/OR THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

 
The Deputy Chief Executive reported the following: 
 
Chief Constable Commendation  
 
Two Community Protection colleagues have been nominated for a Chief Constables 
Commendation: Darren Mitchell and Scott Clancy.  
 
Former Councillor Stewart Argyle  
 
Former Councillor Stewart Argyle passed away on Monday 4 May. Stewart was born 
in Long Eaton, and brought up in Attenborough before going to school in Bramcote, 
and eventually settling in the Park. He was a major figure in Nottinghamshire’s 
Campaign for Real Ale (CAMRA), and was the first regional CAMRA leader in the 
country. He also worked for a number of years as a Sergeant in the Police, and 
became the Police Federation’s Secretary. He had a strong desire to help local 
people, and in 1991 he became a Labour City Councillor for the Park Ward. During 
his time as a Councillor he served on committees for leisure, planning, tourism, public 
relations, health and safety, and personnel. 
 
His funeral will take place at 11:30 on Tuesday 16th June at the Albert Hall in 
Nottingham. 
 
Councillors Trimble and Culley spoke in tribute to former Councillor Stewart Argyle, 
and a minute’s silence was held. 
 

10. COUNCILLOR QUESTIONS 
 

Support Through Austerity 
 
Councillor Wendy Smith asked the following question of the Deputy Leader/ Portfolio 
Holder for Resources and Neighbourhood Regeneration: 
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Could the deputy leader tell the Council how we intend to support our residents 
through the next period of austerity? 
 
Councillor Graham Chapman replied as follows: 
 
Thank you for the question. I do not need to remind Councillors of the current 
situation facing Local Government, which has faced 40% cuts since 2010. Indeed, 
the government itself has been reminded only this week, by a letter signed by every 
council in England, protesting about the level of reductions. That is Labour, the odd 
Liberal, and Conservative councils, they all signed this letter. Nor do I have to remind 
council about the disproportionate level suffered by Nottingham, the Midlands, and 
the northern cities over this period. £100 million plus has been taken from our grants 
in Nottingham alone.  
 
And that is the present. As for the future, many of the cuts to government spending to 
the city have not yet filtered through. Moreover, there is a promise of a further £27 
billion worth of cuts to public spending by 2019. Moreover still, we are told that the 
health service, schools, overseas development, and possibly even defence, are likely 
to be ring fenced. This means that there are a few areas left in order to bear the 
burden of those cuts, and local government is one of them. The police is probably 
another. Then we have the promise and the potential threat of devolution.  
 
Devolution can be a good thing, but I suspect that the devolved responsibilities will 
not come with the commensurate budget. Indeed, it could well be a mask for 
reductions. For example, by giving us a total control over the business rates, we 
would lose the cross subsidy we currently get from places like the City of 
Westminster. Then outside the council budget there will be an additional £12 billion 
worth of cuts in welfare, mostly directed at the young, the vulnerable, and the 
disabled. The consequences of this will fall on the council, because we are the safety 
net. So prospects for large sections of our population are actually quite bleak.  
 
That's not to say that we will not act, or that we are not already acting to help those 
affected. I have four pages of examples, but I'll quote just a few, which I’m sure you’ll 
be relieved about. 
 
Welfare Hardship Support Scheme – to help people in emergencies. Government 
funding for this was withdrawn in April this year. Yet without good management over 
the last few years we’d not be able to extend the service over the next 2, which we 
can do. That is because we made provision for the continuation of a Conservative 
government. I didn’t, in fact, share the optimism of some of my colleagues. 
 
Welfare Partnership - working with charities, housing associations, and churches to 
support food banks, debt management, homelessness, and those sanctioned by the 
DWP. Also helping to prepare people for the complexities of Universal Credit, which 
by the way, will lead to a reduction in benefits, despite the rhetoric of the Minister in 
charge. 
 
Building new homes – particularly council homes, and working to redirect Housing 
Allowance, which is currently going to private landlords, into repurchase and new 
build to reduce the cost of rental for people on low incomes. 
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Robin Hood Energy – we are creating an energy company to sell electricity at 
cheaper rates, especially to those people who are on pre-pay meters, who are 
amongst the worst off, yet paradoxically they have to pay the most for their power.  A 
further programme added to this is for solar panels for people on low incomes, mainly 
in council housing. 
 
Welfare Advice Service is being maintained, which many councils have abandoned, 
but which has managed to restrict homelessness and repossession and 
indebtedness. Indebtedness is rife in the city. 
 
Providing support for people to get into work – the final example, and perhaps the 
most important, because it is the best way out of poverty and actually both parties 
agree on this, all parties agree. Our employee hub has supported over 2,000 people 
over the last 5 years. We have a jobs fair; the last one provided 570 jobs. We have a 
Jobs Fund, which is a continuation of the Labour scheme abandoned by the last 
government, which we are paying for out of our own surplus; 224 young people 
helped into work. And then we have Step Into Work for 18-24 year olds. Added to this 
we have apprenticeship schemes, trainee schemes, and very important pre-
employment support in order to get some of the hardest to reach on the employment 
ladder. 
 
I will finish on this: there is a limit to what any council can do to cushion the effects of 
a government determined to make the worst off pay for the recession, and one which 
uses divide and rule as a means of government. Nevertheless, we must try. We 
should not be on the defensive; the economic growth over the last 5 years in the UK 
has been on the back of low productivity, weak long-term investment particular with 
things like research and development and infrastructure, low wages, and a large 
balance of trade deficit. This is not the economy we want for Nottingham. We also 
have a plan, therefore, to improve skills, to select growth sectors of business; 
because without business development you do not get jobs, and to help modernise 
our economy and businesses in order to help them compete and spread fairly the 
benefits of growth. So those are our 2 tasks, and I believe for this group, which by the 
way, and I have lots of experience with this, is one of the strongest in the UK, and I 
really mean that because I deal with large numbers of other authorities, I think this 
group is up to that task. 
 
The Department of Work and Pensions (DWP) 
 
Councillor Michael Edwards asked the following question of the Portfolio Holder for 
Development and Growth: 
 
Is the portfolio holder surprised to hear that the DWP was described as “wonderful” in 
a recent political hustings in Nottingham? Just what has to be done to make the DWP 
truly wonderful and fit for purpose? 
 
Councillor Nick McDonald replied as follows: 
 
Like Councillor Edwards, I was indeed a little surprised to hear that the DWP was 
recently described as “wonderful” in a political hustings. Councillor Edwards may 
elaborate on who made this rather extraordinary claim, but my guess is that it wasn’t 
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a Labour candidate. And quite a claim it is, given the litany of failures the DWP and 
its Secretary of State, Ian Duncan Smith, has presided since 2010. And the failings 
are many. 
 
So let’s first take the DWP’s flagship employment support programmes, the Work 
Programme and the Youth Contract, introduced with much fanfare shortly after the 
Tory-led coalition government came to power. Work Programme is a £1.2 billion 
programme. Its stated aim when introduced was to provide more cost effective 
alternatives to the last Labour government’s Future Jobs Fund.  And it has been an 
abject failure.  
 
The 2015 report, “10 Policies for 10 People” stated as follows, this is not me, this is 
an independent report: “the Work Programme has been the coalition government’s 
flagship programme. Overall, 1 in 4 participants achieved sustainable employment. 
Young people on Job Seeker’s Allowance have been the most successful, however 
only 10% of Employment and Support Allowance claimants found and kept work. 
There are also signs that the more disadvantaged claimants have lost out: older 
people, prison leavers, and all disabled participants, have lower than average job 
outcomes. Overall, investment for disadvantaged groups is lower than planned, not 
higher”. 
 
Locally, of the 11,230 people who completed the Work Programme, 76.1% returned 
back to the Job Centre. Again, absolutely abject. Let’s look at the Youth Contract: a 
report in 2013 from the Local Government Association stated that only 27% of 16-17 
year olds starting the government’s Youth Contract were helped. Where the scheme 
was run by local councils, in Leeds, Wakefield, Bradford, Newcastle and Gateshead, 
the participants gained much higher results: 57% in Leeds and almost half in 
Newcastle.  
 
And of course, locally in Nottingham, we have other examples of how local authorities 
can deliver better outcomes. Young people supported into work through the 
Nottingham Jobs Fund have achieved over 70% sustained job outcomes, and that’s 
been the case throughout the time we’ve had that policy in place. Our Step Into Work 
programme which was introduced using underspend from the Youth Contract 
because it is failing, has so far produced job outcomes of 60%. 
 
So Lord Mayor, there is a pattern, and if we want to make the DWP, or at least what 
the DWP does work better, it’s a clear pattern. The DWP tries to implement policy, it 
fails both on the policy and the implementation, but where local authorities do it the 
performance is stronger.  
 
But since I’m on my feet, I won’t take too long, but let’s talk about a couple of other 
areas in which the DWP has been meddling in the last couple of years, because 
these are important issues that will affect the people in our city, and they affect the 
most vulnerable the most. 
 
Firstly, let’s look at Incapacity Benefit. Shortly after 2010, the Tory-led coalition 
government decided to re-categorise Incapacity Benefit, because a certain minister, I 
won’t say who, but the name has the same acronym as Incompetent Disgraceful 
Shambles, felt that too many people were wrongly claiming Incapacity Benefit and 
could in fact find work. Hundreds of thousands of people were re-assessed; benefits 
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were reduced or removed for many. The predictable result was tens of thousands of 
appeals, many of them successful, considerable hardship, administrative chaos, and 
eventually the collapse of DWP’s contract with ATOS.  
 
It doesn’t end there. Perhaps the greatest failure of the last 5 years, in terms of 
administration if nothing else, is Universal Credit. The biggest single example of 
failure. Ministerial hubris, civil service weakness, and administrative incompetence. 
The vision was of a single benefit supported by a single system that simplifies and 
rationalises payments. The reality is a god-awful mess, with an IT system that doesn’t 
work, a rollout that has been delayed again and again. Now this policy has not just 
affected people and damaged people’s lives, it’s also cost an enormous amount of 
money. £2 billion per year is the upward revision in terms of the cost of Universal 
Credit. £2 billion per year, a system that most independent assessors say isn’t 
working, won’t work, and ultimately will need to be abandoned.  
 
So no wonder the Tories have committed to finding £12 billion in additional welfare 
savings; they need them just to get back to square one. No wonder also that the 
difference between the track record locally and the DWP means that we’re now 
pushing to have those powers devolved down to us. The power to run the Work 
Programme and the Youth Contract as other cities have done, the power to run Job 
Centres, the power to set local skills budgets, the power to manage employment 
related benefits. If we have these powers, I’m confident that we can deliver support at 
a better quality, at less cost, with less bureaucracy, to more people in this city. 
 
So, Councillor Edwards, yes I am a little surprised that the Tories continue to 
describe the DWP as “wonderful”, against all the evidence, it perhaps shows that 
they don’t realise or frankly don’t care quite what an awful mess they’ve made of it, 
and more importantly what an awful mess it has made of the lives of people in this 
city. 
 
Social Housing 
 
Councillor Sally Longford asked the following question of the Portfolio Holder for 
Planning and Housing: 
 
Would the portfolio holder for Planning and Housing outline her concerns for the 
future of social housing in Nottingham over the next 5 years? 
 
Councillor Jane Urquhart replied as follows: 
 
Thank you Councillor Longford and thank you Lord Mayor. I am of course answering 
this question in the role that I would anticipate taking on a little later in the meeting, in 
accordance with the papers that people will have seen. So before I get into the detail 
of the answer I would first like to pay tribute to my predecessor in this role, Councillor 
Liversidge. Councillor Liversidge has held this portfolio through some challenging 
times, and I would like to thank him for the contribution he made to ensuring that we 
in Nottingham have not had anyone evicted as a result on the bedroom tax, and I 
would also like to thank him for the impetus behind the Council House building 
programme, which has seen hundreds of high quality Local Authority homes built 
over the last 4 years. 
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So, if the challenges have been considerable over the period of a Tory Lib-Dem 
coalition, the next 5 years of a Tory government will be even more so, in terms of 
welfare policy, right-to-buy, the role of the private sector, and rented accommodation. 
Councillor Chapman has talked about some of the general challenges in terms of 
austerity. I’m not sure that we will have time this afternoon for me to list all of my 
concerns frankly, but I will highlight a few that come to mind immediately. 
 
The bedroom tax. This already adversely affects 3,500 households in our city. We 
have all heard in our constituencies and in our ward surgeries, the appalling evidence 
of families forced to move, of people with disabilities fearing for their futures, and of 
local communities broken up as people have had to move to smaller homes to avoid 
debt. 
 
The rollout of Universal Credit could impact upon 12,000 Nottingham City Homes 
tenants, who may end up in rent arrears as a result of those changes, and Councillor 
McDonald has already spoken about the fiasco that is Universal Credit.  
 
Add to that the Tory’s proposed attacks on under 25 year olds, to exclude them from 
housing benefit altogether, which could affect a further 700 households. So young 
people are added to the list of those who will be punished, mainly for their youth. 
Young people who may not be able to return to their parents’ homes, perhaps 
because they need to live elsewhere in order to find work, or perhaps because of 
family violence or abuse. They will have no ability to claim housing benefit, and are 
therefore more likely to become homeless; because, of course, not all families are 
like the families experienced by Tory ministers. Not all families have their wealth, to 
shield them from such cuts as these. And we know that some people need support to 
establish themselves as independent, not punishment for being too young. 
 
So tens of thousands of people in our city could be affected by the Tory government’s 
attacks on welfare, and our social housing provision could be adversely affected, as 
rent arrears lead to reduced rental income for housing providers, therefore making it 
harder for those social landlords to make improvements to their housing stock, or to 
invest in building any more new homes.  
 
The Tories were clear in their election campaign that they would seek to extend the 
right to buy. Their housing policy, based on a simplistic notion that property 
ownership is the only acceptable form of housing tenure. They have not moved on 
from their Thatcherite policies. Actually, I would suggest they’ve not really moved on 
from the Victorian period really, when notions of property ownership were the route to 
an ability in those days to vote; the ability to vote was only conferred by property 
ownership. Some of these current policies have resonance with that. Their record on 
this is absolutely clear, and not just from Margaret Thatcher beginning the right-to-
buy policy in government from about 1980, but in fact closer to home in our city, in 
the mid-1970s. During a rare period of Conservative control in this Council, they 
piloted right-to-buy in our city, spending public money on building houses that were 
then sold off almost immediately to private owners. So we know from very close to 
home what’s in store for Nottingham. 
 
And of course, during the last parliament in 2012, they made the promise that every 
house sold would be replaced with a newly built one. So, 25,000 homes have been 
sold, and fewer than 2,300 have been built: another promise broken. Every home 
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sold off reduces the rental income for social housing landlords, and reduced their 
ability to improve the quality of their remaining housing stock. In Nottingham, we don’t 
share that view. By contrast, we are of the view that Council houses are an asset, 
that they should be held in public ownership, collectively, for the good of our 
generation and the next. Building new high quality homes, ensuring that that supply 
can drive down prices, that’s a better way to solve the housing crisis than selling off 
the precious few assets we have. 
 
So we will work hard in Nottingham to continue that house building programme. We 
have many more houses already in the pipeline, we have plans for thousands over 
the next 5 years, and we will continue to work hard to put those plans into action, 
despite the attacks that we know will come. And of course now it’s not only our local 
authority housing that the Tory government want to sell. They also want to sell other 
people’s silver, not just ours, but other people’s too. They want to extend the right-to-
buy to homes that are owned and rented out by housing associations. These 
organisations have been set up with charitable purposes, with the charitable purpose 
of providing housing for those of limited financial means. But the Tories seem to think 
it’s ok to use our money, public money, to offer subsidies to sell off those homes too, 
leading still further to reductions in the available housing stock, and pushing even 
more people into private renting, with less secure tenancies and often poor quality 
homes. 
 
So yes, Councillor Longford, I have considerable concerns for social housing over the 
next 5 years, and it will be a huge challenge for us to ensure that in Nottingham, 
renting a good quality home in a decent neighbourhood, is still something that our 
people can achieve. We have had some success over the last 5 years, in combatting 
the bedroom tax, in building new high quality homes, and I relish the challenge that 
we now face. I know that in Nottingham we will fight to make sure that our housing 
remains of a decent quality, is affordable, and does not simply dwindle to make 
profits for buy-to-let landlords. 
 
Electoral Registration 
 
Councillor Mohammed Ibrahim asked the following question of the Deputy Leader/ 
Portfolio Holder for Resources and Neighbourhood Regeneration: 
 
How many extra voters joined this year’s electoral register after its first publication? 
How many applications failed? How many requests were received from people 
anxious that they weren’t registered? How many people are qualified to be on the 
register, but are not? 
 
Councillor Graham Chapman replied as follows: 
 
Thank you Lord Mayor, and thank you Councillor Ibrahim. Since the first publication 
of the electoral register on 1 December 2014, the electorate in Nottingham City on 
the register increased from 191,201 to 205,940, therefore an increase of 14,739 
electors, most of whom were added in the last few weeks before the registration 
deadline, many of whom, Councillor Trimble will be delighted to hear, were students 
in Radford and Park, because I know how keen he is on student registration in 
Radford and Park, or whatever his ward is. And this was done at a time when many 
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other Councils’ numbers were static, so that was a very good thing and I congratulate 
the staff on it. 
 
The number of applications which failed when checked against the government 
records through the new system of individual registration changes on a day-to-day 
basis, therefore we can only provide the number of electors who are currently 
pending, and have to provide evidence due to them not matching with government 
records before they could be registered. This figure is 3,641 people, of which 1,871 
people have been sent 2 enquiry letters requesting this information since they made 
their application.  
 
Unfortunately there are no records kept of the number of people who contacted 
electoral services, anxious that they weren't registered, but obviously the team 
experienced a high volume of calls, emails and face-to-face contact at reception 
during the election period.  
 
Many people were in fact registered to vote already, but could not remember seeing 
their polling card, or wanted to double check. This is also evidenced by the large 
number of duplicate applications processed, people were registering online to vote 
who were already registered.  
 
The electoral register does not hold data on eligible electors who are not registered to 
vote, just the names of those registered to vote. Electoral Services have used data 
from Mosaic System through the GIS team to identify demographics in low 
registration areas, but using census and population data will never accurately 
pinpoint those individuals who can register to vote, but choose not to. This includes 
students living in the city who maintain their registration at their home town, and are 
not interested in voting in Nottingham, or city residents who are not qualified to vote 
because of their nationality status.  
 
What there is no doubt about is the confusion, the duplication and the omissions 
created by the new system. The number of people consequently disenfranchised, 
and the amount of resources and effort and resourcefulness applied by the staff to try 
and maintain registration levels and voter turnout, and I would like publicly to thank 
those staff, and I know that other members of Council really appreciate what they 
tried and succeeded in doing.  
 
But I also want to repeat concerns about a system which is designed, and I think 
deliberately designed, not to include, but to eliminate certain groups of people from 
the register. I have absolutely no doubt that it is a political fix, that it is deliberate, and 
it is surreptitious gerrymandering. 
 
Elected Mayors 
 
Councillor Georgina Culley asked the following question of the Deputy Leader/ 
Portfolio Holder for Resources and Neighbourhood Regeneration: 
 
While I am sure he joins me in welcoming the prospect of further powers and 
influence over transport, housing and skills policy offered by the Chancellor as part of 
the city devolution plans, could the deputy leader of the council confirm whether or 
not he will accept the establishment of an elected mayor in order to provide 
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appropriate accountability for these new orders, or will he deny Nottingham residents 
any say whatsoever on devolved matters? 
 
Councillor Graham Chapman replied as follows: 
 
I saw this question come in, and it is, inevitably, not about the powers or the 
opportunities of devolution, about jobs or houses or businesses which come from it, it 
is, inevitably, about mayors. Reflecting the real danger for the whole of the devolution 
proposals, that they deteriorate into a dispute about the process of mayoralty, rather 
than about a collective view of the substance to do with the economy, and jobs, and 
the prosperity of this city. 
 
But let me unpick the assumptions behind the question. The assumption is that the 
proposal, whatever it is, is for a Nottingham mayor. That is the precise wording of 
Councillor Culley's question. But is that what the proposal is from the Chancellor? 
The Manchester proposal is for a metropolitan mayor, so at least we will be talking 
about a conurbation mayor, not a Nottingham mayor. Moreover, Manchester's 
metropolis is quite clear, it's got clear boundaries. Nottingham's conurbation is not, 
where does it start and where does it stop? Halfway through Rushcliffe? Most of 
Ashfield? Bits of Newark? Bits of Derbyshire? So are we talking about a boundary 
review, which makes it all more complex? And then there are parts of Nottingham 
travel-to-work area which are in fact absolutely outside of the shire, are indeed in 
Derbyshire and would make far more sense than some of the other options we’re 
pursuing at the moment to do with the county.  
 
A further problem is the Local Economic Partnership, the devolution bid, encouraged 
by the government, that we have put in on behalf of the whole of Nottinghamshire. So 
you could argue that you have a shire mayor, otherwise, the bid for powers, 
encouraged by the government, does not make sense. But the shire also includes 
Mansfield, which already has a mayor, and Bassetlaw which sees itself more as part 
of Sheffield than it does Nottingham. However, I'm told that there is a long term 
desire to bring the Derbyshire side of the LEP in, so that you could have a D2N2 
mayor. Moreover, we are told that LEP boundaries are going to be re-drawn in order 
to increase the size to Mancunian scales, so you could actually have Leicestershire 
included; and Leicester, which also has a mayor. In fact we could have so many 
damn mayors floating around that we wouldn't know what to do with them. I'll correct 
that for you Lord Mayor, so many directly elected mayors, floating around that we 
wouldn't know what to do with them. So you have a dog’s breakfast of options, the 
one of which that makes the least sense is a mayor for the city boundaries. 
 
In addition, you have to deliver consensus, so that Rushcliffe, Bassetlaw, possibly 
Erewash, the county certainly, possibly 2 or even 3 counties, Derby, possibly 
Leicester, and Uncle Tom Cobley all agree, and meanwhile the world moves on. 
Everybody is paralysed by process, and the whole thing becomes a divisive 
distraction, and that is your problem.  
 
Moreover, there is no evidence that mayors make much difference to tell you the 
truth, the benefits of a good one are marginal. The drawbacks of a bad one can be 
enormous, so I don't actually see the excitement of a mayor. Finally, there is an 
interesting phrase in the question: "will he accept the establishment of an elected 
mayor in order to provide appropriate accountability for these new orders, or will he 
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deny Nottingham residents any say whatsoever on devolved matters". The either/or 
in this phrase does not make sense. First, having a say over devolution and having a 
say over mayoralty is not the same thing, but the question assumes it. Second, one 
of the very things that the people of Nottingham have had a say on over the last few 
years is whether they want a mayor or not. Perhaps Councillor Culley is suffering 
from selective amnesia, because the results, they weren't that keen on either a 
mayor, or even on voting about a mayor, because the turnout was very very low. 
Thirdly, there is an assumption that she's expressing the views of the people of 
Nottingham. I don't want to be cruel, but is important to remind her that one of the 
people in this chamber who has the least right to speak for the people of Nottingham, 
is herself. She has just overseen the biggest defeat of her values in this city for many 
many years, at a time when her party was advancing nationally. Indeed, it is a 
presumption in the extreme to purport to speak on behalf of the people of 
Nottingham, and she's no longer even the chief spokesperson for the people of 
Wollaton. Indeed, the chief spokesperson for the people of Wollaton is unfortunately 
not in this chamber, but I tell you he is certainly not in favour of elected mayors, either 
for the city, the conurbation, the county, D2N2, Leicestershire, or any other 
concoction. 
 
But back to the substance, and a question for the questioner. Georgina, what sort of 
mayor are you talking about please? And how are you going to persuade your 
colleagues in the rest of the shire, and the rest of D2N2 to accept a mayor 
overseeing their economic policy? And indeed, how are you going to persuade the 
Nottingham electorate that has already voted against the concept? Because I tell 
you, I’m not going to do it, and there will be many other members in this Council not 
going to do it. We are far too interested in the powers, resources and benefits that 
devolution can bring down for the people of Nottingham, rather than getting bogged 
down in to some inextricable morass of pointless mayoral process. 
 

11. TO CONSIDER A REPORT OF THE LEADER ON EXECUTIVE 
APPOINTMENTS, REMITS AND FIRST MEETINGS, 2015-16 

 
The Deputy Leader submitted a report on Executive appointments, remits and first 
meetings for the 2015-16 municipal year, as set out on pages 9 to 42 of the 
supplementary agenda. 
 
RESOLVED to: 
 
1) note the appointment of Councillor Graham Chapman as Deputy Leader; 
 
2) note the following appointment of Councillors as Portfolio Holders and 

Executive Assistants: 

Councillor Jon Collins Strategic Regeneration and Development 

Councillor Graham 
Chapman 

Resources and Neighbourhood 
Regeneration 

Councillor David Mellen Early Intervention and Early Years 

Councillor David Trimble Leisure and Culture 

Councillor Alex Norris Adults, Health and Community Sector 

Councillor Nick McDonald Jobs, Growth and Transport 

Councillor Nicola Heaton Community Services 

Councillor Alan Clark Energy and Sustainability 
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Councillor Jane Urquhart Planning and Housing 

Councillor Sam Webster Schools 

Councillor Alex Ball 

Executive Assistants 

Councillor Rosemary Healy 

Councillor Toby Neal 

Councillor Cat Arnold 

Councillor Marcia Watson 

 

3) note the remits of the Portfolio Holders, as detailed in appendix 2 to the 
report; 

 
4) note the terms of reference and first meeting dates of Executive Board, 

Commissioning and Procurement Sub Committee, Executive Board 
Strategic Regeneration Committee, East Midlands Shared Services Joint 
Committee, Executive Board City Centre Committee, and the City of 
Nottingham and Nottinghamshire Economic Prosperity Committee, as 
detailed in appendix 3 to the report. 

 

12. TO CONSIDER A REPORT OF THE LEADER ON APPOINTMENTS AND 
FIRST MEETINGS OF COMMITTEES AND JOINT BODIES ETC. 2015-16 

 
The Deputy Leader submitted a report on appointments and first meetings of 
Committees and Joint Bodies for the 2015-16 municipal year, as detailed on pages 
43 to 94 of the supplementary agenda. 
 
Councillor Georgina Culley raised queries regarding the allocation of seats on various 
committees to Conservative Councillors, which she referred to Monitoring Officer 
Glen O’Connell for discussion after the meeting, with any further changes to 
membership to be dealt with as an in-year change, or brought as an item to a future 
meeting of Council. 
 
RESOLVED to: 
 
1) agree the membership, terms of reference and first meeting dates of 

Council bodies, as detailed in appendix 1 of the report; 
 
2) agree the City Council membership of Joint Bodies, dates of first 

meetings and terms of reference, as detailed in appendix 2 of the report; 
 
3) agree substitutes where applicable, as detailed in the appendices to the 

report; 
 
4) agree the voting arrangements and membership of the new Health and 

Wellbeing Board Commissioning Sub-Committee, as detailed in 
paragraph 3.2 of the report; 

 
5) appoint Councillor David Liversidge as the Chair of the Appointments 

and Condition of Services Committee. 
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13. TO CONSIDER A REPORT OF THE LEADER ON GENERAL 
AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSTITUTION 

 
The Deputy Leader submitted a report on general amendments to the Constitution, 
as set out on pages 95 to 100 of the supplementary agenda. 
 
RESOLVED to: 
 
1) note the amendments required to the Employment Procedure Rules to 

meet the requirements of The Local Authorities (Standing Orders) 
(England) (Amendment) Regulations 2015 as outlined in the report, and 
agree that the Council’s Employment Procedure Rules will be applied as 
if Schedule 3 (Appendix 1) to these regulations has replaced any existing 
relevant provisions, until resolution 5 has been implemented;  

 
2) approve the proposal for a panel to make recommendations with regard 

to disciplinary action and dismissal of the Head of Paid Service, 
Monitoring Officer or Chief Finance Officer as outlined in this report;  

 
3) delegate authority to the Monitoring Officer to recruit two independent 

persons as required by the Localism Act 2011 and The Local Authorities 
(Standing Orders) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2015, with the 
final appointments to be confirmed by Council;  

 
4) note that a general review of the Employment Procedure Rules (Part 2 of 

the Constitution) is being carried out to ensure that it is compliant with 
legislation and reflects the changing make-up of the Council’s 
employment structure and workforce; 

 
5) agree that the revised Employment Procedure Rules are reported to July 

Council for approval to reflect the outcomes of the review and to 
incorporate the changes required by the new regulations. 

 

14. TO CONSIDER A REPORT OF THE LEADER ON DECISIONS TAKEN 
UNDER THE URGENCY PROCEDURES 

 
The Deputy Leader submitted a report on decision taken under the urgency 
procedures, as set out on pages 25 to 32 of the agenda. 
 
RESOLVED to note the urgent decisions taken, as follows: 
 
1) urgent decisions (exempt from call-in) 
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Decision 
reference 
number 
 

Date of 
decision 

Subject 
Value of 
decision 

Reasons for urgency 

1864 27/02/2015 
Funding of Legal 
Support in Relation to 
Employment Matters 

Exempt 

Urgent need to procure 
Legal advice and 
advocacy due to 
timescales of case. 

1869 03/03/2015 

Appointment of 
Nottingham 
Regeneration Ltd to 
undertake Market 
Research into 
attracting a 
Commercial Leisure 
Attraction to 
Nottingham City 

Exempt 
The contract needed to 
be let before the end of 
the financial year. 

1871 04/03/2015 
Lease surrender to 
car wash operator 

Exempt 
Short timescales 
involved. 

1872 05/03/2015 
City Centre Wireless 
Concession: 
Agreement of contract 

Exempt 
Contract had to be 
signed by the end of 
March. 

1875 09/03/2015 
Property acquisition - 
Shakespeare Street 

Exempt 

The Council would 
otherwise miss the tight 
deadlines for submitting 
a tender for the 
purchase of the property.  

1887 16/03/2015 

Proposals for a Place 
Marketing 
Organisation for 
Nottingham and 
Nottinghamshire 

£391,000 

On 16th March 2015 
Experience 
Nottinghamshire 
members are due to vote 
on a special resolution 
and, if passed, 
reconstitute itself as the 
PMO for Nottingham and 
Nottinghamshire. The 
City Council's nominated 
member of the company 
must be authorised to 
approve the proposals if 
they are to vote for the 
special resolution. 

1893 24/03/2015 
Approval of the costs 
of an Adult Care 
Package 

Exempt 
To allow for a timely 
implementation of the 
decision. 

1902 26/03/2015 
Approval of the costs 
of an Adult Care 
Package 

Exempt 
To allow for a timely 
implementation of the 
decision. 
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Decision 
reference 
number 
 

Date of 
decision 

Subject 
Value of 
decision 

Reasons for urgency 

1903 26/03/2015 
Approval of the costs 
of an Adult Care 
Package 

Exempt 
To allow for a timely 
implementation of the 
decision. 

1904 26/03/2015 
Approval of the costs 
of an Adult Care 
Package 

Exempt 
To allow for a timely 
implementation of the 
decision. 

1907 27/03/2015 
The sale of new build 
family housing on the 
Radford site 

£6,700,000 

To allow Nottingham City 
Homes to market the 
properties as soon as 
possible. 

1909 30/03/2015 
Communities of 
Identity - Established 
Communities 

£160,464 

Any delay in 
implementing this 
decision would lead to a 
gap in activity for 
established communities 
in Nottingham, 
destabilising the 
voluntary and community 
sector organisations that 
work within this field. 
This would also delay 
the review of services 
that needs to be 
undertaken to reshape 
services to meet the 
needs of these 
communities. 

1915 31/03/2015 

To approve on-going 
design development 
costs for the 
Broadmarsh Car Park 
refurbishment project. 

£77,000 

Due to a signed Delivery 
Agreement between 
NCC & Intu and the time 
delays which call in 
could cause and the 
negative impact it could 
have on the Broadmarsh 
area. 

1916 31/03/2015 
Purchase of Leisure 
Management software 

Exempt 
To allow for 
implementation on 1 
April 2015. 

1930 09/04/15 
Partnership support 
for community delivery 

Exempt 
To ensure a community 
facility remains open. 

1931 09/04/15 

3 year (+ optional 2 
year extension) 
Corporate 
Procurement Card 
Contract 

£160,000 
To ensure no loss of 
Council rebate. 
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Decision 
reference 
number 
 

Date of 
decision 

Subject 
Value of 
decision 

Reasons for urgency 

1932 09/04/15 
Approval of the costs 
of an Adults Care 
Package 

Exempt 
To allow for a timely 
implementation of the 
decision. 

1933 10/04/15 

Essential Car Usage 
Allowance Removal 
(Compensation) & 
Workplace Parking 
Charge Exemption 
Business Cases 

Exempt 
To implement the 
decision in a timely 
manner. 

1934 10/04/2015 
Sale of Gresham 
Works, London Road, 
Nottingham 

Exempt 

All terms have been 
agreed for the sale. The 
Fire Authority want to 
progress the 
construction contract 
and to remain on 
programme require to 
start on site on 13 April 
2015. 

1939 15/04/15 

Bioscience Expansion 
- Project Team and 
Enabling Works 
Funding 

Exempt 
Pre-construction works 
need to begin. 

1940 15/04/15 
Island Site: Renewal 
Trust Property - 
Exercise of Covenant 

c.£2.5m 
To ensure continued 
activities of the Renewal 
Trust. 

1950 22/04/15 
Approval of the costs 
of an Adults Care 
Package 

Exempt 
To allow for a timely 
implementation of the 
decision. 

1951 22/04/15 
Approval of the costs 
of an Adults Care 
Package 

Exempt 
To allow for a timely 
implementation of the 
decision. 

1967 28/04/2015 
Approval of the costs 
of an Adults Care 
Package 

Exempt 
To allow for a timely 
implementation of the 
decision. 

1968 28/04/2015 
Approval of the costs 
of an Adults Care 
Package 

Exempt 
To allow for a timely 
implementation of the 
decision. 

1969 28/04/2015 
Approval of the costs 
of an Adults Care 
Package 

Exempt 
To allow for a timely 
implementation of the 
decision. 

1972 30/04/2015 

Repairs to Trent Basin 
and River walls on the 
Trent Basin 
development site. 

£325,000 

The works need to be 
completed quickly and 
the contractor is ready to 
enter to start on site 
subject to the signing of 
contracts. 
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Decision 
reference 
number 
 

Date of 
decision 

Subject 
Value of 
decision 

Reasons for urgency 

1975 30/04/15 
Bridge over the 
Nottingham-Beeston 
Canal at Thane Road 

Nil 
To ensure that critical 
project deadlines are 
met. 

 

2) key decisions (special urgency procedure) 
 

Date of 
decision 

Subject 
Value of 
decision 

Decision 
Taker 

Reasons for special 
urgency 

26/02/2015 

Further 
Education 
Funding 
Update 

£5,000,000 
Leader of the 
City Council 

Funding issues emerged 
over a short period of time, 
and construction would 
have stopped without 
substitute funding, 

11/03/2015 

Better Care 
Fund 
Section 75 
Agreement 

£12,471,000 

Commissioning 
and 
Procurement 
Sub-
Committee 

It was not possible to gain 
approval of the 
Commissioning Sub-
Committee of the Health 
and Wellbeing Board to 
make this decision until 
after the 5 day deadline. 

17/03/2015 

National 
Programme 
of Physical 
Activity in 
parks and 
Open 
Green 
Spaces 

Exempt 
Executive 
Board 

The external partner 
requested that financial and 
brand information be 
exempt, so additional work 
was required to finalise the 
report. 

16/04/2015 

Acquisition 
of Long 
Leasehold 
Property 
Interest on 
Brook 
Street, 
Nottingham 

Exempt 
Leader of the 
City Council 

Negotiations have involved 
lining up a number of 
transactions  which need to 
be acted upon quickly to 
realise the best benefits for 
the Council. To delay could 
jeopardise the success of 
the proposals. 

 
 

15. TO CONSIDER A REPORT OF THE LEADER ON THE DOLLY PARTON 
IMAGINATION LIBRARY 

 
The Portfolio Holder for Early Years and Early Intervention submitted a report on the 
Dolly Parton Imagination Library, as set out on pages 33-34 of the agenda. A brief 
video from Dolly Parton was also shown in the chamber, and can be viewed online: 
http://www.dollybooksnottingham.org/  
 

http://www.dollybooksnottingham.org/
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RESOLVED to: 
 
1) support the expansion of the Dolly Parton Imagination Library to reach 

all new babies in the City. 
 
2) support all Nottingham City Councillors in becoming advocates of the 

scheme across their community. 
 

16. FUTURE MEETING DATES 
 

Councillors Jim Armstrong, Georgina Culley and Andrew Rule asked that their 
objections to the reduction in the number of meetings be recorded. 
 
RESOLVED to hold meetings of Council at 2.00 pm on the following dates: 
 
2015 
13 July 
14 September 
9 November 
 
2016 
11 January 
14 March 
 
 


