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MINUTES OF A MEETING OF 


BIRMINGHAM CITY COUNCIL HELD 


ON TUESDAY, 5 nOVEMBER 2002 AT 


1400 HOURS IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, 


COUNCIL HOUSE, BIRMINGHAM


PRESENT:-  The Lord Mayor (Councillor Mahmood Hussain) in the Chair.
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MINUTES


Councillor John Beadman said that, in respect of the vote immediately preceding Minute No. 264, he had voted incorrectly in that he had intended to vote against the amendment rather than abstaining.  That was noted.


It was moved by the Lord Mayor, seconded and 

16474
RESOLVED:-



That the Minutes of the Meeting of the City Council held on 1 October 2002, having been printed and a copy sent to each Member of the Council, be taken as read and confirmed and signed.


_________________________________________________________________________


LORD MAYOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS

16475
1.
Welcome to the new Chief Executive, Lin Homer

The Lord Mayor welcomed Lin Homer, the new Chief Executive, to her first meeting of the City Council.


_________________________________________________________________________

2.
Death of Honorary Alderman Victor Ernest Turton

The Lord Mayor referred to the death on 3rd October 2002 of Honorary Alderman Victor Ernest Turton and, after a number of tributes had been paid by members, it was moved by the Lord Mayor, seconded and 

16476


RESOLVED: -

That this Council places on record its sorrow at the death of Honorary Alderman Victor Ernest Turton, a Member of Birmingham City Council from 1945 to 1974, and its appreciation of his long and devoted service to the citizens of Birmingham; it extends its deepest sympathy to members of his family in their sad bereavement.


___________________________________________________________________________

3.
Death of former Councillor Graham Eynon

The Lord Mayor referred to the death on 10th October 2002 of former Councillor Graham Eynon and, after a number of tributes had been paid by members, it was moved by the Lord Mayor, seconded and 

16477


RESOLVED: -

That this Council places on record its sorrow at the death of former Councillor Graham Eynon, a Member of Birmingham City Council from 1980 to 1987, and its appreciation of his devoted service to the citizens of Birmingham; it extends its deepest sympathy to members of his family in their sad bereavement.


___________________________________________________________________________

16478
4.      Visit to Birmingham by PRESUD

The Lord Mayor informed Members that a performance review team of six people connected with the Peer Reviews for European Sustainable Urban Development were visiting the City Council that week and would be observing the meeting a little later in the afternoon before joining him for tea.


_________________________________________________________________________


ORAL QUESTIONS
16479
At 1433 hours the Council proceeded to consider Oral Questions in accordance with Standing Order 12(B).


1
Councillor David Roy to the Leader of the Council


“Lord Mayor, we are all delighted that Birmingham has been shortlisted as a Capital of Culture.  The Conservative Group has endorsed our bid from day one and will continue to do so.  However, we have been excluded from nearly all publicity and all high profile events to support our City.  Is this an oversight or the policy of the Birmingham Labour Party?

Councillor Sir Albert Bore in reply

“I am pleased, Lord Mayor, that David Roy and the Conservative Group are wholly in support of the Capital of Culture bid and I thank them for that, because I believe that much will come as a result of Birmingham being designated the Capital of Culture 2008.  There is no policy to exclude the Conservative Members, Lord Mayor,  I can certainly assure David Roy of that matter.  There have been events where I would have thought the Conservative members might have been invited or taken part in.  I will have a look at the situation and see what can be done to try and make this bid as inclusive as possible of the whole of the City Council.



Councillor Roy Supplementary Question


“First I acknowledge the reply on this, there was in fact one small event where we were not able to be supportive, but only one.  But the main thing is that, the Leader I think agrees with me, that our bid will be much enhanced if it is a whole City bid, rather than a one Party bid.  He said as much, we go along with that and we look forward to working in full co-operation, knowing that there have been oversights, but they will be corrected.  Thank you.”

2
Councillor Len Gregory to the Cabinet Member for Housing

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  Lord Mayor, on the 1st of October I posed a question to the Cabinet Member for Housing about holding contracts and she says, and I quote from the Minutes ‘I will require confirmation and write to Councillor Gregory.’  As I haven’t yet received that answer, do I assume that they are still counting these repairs that are outstanding?”



Councillor Sandra Jenkinson in reply

“Lord Mayor, no, they are not being counted.  There is a perfectly adequate system, a computer system.  I apologise if the letter hasn’t got to you.  I thought it had, but I will make sure it does.”

Councillor Gregory Supplementary Question

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  As this isn’t the first time that the Housing Department has failed to reply to questions, I did put a question down about members replying, could she also include in the answer the answers to questions that I was posed on the 22nd of August, when I met up with Housing Officers and I still have not yet received a reply?  Thank you, Lord Mayor.”



Councillor Jenkinson in reply



“Lord Mayor, yes.”

3
Councillor Deirdre Alden to the Chairperson of the Development Control Committee

“I always assumed that as Councillors we got notified about all the planning applications in our Wards.  When I didn’t get notification about one and found out about it from a constituent, I contacted the Department to ask what had happened, assuming it had been a mistake.  I was surprised, therefore, when I got this letter which says ‘I would be grateful to receive a list of particular types of application or areas within Edgbaston that you are particularly interested in, so that I can ensure you are notified in good time.’  I am amazed that the Department might think there are areas of my Ward that I am not interested in and my question is: did we used to notify Councillors of all the applications and, if so, when did we stop?”



Councillor Renée Spector in reply

“I really don’t understand why you didn’t get your copy of planning applications for your Ward.  They are still going out, they haven’t stopped and it must have been a mistake and I will enquire as to why you didn’t.  However, I think that the letter that you did receive must have been one meant for Residents’ Associations and other people who show an interest in applications in their Ward.”




Councillor Alden Supplementary Question

“Can you just confirm then that, we don’t have to all write in and ask for applications, we will all be sent all the applications for our Wards?”



Councillor Spector in reply

“As I have already said, you should be getting the applications, which are in your Ward.  I do go through them myself, every week, with the Chief Planning Officer and pick out all those that need to have any special attention.  I must admit there are some like conservatories and that sort of thing, which we don’t give a special look to, we rely on Ward Councillors, but I will make sure that you do get it.”

4
Councillor Nicola Henry to the Cabinet Member for Transportation, Street Services and Sustainability

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  Following the mistaken siting of a pelican crossing in Fox Hollies Road, can he now reassure the Councillors that he will make every effort to see that this crossing is moved to a more appropriate site?”

Councillor Stewart Stacey in reply

“Sorry, Lord Mayor, I missed the start of the question, due to the distribution of the Supplementary.  Can you repeat the question, please?”


Councillor Henry (repeat question)

“Yes, with pleasure.  Following the mistaken siting, in other words, the officers have put it in the wrong place, in fact in an unsafe place, can the Cabinet Member now reassure the Councillors that he will see to it that this crossing is put into a safer place?”

Councillor Stewart Stacey in reply

“If you would let me have details of the crossing and any correspondence that you’ve had saying it’s unsafe, then I would ensure that this is carried out.  I am not actually aware of the crossing, but if you send me the details I’ll make sure, if necessary, it is moved.”


Councillor Henry Supplementary Question

“Thank you.  To assist the gentleman, your officers have failed to switch on the lights at this pelican crossing, because it is unsafe to do so.  Indeed, in order to protect the public, a) they have refused to switch on the lights and b) they now intend, in order to make the crossing safe, to block off access to Fox Hollies Road for the people of Westfield Road, causing inconvenience to some 200 people.  Is this a suitable way for engineers to cover up their mistakes?”

Councillor Stacey in reply

“As I said, when I’ve had the details of it, I’ll ensure that the necessary action is taken.  There’s sometimes difficult balances to be drawn between the safety of pedestrians and the desire of motorists to travel in certain directions and trade-offs have to be made, but I will make sure that the necessary investigation is carried out.

5
Councillor Frank Coyne to the Leader of the Council

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  Given Tony Blair’s recent enthusiasm for Anti-Social Behaviour Orders, how committed is this Council in supporting the Prime Minister in this enthusiasm?”

Councillor Sir Albert Bore in reply

“Lord Mayor, I believe that much of what the Prime Minister said in regard to anti-social behaviour would be supported by individual members of this Council and the Council as a whole.”


Councillor Coyne Supplementary Question

“Lord Mayor, supplementary question is, in that case, why have officers in the Legal Services and Housing Department caused delays in the issue of nine ASBOS to young thugs in Fox Hollies Ward, who have terrorised the local estate?  Despite being given evidence by local Police, local residents and a video film, which clearly captures the thugs on the rampage on several occasions, the evidence has been tucked away in a drawer and forgotten until it is too late to use.  Why?  And what is this Council’s reluctance to use ASBOS?”

Councillor Sir Albert Bore in reply

“Councillor Coyne knows only too well, Lord Mayor, that this City Council has been supportive of the use of ASBOS.”

6
Councillor Fergus Robinson to the Cabinet Member for Transportation, Street Services and Sustainability

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  In light of the fact that, at the last Council Meeting he made what we accountants might describe as a materially inaccurate statement, in respect of the poster indemnity forms for Edgbaston Ward, would he now like to correct the situation?

Councillor Stewart Stacey in reply

“Yes, Lord Mayor, I was, regretfully, I was speaking on the basis of information supplied to me by the Transportation Department.  Regretfully that information was incorrect in respect of one name and one name only and I shall be writing to the member shortly, confirming that point.”


Councillor Robinson Supplementary Question

“Yes, I would like to thank Councillor Stacey for what is probably the nearest to a gracious apology we get from the lower benches in this Chamber.  Thank you.”

7
Councillor Peter Douglas Osborn to the Deputy Leader of the Labour Group

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  And, obviously, congratulations to the Deputy Leader for achieving, no doubt, a lifetime’s ambition, and I hope it lasts longer than the year we predict.  My question is about his particular responsibility for the Benefits Service and the fact that many of the pensioners in this City have been given a question to be answered, and I won’t put it as a ‘Big Brother’ question, but it obviously complies with Government Directives, to the extent that they are to put down how much they receive in War Pension and how much they are prepared to allow, or what they are prepared to allow Birmingham City Council to contact the War Pensions Agency in order to confirm that amount.  Will he, please, tell me whether he is aware of this change in our request for information?”

Councillor Andy Howell in reply

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  No, I am not.  You are correct in saying that they are Regulations laid down by Government.  They do change with remarkable frequency, hence a lot of difficulties that the Housing Benefits Service throughout the country has, but I am not aware of that particular change.”


Councillor Douglas Osborn Supplementary Question

“A supplementary question to the original recipient.  Under the circumstances of his take-over of the Benefits Service, could he, please, confirm to the whole Council that this information will not be used to reduce the amount of Benefit that pensioners at present receive?”



Lord Mayor



“Councillor Howell is Deputy Leader, until we appoint David later.”




Councillor Douglas Osborn




“That’s why I am talking about the future, Lord Mayor.”

Lord Mayor

“All right, o.k.  So, you can’t expect him to answer anything yet.”

8
Councillor John Beadman to the Cabinet Member for Social Services and Health

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  Could the Cabinet Member tell me whether we are oversupplied with wheelchair lifts in the Social Services Department?”

Councillor Susanna McCorry in reply

“Could I just clarify?  Did you say wheelchairs, or …?……  Well, I don’t think we are oversupplied with them.  I think we probably have sufficient to be able to meet needs.  I am going around visiting all our older persons’ homes at the moment and every home has got a lift that will be suitable for a wheelchair.  As you know, the Disability Discrimination Act requires all access points, not only for Social Services, but indeed the City Council, to be able to accommodate people with a range of different mobility difficulties and, therefore, if there are any access points, whether that be in general Council facilities or, indeed, Social Services we would have to put them in place.  But, as far as I am aware, there is no point of access within Social Services in which we are accommodating disabled children or adults that we don’t have a suitable lift.”


Councillor Beadman Supplementary Question

“Lord Mayor, the reason for my question, really, is then, could the Cabinet Member explain to me why one of my residents in the New Hall Ward on Falcon Lodge cannot get two wheelchair lifts in their house removed by the Department?  And I have tried for them as well, and I can’t get anywhere.  Thank you.”

Councillor McCorry in reply

“Well, obviously, I don’t know about this individual issue, but I am certainly happy to look into it, if the Councillor would give me details and, obviously, if there is spare equipment in the City and that can be utilised elsewhere, we will be more than happy to deal with that.”

9
Councillor Matt Redmond to the Cabinet Member for Transportation, Street Services and Sustainability

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  Is the Cabinet Member aware that the said crossing referred to by Councillor Henry is not to be moved but is to stay  in the same place, following my consultations, intervention and suggestions by myself to his officers, consultation has now taken place and that the said crossing will be switched on as soon as the consultations have finished?  Is the Cabinet Member aware of that?  And, as a point of information, this is not a crossing, a pelican crossing, it is a puffin crossing.  Councillor Henry quite clearly doesn’t know her own patch”

Councillor Stewart Stacey in reply

“Lord Mayor, I wasn’t aware of that, but I am not at all surprised, knowing the hard work that Councillor Redmond puts into the community, that he has got this issue well in hand, as a local Councillor and I shall continue to keep an eye on the matter.”

10
Councillor Ray Hassall to the Cabinet Member for Housing

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  Does this Council take out building insurance to cover damage caused to Council Housing stock?”

Councillor Sandra Jenkinson in reply

“Lord Mayor, it is difficult to hear the question, when other Councillors are having a conversation back here.”

Lord Mayor

“Right, …….. can you ask the question again Ray?”

Councillor Sandra Jenkinson in reply

“No, it’s all right, I think I got the gist.  The important issue about insurance, is one which is a difficult one for the whole of the Council in all its activities.  I will ensure that a detailed answer comes back to Councillor Hassall.  I think the written question around the insurance aspect that was put to me by Councillor Hawthorn, raises an interesting issue and perhaps Hall Green would like to take an initiative locally, in dealing with the aspects that her question relates to as well.”

Councillor Hassall Supplementary Question

“Thank you, Councillor.  What it is, is a constituent in Fox Hollies Ward had a real problem during the gales, one of our trees fell on a Council house, he is now left with a problem that he has been told it is going to take 60 days for the repair to the fence and the securing of the rear of his home.  You know, this becomes a problem that we need to act to be addressed very carefully.  Here is a Council house being smashed by a Council tree and now some poor devil is going to have to wait for the repairs.  Would she like to make a comment on that?  Thank you.”

Councillor Jenkinson in reply

“If you can give me the address, I will certainly follow it up.”

11
Councillor Mark Hill to the Cabinet Member for Housing

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  I have a question again for the Cabinet Member for Housing.  I have been dealing with a case for some disabled local residents that has been now ongoing for over four years.  Could she tell me when that case is likely to get cleared up?”

Councillor Sandra Jenkinson in reply

“I don’t happen to have a total recall of the whole waiting list.  There is a problem around resourcing all the things that we would like to do, which is why any work to do with aids and adaptations is prioritised through the Occupational Therapy Service in conjunction with Housing Officers and the work that they are able to do.  The allocation for the work, for those sorts of works, within the Housing budget used to be around the £4 million level.  This year, because of additional money, which we have made available to Housing, it is in just over £10 million, but it is still not going to be enough for us to be able to deal with every request.  We need to be able to work with individuals in a more creative way, in order to be able to find ways through, because, at the moment, we are not able to address every issue that comes to us.”

12
Councillor Reg Hales to the Cabinet Member for Transportation, Street Services and Sustainability

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  A question for the member responsible for civic amenity refuse tips.  Is the member aware that the Sutton Coldfield refuse tip is the only one in the City which forces residents to climb a flight of steep, iron stairs, in order to deposit bulky household refuse in the skips, and does he find that disgraceful state of affairs satisfactory?”

Councillor Stewart Stacey in reply

“Lord Mayor, the responsibility for running the sites is a matter for Tyseley Waste Disposal Limited.  We have recently, I don’t know if it has happened yet, but I have agreed some investment in that site, to help with the problem of vehicles queuing for that site.  It is obviously very popular and the majority of people aren’t put off by the arrangements there, but I am not directly responsible for the internal workings of it.”

Councillor Hales Supplementary Question

“Lord Mayor, does the member then accept that such a dangerous method of disposal puts many Sutton Coldfield residents at serious risk of injury or worse, particularly the elderly and those with health conditions and makes the site totally unsuitable and impossible to use by those residents with disabilities, and can he offer any proposals to improve this disgraceful situation?”

Councillor Stacey in reply

“The matter of risk to persons using the site will be a matter for the site operators, Lord Mayor.  As to whether it is an adequate facility, I will examine the issue and see if amongst the Council’s limited capital finances available, whether that would be a worthwhile use of those monies.”

13
Councillor John Hemming to the Leader of the Council

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  I understand that we are facing probably £31 million worth of cuts, actually in the next financial year.  I understand further that future years, in future years, the Council faces further cuts.  Does he think this is a good situation?”

Councillor Sir Albert Bore in reply

“Lord Mayor, Councillor Hemming is well informed.”


Councillor Hemming Supplementary Question

“Lord Mayor, could he answer the question as to whether it is a good idea or not?”

Councillor Sir Albert Bore in reply

“Lord Mayor, I am glad that Councillor Hemming has his intelligence sources.”

14
Councillor Reg Corns to the Leader of the Council

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  This is a serious question actually, to the Leader of the Council.  I think it is something that ……. I don’t think it’s anything that should be jovial about it and I think he will be interested in sort of answering the question in any event.  And that is this: it was raised earlier on, Lord Mayor, about the problems of marauding youths causing troubles on some of our Estates and we did talk about ASBOS and so forth.  The question is, it seems to me, that the only answer, Lord Mayor, is that we can criminalise the young people, instead of dealing with the real cause of the problem and the question is, does he agree with me that the easy options of drugs, drink and crime, lead to the problems that we have amongst our young people and, perhaps, a report to this Council of what we are doing about it and see if there is something we can offer young people for the future in Birmingham?”

Councillor Sir Albert Bore in reply

“Lord Mayor, there is probably no Ward within the City, where we do not have issues in relation to crime, perhaps to drug abuse, perhaps to prostitution, and the problems with our youth.  The answers to those problems do vary from Ward to Ward and I do think it is for local members, as well as the City Council, to seek a solution to the problems that Councillor Corns has described.”


Councillor Corns Supplementary Question


“Just a very quick response.  I think, Lord Mayor, I think you would agree with me that it seems to me that if young people get into trouble then we have it in place.  Would you agree, we have the Probation Services, we have the Youth Offending Team, we have the Police, we have Education, we have Housing, all dealing with problems once they have occurred, but on the other side of the coin, on the other side of the line we are sadly lacking in facilities for young people?”

Councillor Sir Albert Bore in reply

“That may well be the case, Lord Mayor, and I would suggest that Councillor Corns does take that matter up, in relation to his own Ward with the Cabinet Member who has that responsibility.  Across the City, we do provide very extensive facilities and assistance to young people and I hope we would continue to do so.  But if there is a lack of that activity in Northfield Ward, then I would simply suggest that Councillor Corns does advise the Cabinet Member of, the appropriate Cabinet Member, of the situation and inquire what might be done about the matter.”

15
Councillor John Hood to the Cabinet Member for Transportation, Street Services and Sustainability

“Thank you, Lord Mayor.  Over two years ago, on Transportation we were told that when the new traffic warden system came into force, operated by the City Council and taken over from the West Midlands Police, that we would enforce the traffic regulations more efficiently, we would stop congesting our streets and, actually, make money for the City Council.  Could you tell me what has gone wrong in this plan?”

Councillor Stewart Stacey in reply

“Nothing has gone wrong, Lord Mayor!”


Councillor Hood Supplementary Question

“Well, Lord Mayor, that does surprise me!  Could he then tell me then, why is it that the motorists, particularly in the suburbs, are totally disregarding the traffic regulations?  Also, Lord Mayor, with only 35 wardens operating, there are insufficient numbers to enforce the traffic regulations, particularly in the suburbs.”

Councillor Stacey in reply

“Yes, Lord Mayor, it is unfortunate that in this City and, indeed, a number of other authorities across the country, of all political persuasions, motorists have come to tend to think that they could park where they like, when they like.  Unfortunately, the Police, with all their other priorities, haven’t spent as much time and attention on those matters as perhaps Councillor Hood would have liked and, perhaps, he was responsible for some of those decisions in a past life, I don’t know.  But, certainly we need to bring about a cultural change in the behaviour of those irresponsible motorists, who seems to think that they can park anywhere, irrespective of the disruption or inconvenience it causes to other people, whether those other people be pedestrians, people in shopping centres or, indeed, other motorists.  I’m glad, therefore, that Councillor Hood supports the campaign and, presumably, the decision that the Cabinet took yesterday to increase the penalty for parking in suburban areas to the same £60, as it is in the City Centre and I’d look forward to his continued support on that.  When the scheme was started there was some reservation that suburban areas wouldn’t be too keen on it and it was designed accordingly.  I’m delighted that right across the City, colleagues on all sides of the Chamber are asking for increased provision and we are examining how quickly that can be done.  And the increase in charges was a necessary prerequisite to trying to do that.”

16
Councillor Tony Kennedy to the Cabinet Member for Transportation, Street Services and Sustainability

“Thank you, Lord Mayor and a question to Councillor Stacey.  I think he is still Chair of the City Centre Management Committee.  Is he aware that the newsagents at the top of New Street has obtained a liquor licence this week and has promptly stocked its shelves with the strongest possible lagers and alcohols, the extra super strong things, whose only purpose would appear to get the young people and other recalcitrants in the City Centre drunk.  It is going to add misbehaviour in the City.  Can he, could he make representations both to shame them into not stocking them and to allerting the Licensing Magistrates and others into taking action?”

Councillor Stewart Stacey in reply

“Lord Mayor, for the information of the Council, I am one of the City Council’s representatives on the City Partnership.  In an innovative move, the City Council has this year, or I have agreed, to one of the private sector representatives taking the Chair of the City Centre Partnership to just show just how inclusive and how closely we are working with businesses to improve the upkeep and the condition of the City Centre that is so vital to the economy of this City.  I will pass the comments on, although, of course we have no remit to cover licence, licensing of properties, but we are working very hard, as I say, in partnership with the private sector, to ensure an improved environment for all in the City Centre.  One of the latest moves in this was the Alternative Giving Scheme, to discourage beggars in the City Centre, by giving people the opportunity to directly fund institutions that will support the homeless, rather than giving to people who immediately spend that on the symptoms of their position, rather than the causes.”

Lord Mayor

“Peter, you were standing up.”

17
Councillor Peter Douglas Osborn  

“Thank you, Lord Mayor, and I do apologise, because I haven’t got the experience here to give you any advice, as you will appreciate.  I know it’s difficult to get answers and we have to winkle them out, but there is a statement on page 16, which is Standing Order No 12, reference Questions, ‘any such oral questions and supplements, supplementary questions, shall be answered orally by the Chairperson, to whom the question is addressed.’  Now, I addressed a question to the Deputy Leader’s Advisory Team Chairman, I haven’t yet had an answer.  We have thousands of pensioners, who want to know the answer to this question: is this information being gleaned in order to reduce their benefits, or can they give a commitment that it won’t be?”

Lord Mayor

“Deputy Leader.  ……………Well, you are answered, as far as I am concerned.”

Councillor Peter Douglas Osborn

“Is that the feeling of the whole Council, Lord Mayor?”

Lord Mayor

“Well, we can ask them to provide you with the details later.  ……….  Well, I’ve been informed, by the Legal Chief Officer here that Andy Howell is the Chair of that particular Committee you are on about.  …….  I’ll have to carry on, my friend, I just made my explanation.  I’m sorry!”


Councillor Michael Wilkes


“It’s a point of order, Lord Mayor, that …….”

Lord Mayor

“Yes, what is your point of order?”


Councillor Michael Wilkes

“It’s in support of Councillor Douglas Osborn’s important question, under number 12 it definitely says ‘the question shall be answered’.  It is not up to us to decide whether it is or it isn’t.  The Standing Order under which we operate says ‘shall be answered’.

Lord Mayor

“Yes, but you will ….., What I said to you is that you will get your answer.  I will ask somebody to send you the details.  But Councillor Andy Howell, who is at present Chair of that Committee and he has tried to answer as best as he could.  And I’ll ask him to provide you the details later.  I’ve got to move on, I’m sorry, but I’ve got to move on.”


_________________________________________________________________________

APPOINTMENTS BY THE COUNCIL

A Schedule of “Additions to Report 4” was circulated to all Members at the meeting.


It was moved by Councillor Sir Albert Bore, seconded and upon the receipt of further nominations:-

16480

RESOLVED:-
(a)
That Councillor David Williams be appointed as DEPUTY LEADER for a term of office expiring at the date of the Annual Council Meeting in May 2003, in place of Councillor Andy Howell;

(b)
That the following persons be appointed to serve on the bodies set out below for the remainder of the Municipal Year 2002/2003 and in place of the Members indicated: -

Body
Appointee(s)
In Place of



Regeneration Overview and Scrutiny Committee


Cllr Ron Whitehouse

(Lab)
Cllr Andrew Nicholls (Lab)



Council Business Management Committee


Cllr David Williams (Lab)
Cllr Andy Howell (Lab)

Council Organisation Overview and Scrutiny Committee


Cllr Mike Sharpe (Lab)
Cllr David Williams (Lab)

Public Protection Committee
Cllr Shaukat Ali Khan (PJP)
Cllr Mohammed Saeed (PJP)



(c)
That the following persons be appointed to serve on the outside bodies set out below for the periods of office and in place of the former representatives where indicated: -

Body
Representative
Former Representative


Period of Office

The Local Government Association – General Assembly (NB. Voting entitlement together with Cllr Sir Albert Bore of 10 votes)


Cllr David Williams (Lab)
Cllr Andy Howell (Lab)
For the period ending with the Annual Meeting of the City Council in May 2003

Charity of John Billingsley the Elder
Mr G Khan (Con)


Mr B Cooper (Con)
For the 3 year period of office from 6 December 2002 to 5 December 2005



Charity of Jane Kate Gilbert
Cllr June Fuller (Con)
Re-appointment
For the 4 year period of office from 3 December 2002 to 2 December 2006



Mitchell Flats Charity
Cllr Peter Hollingworth (Con)
Re-appointment
For the 4 year period of office from 6 December 2002 to 5 December 2006



West Birmingham Community Health Council
Dean Burfoot (Lab)
Cllr Dorothy Wallace (Lab)
For the remainder of the 4 year period of office from 1 September 2000 to 31 August 2004



Committee of Banners Charity
Dr Rob Pocock (Lab)
Former Cllr John Jordan (Lab)
For the 4 year period of office from 5 November 2002 to 4 November 2006



West Midlands Local Government Association
Cllr Shaukat Ali Khan (PJP)
Cllr Mohammed Saeed (PJP)
For the period ending with the Annual Meeting of the City Council in May 2003


_________________________________________________________________________


PETITIONS

Petitions Presented Before the Meeting


The following list of petitions submitted to the Chief Executive prior to the commencement of the meeting in accordance with Standing Order 11 was submitted:-

NO
COUNCILLOR
DESCRIPTION





1
Roy Pinney
From residents opposing the removal of the pedestrian refuge at the junction of Woodthorpe Road and Brandwood Road, Kings Heath.





2
Keith Linnecor
From residents requesting that something be done about the area of grass outside the properties at Cooksey Lane, Kingstanding, to prevent ball games.





3
Keith Linnecor
From residents of North Birmingham objecting to the introduction of Wheelie Bins and the system of receiving 13 black bags at a time.





4
John Cotton
From residents of Felstone Road and Randwick Grove requesting that gates be erected across the entrance to the garage complex next to 26 Felstone Road, Kingstanding.





5
Timothy Huxtable
From local residents requesting that a condition be imposed on developers of land off Hazelwell Lane, etc. that the Working Mens Club is rebuilt within Stirchley.





6
Ray Hassall
From local residents requesting a review of traffic safety at Tower Hill, Great Barr.





7
Ray Hassall
From local residents requesting a temporary raised footpath and repair of a leak under Old Walsall Road canal aqueduct.





8
Jackie Hawthorn
From residents of Pitmaston Road, Hall Green, requesting that action be taken against a family in the road, because of anti-social behaviour.





9
Mark Hill
From local residents requesting that action be taken to prevent the land known as Cocks Moors Woods BMX track from being used by motor cyclists.


It was moved by the Lord Mayor, seconded and

16481
RESOLVED:-



That the petitions listed be received and referred to the relevant Chief Officers. 


________________________________________________________________________


Petitions Presented at the Meeting


The following petitions were presented by the Members indicated

NO.
COUNCILLOR
DESCRIPTION





1
Paul Tilsley
From residents of Sheldon objecting strongly to a second runway at Birmingham International Airport with flight paths over Sheldon and Yardley.





2
Frank Coyne
From residents of Reddings Lane, requesting that traffic calming measures be installed immediately.





3
Mike Leddy
From residents of Great Barr and Hamstead, requesting that a number of concerns be addressed.





4
Alton Burnett
From residents of Stirchley, Cotteridge and Selly Oak opposing military action against Iraq.





5
John Beadman
From local residents opposing expansion of the petrol station in Whitehouse Common Road and opening of a “Tesco Express”.





6
Anne Underwood
From residents requesting the removal of a telephone kiosk at Boddington Road, Four Oaks.





7
Renée Spector
From local residents complaining about the condition of Edwards Road, Moorend Lane etc, Erdington and surrounding areas.


In accordance with the proposals by the Members presenting the petitions, it was
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RESOLVED:-



That the foregoing petitions be received and referred to the relevant Chief Officers.


___________________________________________________________________________


MOTIONS FOR DEBATE FROM INDIVIDUAL MEMBERS

At 1513 hours the Council proceeded to consider the Motions of which notice had been given in accordance with Standing Order 6 (A).


(A)
Planning Policy Guidance 3 (PPG3)


It was moved by Councillor Mike Whitby and seconded by Councillor Deirdre Alden pursuant to notice: -

“That this Council makes urgent representation to the Local Government Association to assess and amend the outcomes and implications of Planning Policy Guidance 3 (PPG3).



Whilst fully protecting our green belts, we believe a more sensitive brown field definition is essential in order to protect and sustain the quality of our City’s environment.”



In moving the Motion Councillor Whitby said that the Development Control Committee, of which he was a member, took its role very seriously including making site visits prior to reaching a decision, but  was at times constrained by the potential for a decision to be changed on appeal which could be very costly.  There was concern about the potential effect of PPG3 on density of development, as well as on the character of an area and inappropriate use, in particular following demolition of properties or development of former gardens.  As Ward members those who sat on the Development Control Committee were aware of what their constituents wanted but often felt a sense of impotence.  The Development Control Committee needed to be in a position to protect areas from that type of development, without preventing provision of the homes that were needed.  He considered that the City should be proud of its record in respect of brown field sites.  He suggested that a list of properties which could be brought into suitable use should be drawn up.  In criticising the amendment to be moved by Councillor Renée Spector he summed up by saying that, although his Group was not opposed to development, suburbia must be safeguarded.



In seconding the Motion Councillor Deirdre Alden expressed concern about the definition of a brown field site and, in particular, the potential for development of parts of one or a number of gardens.  She referred to the impact of such development on flora and fauna and the loss of mature trees.  Traffic chaos could also follow if off street parking was not provided.  PPG3 therefore needed amendment in key areas.

It was moved by Councillor Renée Spector and seconded by Councillor Susan Burfoot as an amendment: -



“Delete all after ‘… this Council …’



and replace with



‘… congratulates the Labour Government for its radical paper PPG3 which sets out a new sustainable policy for delivering housing through the planning system.’ “


In moving the amendment Councillor Renée Spector said that the planning 


guidance sought to avoid the use of green belt by the use of brown field sites.  


Previous policies had led to incursions into the green belt and that could not be 


allowed to continue.  Development of green belt also added to the numbers 


commuting from long distances.  The guidance was intended to put people first 


by allowing for compact, well planned developments and not ‘city cramming’.  


The Development Control Committee was concerned to prevent unacceptable 


backland development.  Cities must be made more attractive so that people 


wanted to live in them.


In seconding the amendment Councillor Susan Burfoot said that Cities should 


provide a mixture of housing types and tenures and that development could take 


place in the City Centre whilst still retaining its character.  A ‘Nimby’ (Not in My 


Back Yard) attitude could not prevail.


During the debate on the Motion and amendment the following points were made


PPG3 was not working.


Whilst there had been successful developments in the City Centre, brown field sites there were very expensive.


There was a difference between improving an inner-City area by development and allowing unwanted development to increase density in outer areas.


The phrase ”more sensitive brown field definition” could mean further building density in the inner-City where there was a lack of open space.


The recent statement by the Deputy Prime Minister referring to creating a sustainable environment was welcomed.


Planning guidelines were destroying large areas of the City in order that profit could be made from development, which was particularly evident in Sutton Coldfield where a number of individual homes had been demolished and blocks of flat built.


A potential City of Culture should be seeking to maintain an attractive City with a good quality of life and the Development Control Committee could contribute to that.


The Liberal Democrat Group did not support the amendment as the City appeared to be a haven for developers with green space being developed.  Increasing housing density also increased pressures on the provision of services.


It was moved by Councillor Mike Leddy and seconded –


“That the question be now put”

The Motion was put to the vote and , by a show of hands, was declared to be carried.  It was accordingly –

16483
RESOLVED:-


That the question be now put.


In reply Councillor Mike Whitby regretted that a well intentioned Motion had been turned into a political argument.  Density could destroy the particular character of an area and the Government was allowing that to happen.  The amendment implied that the Labour Group did not care about urban sprawl.  Market forces would always go for the easy option which was the reason for a request for a more sensitive brown field definition.


The amendment moved by Councillor Renée Spector was put to the vote and, by a show of hands, was declared to be carried.


Hereupon a poll being demanded the voting was as follows:-

For the Amendment (62)

Councillors
Muhammad Afzal

Tahir Ali

Reverend Richard Bashford

Roy Benjamin

Jilly Bermingham

Sir Albert Bore

Marje Bridle

Don Brown

Susan Burfoot

Alton Burnett

John Chapman

John Clancy

Brenda Clarke

John Cotton

Andrew Coulson

Mohammed Fazal

Robert Flello

Gordon Green 

Catharine Grundy

George Harper

Kath Hartley
Ann Holtom

Ray Holtom 

Andy Howell

Mohammed Idrees

Shah Jahan

Qayum Jahangir

Sandra Jenkinson

David Jepson

Vincent Johnson

Tony Kennedy

Ansar Ali Khan

Chaman Lal

Mike Leddy

Keith Linnecor

Khalid Mahmood

Gurdev Manku

Hugh McCallion

Susanna McCorry

Yvonne Mosquito

Phillip Murphy 
Mike Nangle

Andrew Nicholls

Bryan Nott

Mike Olley

Roy Pinney

Jagdip Rai

Matthew Redmond

Carl Rice

Mick Rice

Mike Sharpe

Renée Spector

Sybil Spence

Stewart Stacey

John Tyrrell

Dorothy Wallace

Anita Ward

Ian Ward

Margaret Wells

Ron Whitehouse

David Williams

Fiona Williams

Against the Amendment (45)

Councillors
Deirdre Alden

John Alden

Sue Anderson

Vivienne Barton

John Beadman

Dennis Birbeck

Len Clark

Reginald Corns

Frank Coyne

Nigel Dawkins

Peter Douglas Osborn 

June Fuller

Len Gregory 

Reg Hales 

Ray Hassall
Jackie Hawthorn

John Hemming

Nicola Henry

Mark Hill

Peter Hollingworth

John Hood

Peter Howard

James Hutchings

Timothy Huxtable

Barbara Jackson

Jane James

Shaukat Ali Khan

Les Lawrence 

John Lines

Mohammed Masoom
David Osborne

Fergus Robinson

David Roy

Alan Rudge

Margaret Scrimshaw

Margaret Sparrey

Geoffrey Sutton

Paul Tilsley

Anne Underwood

Mike Ward

Tony Ward

Mike Whitby

Jim Whorwood

Michael Wilkes

The Motion as amended was put to vote and, by show of hands, was declared to be carried.

It was accordingly:-

16484
         RESOLVED: -

That this Council congratulates the Labour Government for its radical paper PPG3 which sets out a new sustainable policy for delivering housing through the planning system.


___________________________________________________________________________

(B)
Future of Air Services in the UK

EXTENSION OF TIME LIMIT FOR DEBATE


It was moved by Councillor Mike Leddy and seconded –



“That the time limit for consideration of Motions for Debate from Individual Members be extended by 30 minutes to allow for both Motions to be debated fully.”


The Motion was put to the vote and, upon a show of hands, it was carried.  It was accordingly –

16485

RESOLVED:-



That the time limit for consideration of Motions for Debate from Individual Members be extended by 30 minutes to allow for both Motions to be debated fully.

_________________________________________________________________________



It was moved by Councillor Paul Tilsley and seconded by Councillor John Hemming pursuant to notice: -

“That this Council notes the consultation from the Government in respect of their airport proposals.

This Council instructs officers to respond to this consultation indicating that the Council is:

(a)
opposed to the closure of Birmingham Airport;

(b)
opposed to the proposals for a second runway at Birmingham Airport;

(c)
in support of the maximum use option;

(d)
opposed to proposals for a new airport near Rugby.”

Councillors Muhammed Afzal, Andrew Coulson and David Roy declared interests as members of the Birmingham Airport Holdings Limited – Main Board.

In moving the Motion Councillor Paul Tilsley said that it was important for the City Council to take a responsible view on the Government’s consultation, rather than an emotional reaction such as had occurred in other areas.  Maximum use had to be the best option and that had been endorsed by the response to a newsletter issued by his Group in Sheldon where 73% had supported that option, indicating that residents living near to the Airport accepted the need for it and recognised its contribution to the local economy.  A new airport at Rugby would mean loss of jobs in Birmingham and a devastating effect on the National Exhibition Centre.  He acknowledged that the amendment had been written in the light of the Airport’s reconsideration of the issue.  He stressed that the City Council as a whole would have been unable to debate the matter before the consultation deadline without this Motion being put forward by the Liberal Democrat Group.

Councillor John Hemming formerly seconded the Motion and reserved his right to speak.

It was moved by Councillor Sir Albert Bore and seconded by Councillor Andrew Coulson as an amendment:-


“Delete all after ‘… their airport proposals.’


and replace with


‘This City Council welcomes the Government’s comprehensive approach to consultation on the future of air services in the UK.

The Council notes that the Consultancy studies jointly commissioned with partners to properly evaluate the options and the considerable consultation exercise undertaken within the City, enable a balanced response to be made which includes: -

(i)
Support for the expansion of Birmingham International Airport with a second runway subject to the provision of appropriate mitigation measures for environmental and transport improvements.

(ii)
Rejection of a new Airport between Coventry and Rugby or the expansion of East Midlands Airport only, as being inadequate in meeting the needs of Birmingham.

(iii)
The need for more work in developing mitigation measures and the need for public sector support for these measures to ensure the economic viability of the expansion. ‘ “

In moving the amendment Councillor Sir Albert Bore emphasised that strong air links from Birmingham were vital and that most City/regions of similar size had an airport.  If the Airport was more competitive it would be more widely used by residents of the West Midlands area because of its convenience to them.  The environmental impact of local residents travelling to airports in the south-east or north-west because of cheaper flights would be removed.  For that reason a second runway should be supported.  The importance of the Airport to the regional economy in terms of financial and employment opportunities was immense.  Mitigation measures must be investigated to minimise the impact of increased capacity on transport and the environment.  He outlined the advantages of a second runway of 2000 meters which would mean less green belt would be lost and the impact on Bickenhill and Catherine de Barnes considerably reduced.  The terms of the amendment had been supported by the Cabinet on the previous day.

In seconding the amendment Councillor Andrew Coulson emphasised the reduced impact of a shorter, wide spaced runway.  The Airport should not be closed particularly as the numbers wishing to travel by air was continuing to increase.  The future of the Airport affected the whole region.

During the debate on the Motion and amendment the following points were made: -


In order to retain Birmingham Airport a second runway had to be provided.


If the Airport expanded the appropriate transport infrastructure must accompany that expansion.


The amendment should refer to an “unusual” approach to consultation rather than a “comprehensive” approach.


The suggestion of an airport at Rugby must be a ‘red herring’.


The potential adverse impact of the expansion of the Airport had been somewhat exaggerated by the press.


Residents of Hodge Hill whose quality of life was already adversely affected by the Airport, the M6 Motorway and overhead power cables, many of whom suffered from poor quality housing and poor health, could not support any expansion of the Airport and the resulting increase in polution.


To do nothing was not an option.


The maximum use option would be a step forward but would increase the amount of road traffic around the Airport.


Neither the amendment nor the Motion would assist the environment or local residents.


The fact that air travel was used for inter-City movements within the UK because it was cheaper and more reliable than rail, led to an increase in pollution.


An Airport did not become truly intentional simply by including it in the name.


The country had a third rate rail system and cheap air travel could only be attained by flying from small airports with minimal facilities.


The Lord Mayor indicated that the extended time for consideration of Motions 


for Debate from Individual Members had elapsed although three more members 


had expressed a desire to speak.

With the agreement of members the Lord Mayor called upon Councillor Paul Tilsley to reply.

In reply Councillor Paul Tilsley said that the second runway option would mean a major loss of green belt and a 50% increase in the number of people included in the noise contour.  Maximum use would allow for take off every 3 minutes whilst still mitigating the effect on local residents.  It could not be expected that all Airports would serve all destinations.

The amendment moved by Councillor Sir Albert Bore was put to the vote and, by a show of hands, was declared to be carried.

Hereupon a poll being demanded the voting was as follows:-

For the Amendment (74)

Councillors

Muhammad Afzal

Deirdre Alden

John Alden

Tahir Ali

Reverend Richard Bashford

John Beadman

Roy Benjamin

Jilly Bermingham

Sir Albert Bore

Marje Bridle

Don Brown

Susan Burfoot

Alton Burnett

John Chapman

Len Clark

Brenda Clarke

Reginald Corns

John Cotton

Andrew Coulson

Nigel Dawkins

Peter Douglas Osborn 

Mohammed Fazal

Robert Flello

June Fuller

Gordon Green
Catharine Grundy

Reg Hales

George Harper

Kath Hartley

Peter Hollingworth

Ann Holtom

Ray Holtom

Peter Howard

Andy Howell

Mohammed Idrees

Shah Jahan

Qayum Jahangir

Jane James

Sandra Jenkinson

David Jepson

Vincent Johnson

Tony Kennedy

Ansar Ali Khan

Shaukat Ali Khan

Chaman Lal

Mike Leddy

Keith Linnecor

Khalid Mahmood

Gurdev Manku

Hugh McCallion
Susanna McCorry 

Yvonne Mosquito

Phillip Murphy

Andrew Nicholls

Bryan Nott

Mike Olley

Roy Pinney

Jagdip Rai

Matthew Redmond

Carl Rice

Mick Rice

David Roy

Margaret Scrimshaw

Mike Sharpe

Renée Spector

Stewart Stacey

Geoffrey Sutton

John Tyrrell

Anne Underwood

Dorothy Wallace

Margaret Wells

Ron Whitehouse

David Williams

Fiona Williams



Against the Amendment (15)

Councillors

Sue Anderson

Frank Coyne

Neil Eustace

Ray Hassall 

Jackie Hawthorn
John Hemming

Nicola Henry

Barbara Jackson

Mohammed Masoom

Mohammed Nazam
David Osborne

Paul Tilsley

Mike Ward

Jim Whorwood

Michael Wilkes

Abstentions (3)

Councillors

John Clancy

Mike Nangle
Anita Ward 

The Motion as amended was put to vote and, by a show of hands, was declared to be carried.

It was accordingly:-

16486                  RESOLVED: -

That this Council notes the consultation from the Government in respect of their airport proposals.

This Council welcomes the Government’s comprehensive approach on the future of air services in the UK.

The Council notes that the Consultancy studies jointly commissioned with partners to properly evaluate the options and the considerable consultation exercise undertaken within the City, enable a balanced response to be made which includes: -

(i)
Support for the expansion of Birmingham International Airport with a second runway subject to the provision of appropriate mitigation measures for environmental and transport improvements.

(ii)
Rejection of a new Airport between Coventry and Rugby or the expansion of East Midlands Airport only, as being inadequate in meeting the needs of Birmingham.

(iii)
The need for more work in developing mitigation measures and the need for public sector support for these measures to ensure the economic viability of the expansion.

___________________________________________________________________________


MOTIONS FOR DEBATE SUBMITTED VIA THE COUNCIL BUSINESS MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE


(A)
War Memorials

The following report of the Co-ordinating Overview and Scrutiny Committee together with a Commentary in the form of a report of the Leader of the Council was submitted: -

(See document No.1)

It was moved by Councillor Mike Olley and seconded –

“That the six recommendations listed in the Summary on page 11 of the attached report be approved and that the Executive be requested to pursue their implementation.”

In moving the Motion Councillor Mike Olley said that it was important to commemorate the involvement of citizens in recent (20th Century) conflicts.  Steps should be taken to ensure that existing War Memorials were saved and, if possible, displayed as part of a pictorial historical record.  In respect of the amendment to be moved Councillor Olley said that he would be prepared to accept it if the words “and without delay” were deleted from the first line.  There would inevitably be a delay because of the consultation process.  Councillors John Lines and David Roy accepted that suggestion.


On a point of order in respect of Standing Order 7 (12) Councillor Sir Albert Bore suggested that the amendment circulated at the meeting was not in order because it sought to amend one of the recommendations in the report rather than the Motion itself.


Following the receipt of advice the Lord Mayor indicated that a revised amendment would be moved.


It was moved by Councillor John Lines and seconded by Councillor David Roy as an amendment –

“except that recommendation 6 be amended to add the following words after war graves: -

‘That this Council confirms its commitment to secure a generous memorial within close proximity of St. Martin’s Church, Bull Ring, being the established centre of our City to those civilians who lost their lives during the blitz in the Second World War within the City of Birmingham’.”



In moving the amendment Councillor John Lines said that the people of 

Birmingham deserved a proper memorial.  The effect on the City of the Second World War should be properly recorded.


In seconding the amendment Councillor David Roy said that the City Council appeared to be in agreement with the report.


During the debate on the Motion and amendment the following points were made: -


In carrying out the Overview and Scrutiny Committee review it had been apparent that a number of organisations had felt neglected and were grateful to the City Council for its interest.


All of those involved in conflicts, including British civilians, should be remembered.


A memorial could assist in the grieving process.


There must be a purpose in providing memorials to enable people to move forward as well as looking back.


In reply Councillor Mike Olley thanked members for their comments. 


The amendment was put to the vote and, by a show of hands, was declared to be carried.


The Motion as amended was put to the vote and, by a show of hands, was declared to be carried.


It was accordingly: -

16487

RESOLVED: -



That the six recommendations listed in the Summary on page 11 of the 



attached report be approved and that the Executive be requested to pursue their implementation, except that recommendation 6 be amended to add the following words after war graves: -

“that this Council confirms its commitment to secure a generous memorial within close proximity of St. Martin’s Church, Bull Ring, being the established centre of our City to those civilians who lost their lives during the blitz in the Second World War within the City of Birmingham.”


___________________________________________________________________________


ADJOURNMENT

It was moved by the Lord Mayor, seconded and 

16488

RESOLVED:-



That the Council be adjourned until 1805 hours on this day.


The Council then adjourned at 1725 hours.


At 1810 hours the Council resumed at the point where the meeting had been adjourned.


___________________________________________________________________________

(B)
Localisation and Devolution
The following report of the Executive was submitted –

(See document No. 2)

it was moved by Councillor Sir Albert Bore and seconded –

“That this Council agrees to the principles of localisation and devolution as set out in this report and supports the Executive’s proposals for taking forward the next stage of the process between now and April 2003, at which time the Executive will report back to this Council.”

In moving the Motion Councillor Sir Albert Bore said that the report outlined proposals for localisation of services whereby local residents could influence their nature and delivery.  The report dealt with devolution rather than decentralisation as the method of governance.  It resulted from a lengthy period of consultation, a City-wide Convention, resulting in a Declaration of Intent, and Constituency Conventions.  The feedback from the Conventions had helped to shape the current proposals.  Once the principles were settled the Cabinet Committee would consider the practicalities to be reported back to the Council in April 2003.  Implementation would not occur until after that.

It was moved by Councillor Les Lawrence and seconded by Councillor Alan Rudge as an amendment:-


“To add between the words ‘report and’ on the second line the following words:-

‘including the ceding of political and financial control to each Constituency Committee’.”

In moving the amendment Councillor Les Lawrence said that the methodology and process could be broadly supported.  In his opinion the Council needed to be clear and precise in the message it gave to citizens because if their perceptions and expectations were not satisfied they would be sceptical and cynical about the Council’s intentions. The document produced so far gave no implications of how services would be proscribed, controlled or directed or how they would fit into the context of the Policy Frameworks, budgets, etc.  Those who had been involved in the Constituency Conventions would not understand if the Declaration of Intent was not fulfilled.  Although decision-making was to be carried out by elected members, the perception was that the Council was seeking to empower communities and encourage participation.  The service to be delivered should meet the needs and requirements of the particular area and local elected members should be trusted to carry out those functions.  The Council should demonstrate that it was a truly democratic body which trusted people.

Councillor Alan Rudge, in seconding the amendment, said that if the Labour Group was genuine in its intent it would support the amendment.  He drew attention to paragraph 1.2 of the KPMG “Initial Assessment” which stated that it was impossible to say that there would be no additional cost or that services would improve.  He referred to the former Area Sub-Committees which had been emasculated and he urged that that experience should not be repeated.

During the debate on the amendment and the Motion the following points were made:-


The debate represented a significant day for the City in giving a commitment to devolve services and allow people to be participate in decision-making.


In devolving services a balance had to be struck between cohesion as a City and genuine devolution to neighbourhoods.


The structures needed to make people feel empowered even if mistakes were made or opposition groups were able to make decisions.


The report was very poor and threatened the good governance of the City, it did not support or sustain the Motion.


The intention of the report was to occupy the 100+ Councillors who were not in the Cabinet.


The KPMG Assessment made it clear that there was insufficient detail in the Executive report on which to base an opinion.


Consultants were carrying out work which should be done by officers.


The proposals would be expensive and could fail to deliver services.


The Overview and Scrutiny process had recognised that more detail was required but there would be a further opportunity for scrutiny once the next report was produced.


The amendment was meaningless.


Devolution should involve a fair and equitable distribution of funds and resources.


It was considered that some officers were opposed to the principle because of the perceived effect on their power base.


Residents deserved to be closer to the decision-making process.


Localised provision could be better and it could be cheaper.


There was an opportunity to replicate the regeneration of the City Centre on a smaller scale in the suburbs.


Devolution and localisation would widen the base of the democratic process, make services more efficient and responsive and empower elected members to show leadership in their communities.


The current arrangements were outdated, heavy handed and too centralised, the proposals would lead to flourishing neighbourhoods.


Hopefully resources devolved would be spent more easily than under the current Neighbourhood Renewal Fund arrangements.


Some services might improve if they were re-shaped but robust governance at local level would be needed.


Outside agencies were already well established in communities so that there was a democratic deficit.


Devolution was following through the proposals put forward by the Democracy Commission over two years earlier.


The Motion was not firm enough and did not go far enough.


The KPMG Assessment now submitted was different from the one considered by the Cabinet.  Experience in other authorities showed that caution was needed and that costs could increase.


Overall the advantages of devolution would outweigh the disadvantages.


Citizens had to be convinced that elected members were listening to them and financial resources must be devolved so that people did not continue to feel disaffected and disappointed.


The report advocated subsidiarity not separation.


Distribution of resources would be made fairly and equitably having regard to the differing needs of different communities for different services.


Elected members would be answerable for decisions taken centrally by the Council and locally in respect of devolved services.


Citizens would take note of services provided in Wards where opposition groups were in the minority and that would be reflected in the local elections.

In reply Councillor Sir Albert Bore said that the report, in a number of paragraphs, defined how services would be devolved.  It was not legally possible to cede all services as suggested in the amendment.  To agree the amendment would act to delay the process as the Working Party would need to start its work again.  The report set out the principles of ceding financial and political control together with constraints to ensure equitable arrangements.

The amendment moved by Councillor Les Lawrence was put to the vote and by a show of hands was declared to be lost.

Hereupon a poll being demanded the voting was as follows:-

For the Amendment (31)

Councillors

Deirdre Alden

John Alden

Vivienne Barton

John Beadman

Dennis Birbeck

Len Clark

Reginald Corns

Peter Douglas Osborn 

June Fuller

Len Gregory


Reg Hales

Bob Harvey

Mark Hill

Peter Hollingworth

John Hood

Peter Howard

James Hutchings

Timothy Huxtable 

Jane James 

Shaukat Ali Khan


Les Lawrence

John Lines

Fergus Robinson

David Roy

Alan Rudge

Margaret Scrimshaw

Margaret Sparrey

Geoffrey Sutton

Anne Underwood

Tony Ward

Mike Whitby

Against the Amendment (68)

Councillors

Muhammad Afzal

Tahir Ali

Sue Anderson

Reverend Richard Bashford

Steven Bedser

Roy Benjamin

Jilly Bermingham

Sir Albert Bore

Marje Bridle

Don Brown

Susan Burfoot

Alton Burnett

John Chapman

John Clancy

Brenda Clarke

John Cotton

Andrew Coulson

Frank Coyne

Mohammed Fazal

Robert Flello

Gordon Green

George Harper

Kath Hartley

Ray Hassall
Jackie Hawthorn 

Nicola Henry

Ann Holtom

Ray Holtom

Andy Howell

Mohammed Idrees

Barbara Jackson

Shah Jahan

Qayum Jahangir

Sandra Jenkinson

David Jepson

Vincent Johnson

Tony Kennedy

Ansar Ali Khan

Chaman Lal

Mike Leddy

Khalid Mahmood

Gurdev Manku

Hugh McCallion

Susanna McCorry

Yvonne Mosquito 

Phillip Murphy


Bryan Nott

Mike Olley

Roy Pinney

Jagdip Rai

Matthew Redmond

Carl Rice

Mick Rice

Mike Sharpe

Renée Spector

Sybil Spence

Stewart Stacey

Paul Tilsley

John Tyrrell

Dorothy Wallace

Anita Ward

Ian Ward

Mike Ward

Margaret Wells

Ron Whitehouse

Jim Whorwood

David Williams 

Fiona Williams

The Motion was put to the vote and by a show of hands was declared to be carried.

It was accordingly

16489
RESOLVED: -

That this Council agrees to the principles of localisation and devolution as set out in this report and supports the Executive’s proposals for taking forward the next stage of the process between now and April 2003, at which time the Executive will report back to this Council.

___________________________________________________________________________

(C)
Monitoring Officer Issue: Councillor M Saeed
The following report of the Standards Committee was submitted: -

(See document No. 3)

It was moved by Councillor Sybil Spence and seconded –

“That the City Council formally removes, with immediate effect and for the remainder of this Municipal Year, Councillor Saeed from the Public Protection Committee and the West Midlands Local Government Association.”

Councillor David Roy said that it was unnecessary for the Council to remove Councillor Mohammed Saeed from the two bodies mentioned as that had already occurred earlier in the meeting.  The Council was advised that a formal resolution in respect of “the remainder of the Municipal Year” was needed.  The Lord Mayor proposed that the Motion be amended by replacing “removes “ in the first line with “bars” and by deleting “with immediate effect and”.  That was seconded and agreed.

The Motion as amended was put to the vote and, by a show of hands, was declared to be carried.

It was accordingly 

16490
RESOLVED: -

That the City Council formally bars, for the remainder of this Municipal Year, Councillor Saeed from the Public Protection Committee and the West Midlands Local Government Association.


___________________________________________________________________________


The Council rose at 1940 hours.

APPENDIX


Questions and replies in accordance with Standing Order 12(A).


A.
question to Councillor sIR ALBERT BORE, LEADER OF THE COUNCIL, from Councillor jACKIE HAWTHORN

“Adoption and Children Bill versus the self-styled ‘Nasty Party’”

Q:
Could the Leader confirm my understanding that the forecast overspend for Children’s External Placements within Social Services is £8.5 million?

Would he agree that both adoption and fostering arrangements could play a significant part in addressing the holistic needs of this vulnerable group?

In view of the implications to the authority of ‘Looked After Children’ would the Leader use influence through parliamentary colleagues (as I will) to re-introduce the amendment to the Adoption and Children Bill from Dr. Evan Harris MPO (Liberal Democrat, Oxford West and Abingdon?

Would he urge HM Government to do so in the forthcoming Queens Speech in the event of parliamentary time preventing the democratic will prevailing this session?

Does he agree that by their votes to ban unmarried couples adoption opportunities, the Conservatives (with their 120 plus votes in the House of Lords against inclusion) have truly earned their title as the self-styled ‘nasty party’?

ANSWER:
Whilst I have some sympathy for some of Councillor Jackie Hawthorn’s comments, I would suggest that Liberal Democratic Members of the City Council would gain greater respect should they desist from using the Council Chamber as a Parliamentary debating forum.

B.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR ANDREW HOWELL, DEPUTY LEADER OF THE COUNCIL, FROM COUNCILLOR MOHAMMED MASOOM

“Truth Telling”

Q:
Does the Deputy Leader recall my Question [A1, July 2002] when I raised the issue of deliberate lies being told to my constituents regarding their rights to access this public building [“No children are allowed in”]?

Would he agree that although the campaigners helped to save the Nechells Junior and Infants School from the Labour closure plan, deliberately false information given to them reflects badly upon this local authority, particularly the pupils engaged in this campaign?

Is he aware of another example of such behaviour, namely that in a letter dated 8 October 2002 from the [then] Chief Executive of the City to the Chief Constable of West Midlands Police the following is contained?

One of the group of Asian people entered the front door of the Council House and enquired which entrance the High Commissioner would be arriving at.  He was told the Gatehouse entrance.

This was deliberately false information.

Arrangements had been made for the cars to drive onto Victoria Square and for the High Commissioner to enter the Council House by the main front door.
Will he undertake a reversal of the policy of the controlling group and begin telling the truth to my constituents and those of other Elected Members?

ANSWER:
With regards to your question to the City Council on 9 July, I stand by the written answer I gave you on that day.  No other information has been brought to my attention that would lead me to see these events differently.

In terms of the letter from the Acting Chief Executive to the Chief Constable dated 8 October 2002 as Councillor Masoom knows this concerned a serious incident outside the main entrance of the Council House on Saturday 5th October.

This incident resulted in a guest of the Lord Mayor for an official dinner being attacked as he and his party entered the Council House as well as two employees attempting to shield the guest and his party being physically assaulted.

The judgement of the Customer Support Officers as to the potential disruption from this unauthorised demonstration [Victoria Square had already been booked for another use] was proved sound by subsequent events.  Their attempts to divert the demonstrators undoubtedly meant that the subsequent incident, though ugly and serious enough to warrant police investigation, was less serious than it might otherwise have been.

As this incident amply illustrates there is a balance to be struck between public access to meetings and recognising the potential for disruption. Frontline staff involved in making these decisions and suffering the consequence of unruly behaviour deserve support in this often very difficult task.

C1.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR ROY PINNEY, CABINET MEMBER FOR EDUCATION AND LIFELONG LEARNING, FROM COUNCILLOR PETER DOUGLAS OSBORN

School Children on Ritaline

Q:
Do you have any figures for the number of children in our schools who are at present on a course of Ritelin and if so, how many?

ANSWER:
No figures are available on this.  Ritaline is a drug used in the treatment of Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder.  It may also be used for other medical conditions.

We do not keep records of the medication children are on.  Any records that are held will be held by individual schools.  These are only likely to record medication if the school staff have to administer it during the school day.

This may be a question better directed to the Directors of Public Health for the Primary Care Trusts.

C2.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR ROY PINNEY, CABINET MEMBER FOR EDUCATION AND LIFELONG LEARNING, FROM COUNCILLOR JACKIE HAWTHORN

“Skimping on Sex Education”

Q1:
Does the Cabinet Member share my concern at the record number of teenage pregnancies in the city last year?

ANSWER:
Figures from Office of National Statistics are only available up to 2000 and indicate a slight increase in Birmingham (of 11 conceptions) between 1999 and 2000, but this is still a reduction against the 1998 baseline.

Under 18 conceptions (source ONS)


1998
1999
2000


No.
Rate/1000
No.
Rate/1000
No.
Rate/1000

B’ham
1165
58.2
1121
55
1132
56.1

Sandwell
379
68.5
355
64.5
346
61.7

The rate of under 18 conceptions for England and Wales in 2000 was 43.8 – so the situation in Birmingham is a serious cause for concern.

Q2:
Is he aware that in neighbouring Sandwell MDC pregnancies from the Under-18s have stopped rising over the same period?

ANSWER:
Birmingham has consistently lower rates than Sandwell when the size of population is taken into consideration.

Q3:
Is he aware that reports show that standard sex education programmes have been shown by the SHARE project to be ineffective?

ANSWER:
The SHARE project was developed and evaluated by Exeter University to establish whether it reduced unsafe sexual intercourse, in comparison with conventional sex education. The research was conducted in 25 schools. The findings state the SHARE programme had no effect on sexual risk taking by the age of 16, when compared with conventional sex education, but a limited beneficial effect on the quality of relationships. It did not encourage or delay early sexual activity.

The project was shown to have some effect on knowledge and attitude but not on behaviour. The government’s strategy advocates a multi-pronged approach including not just sex and relationships education but improving access to services and other underlying risk factors such as poor educational attainment and low self esteem.

Q4:
Can he confirm that the ‘A PAUSE’ project based at Exeter University which has worked with over 16,000 pupils nation-wide, including in Sandwell was rejected by the Birmingham Advisory and Support Service as being too expensive?

ANSWER:
This information is incorrect. The Standards Fund grant “Reduce the Likelihood of Teenage Pregnancy” in line with guidance from the D.f.E.S. was devolved directly to schools. The Health Education Unit organised a showcase for schools with wide representation from providers of schemes aimed at reducing the likelihood of teenage pregnancy. This showcase included the APAUSE project together with organisations such as pro-life and Brook.  Schools then selected which providers and interventions they wished to use to address the issues in their school or group of schools. None of the schools elected to use the APAUSE project. One school expressed an interest but it was not financially viable to deliver the project in one school.

It should be noted that school-governing bodies are responsible for the inclusion of Sex and Relationships Education within their schools.

Q5:
Can he estimate the costs in Birmingham of:


- sex education schemes which the BMJ suggests are ineffective?


- the “A PAUSE” scheme per participating pupil? 


- a teenage pregnancy?”

ANSWER:
The Share research described in the BMJ does not suggest that sex education programmes are ineffective but that they may have limited effectiveness. The Government’s Teenage Pregnancy Unit advocates a multi-faceted approach to sex education to meet the wide ranging needs of young people. There has been no research undertaken by the BMJ to examine the effectiveness of  sex education schemes in Birmingham schools.  No Birmingham school elected to use the APAUSE project  The cost of health services for a teenage pregnancy are on average  £2,982 per birth and £238 per termination. These are purely clinical costs and do not include benefits.

D1.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR MUHAMMAD AFZAL, CABINET MEMBER FOR EQUALITIES AND HUMAN RESOURCES, FROM COUNCILLOR MOHAMMED MASOOM

“Kashmiri Identity”
Q:
Could the Cabinet Member explain the reasoning behind the inclusion of identity labels “Indian Kashmiri” and “Pakistan Kashmiri” in employee monitoring forms which his department and the Cabinet have recently agreed?

Other than confusion and division that such descriptions represent to staff, is this not a deliberate slight on the Kashmir Identity Campaign?

Would he reflect that these decisions further exclude and marginalise a significant population settled in Birmingham, undermine effective monitoring and are perceived as an insult to many Kashmiris in this City?

Could I commend the good practice of authorities such as Bradford, Rochdale and Leicester who have managed effective monitoring without resorting to bizarre labels Labour Birmingham has chosen?

ANSWER:
The picture you paint in your question is a different one to the one that we have found and I believe that you have been misinformed.

D2.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR MUHAMMAD AFZAL, CABINET MEMBER FOR EQUALITIES AND HUMAN RESOURCES, FROM COUNCILLOR JOHN LINES

Councillor Worrall

Q1.
Can he confirm that Cllr Worrall, Chairman of the WMPTA is employed by this Council ?

ANSWER:
Yes, he was employed .  He is no longer is employed.

Q2.
How long has he been employed and in what capacity ?

ANSWER:
As this is confidential information I will write to you if it is really necessary.

Q3.
Is employment full-time or part-time ?


ANSWER:
As this is confidential information I will write to you if it is really necessary.

Q4.
If employment is not of a grace and favour arrangement, what time off is given to him for his other commitment and is payment given for his business ?

ANSWER:

As above

E1.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR SANDRA JENKINSON, CABINET MEMBER FOR HOUSING, FROM COUNCILLOR MOHAMMED MASOOM

“High rise safety precautions”
Q:
As my Nechells Ward contains a large number of high rise properties, can the Cabinet Member inform us what additional strategic planning, safety measures or advice the Housing Department are giving to tenants in the event of fire fighters striking in their pursuit of improved pay?

Is she aware – for example – that none of the ‘Green Goddess’ fire appliances have ladders longer than 32 feet, are unable to reach fires above the second floor and the troops which may have to be deployed are untrained in use of ‘red’ fire engines and their ladders?

ANSWER:
We hope that the ongoing discussions between Fire Brigade Union (FBU) and the Government are successful in avoiding strike action.

In the event that strike action is taken, we have prepared a letter to go to all tenants in high rise blocks and warden schemes.  This includes advice on preventing fire in the home and what to do if there is a fire.

In addition, we have completed additional checks on fire safety equipment in high rise blocks to ensure that it is in place.

We have maintenance contracts in place for the annual inspection and testing of wet and dry risers and portable fire fighting equipment (fire extinguishers, blankets, etc).

E2.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR SANDRA JENKINSON, CABINET MEMBER FOR HOUSING, FROM COUNCILLOR DEIRDRE ALDEN

Belgrave Middleway Sheltered Housing Development

Q1:
What is the total number of properties in Belgrave Middleway (Edgbaston, B5) sheltered housing development?

ANSWER:
73 Units

Q2:
What is the total number of voids in Belgrave Middleway as at 31st October?

ANSWER:
15

Q3:
How long has the longest void property been empty?

ANSWER:
43 Weeks

Q4:
What plans are in hand to reduce the number of voids in this development?

ANSWER:
Following the appointment of the new manager for Elderly Services the Housing Department are commencing a review of the demands for Sheltered Housing across the City.  This is the context of a broader review of services for Older People and the Supporting People Programme.

It is recognised that currently there is a mismatch between supply and demand for sheltered housing in some parts of the city.

There are currently no people on the City Council waiting list requesting accommodation in Belgrave Middleway Warden Scheme.  In the shorter term the potential to promote the scheme for broader usage will be reviewed, and a decision on the future of Belgrave Middleway made, by the end of the current financial year.

E3.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR SANDRA JENKINSON, CABINET MEMBER FOR HOUSING, FROM COUNCILLOR DEIRDRE ALDEN

Edgbaston and Ladywood NRF OCTV Scheme

Q1:
Why did the Housing Department decide to pay the whole cost of the Edgbaston and Ladywood NRF OCTV scheme, when the Wards had already agreed to partly fund this scheme themselves out of their NRF Ward allocation?

ANSWER:
Housing has not decided to pay the whole cost of the scheme.  The Department is co-ordinating the project on behalf of the various agencies and wards involved.  Costs will be allocated once the project is complete – expected to be December 2002.  

Q2:
When was this decision made?
ANSWER:
No decision was made that contravenes the original intention.

Q3:
When was Councillor Carl Rice (Ladywood Ward Chairman) notified of this decision?

ANSWER:
See 2 above.

Q4:
When was Sir Albert Bore (Ladywood Councillor) notified of this decision?

ANSWER:
See 2 above.

Q5:
Why was I (Edgbaston Ward Chairman) told by an Officer, at the end of September, contrary information – namely that the bill had been paid by an unspecified department of the Council by mistake?

ANSWER:
The bills were paid in accordance with the agreed officer procedure as explained in question 1 above.


Q6:
When I raised the matter at the October 14th Cabinet Meeting.  Sir Albert Bore told me that Housing had decided to pay the whole bill out of, I believe, their Community Safety budget.  Why had the Ladywood Councillors been told this when neither I, nor the other two Edgbaston Councillors, had been told – and it is a joint scheme between the two Wards?

ANSWER:
The costs incurred were charged to the Housing Department Community Safety Neighbourhood Renewal fund budget as a holding measure, with costs being allocated at the completion of the project.  The Community Safety budget will only be providing funding up to £45,000 in line with the agreed funding of the project. 


Q7:
Would you agree, with hindsight, that the two Ward Chairman whose Scheme this was, ought to have been told the same information at the same time?


ANSWER:
See 2 above.

Q8:
Why weren’t Calthorpe Estates billed for their contribution to this scheme when the scheme came into operation in March 2002?

ANSWER:
The overall scheme is due for completion by December 2002, but was in operation in some areas including Calthorpe by March 2002.  It was agreed that Calthorpe would be billed following completion of the pilot project on 26 October 2002.  

Q9:
Have they been billed now?  If so, on what date?

ANSWER:
They have not been billed yet but will be invoiced shortly.


Q10:
Has the Housing Department paid, or agreed to pay, the costs of any other scheme, which a Ward or Wards had already agreed to pay themselves out of their Ward NRF money?  If so, please name the scheme and the Ward, and given the date when the decision was made and when the appropriate Ward Chairman was notified.


ANSWER:
No final decision has been taken. 

E4.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR SANDRA JENKINSON, CABINET MEMBER FOR HOUSING, FROM COUNCILLOR JACKIE HAWTHORN

“Affordable Home Contents Insurance Schemes - 2”
Q1: In ‘continuing to review such a scheme’ (answer B1 October Council) as 

      organised by Liverpool City Council would the Cabinet Member note:

(a):
That premiums for the Liverpool scheme have not increased for the last three years?  Could she indicate why she believes that the position for a Birmingham scheme would be any different?


ANSWER:
The discussions at that time with the potential insurers indicated that there was a real risk that premiums could increase over time. This position will vary for each local authority depending on assumed premium income and potential claims.  

(b):
That the only condition to join a scheme such as that of Liverpool is that applicants need to be either council tenants or tenants of participating RSLs.  Why does she consider that membership of a Birmingham scheme would have to be linked to rent or rent arrears when the Liverpool scheme doesn’t require such a link?

ANSWER:
The conditions for the scheme were considered as a potential way of influencing the level of arrears and could be reconsidered if a scheme was introduced in the future.

(c):
That the affordability hurdle she indicates might indeed have an impact on other debts.  Couldn’t it be argued that the loss of property as result of fire, flood or burglary might have an even greater impact?


ANSWER:
The insurance schemes relate to tenants personal contents and not to the building/property. The City Council is already insured against loss to properties from fire and damage as appropriate. 

(d):
In reviewing the Liverpool scheme, tenants choose the level of payment that they can afford?  Why would a similar Birmingham scheme be any different?


ANSWER:
These options would have to be considered in the development of a future scheme and could be linked to the level of insurance cover provided.

(e):
Far from a requirement of major changes in the Birmingham IT systems, the Liverpool scheme uses a programme supplied by the insurance company, which is then installed on the local authority computer?  Is it not a thought that IT systems in Birmingham ought to empower and enable users and not be a persistent excuse for delays or inaction?


ANSWER:
The Housing department is currently upgrading its IT system and it should be possible to ensure that the new system would be able to accommodate any future requirements.

(f):
Stock transfer considerations have not delayed other authorities from service provision to tenants and that the Liverpool scheme involves non-council RSLs in any case?  (Such that any transfer of tenure would not affect the insurance scheme for participating RSLs).

ANSWER:
This was considered a reasonable approach at the time and not to affect the options for future potential landlords.

Q2:
Given that such a scheme has not been reviewed for over 3 years – and that the reasons for delaying or defeating such an idea might be described through arguments above as flimsy – would she urge a review of such a scheme in the near future?

ANSWER:
The potential for a future scheme could be re-examined. Perhaps Councillor Hawthorn would like to consider establishing a pilot in her Ward, with the costs of administration funded by the Neighbourhood Renewal Fund allocation under her ward’s control? 

E5.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR SANDRA JENKINSON, CABINET MEMBER FOR HOUSING, FROM COUNCILLOR MARK HILL

Rehousing Policy

Q1:
Can she confirm the City’s re-housing policy for disabled people, in particular wheelchair bound?

ANSWER:
Eligibility to the City Housing Department Disabled Persons Housing Register is attached.  Please refer to Section 21.4 to 21.10 which should give you a full explanation in terms of your question.

Q2:
How many houses are adapted within the City for disabled people?
ANSWER
There are approximately 600 properties that have been adapted.  The majority of these are Housing Department properties. Adaptations will have been undertaken to meet specific requirements of the ‘resident in situ’ at the time.  Typically major adaptations will include stair lifts, level access, shower etc.


Of these 30 are wheelchair adapted properties belonging to John Grooms Housing Association.  These have been purpose built to Lifetime Homes Standard.

Q3:
Can she confirm the City’s re-housing policy for homeless priority when the residents concerned has contact due to their job which puts them in touch with offenders where a measure of protection is needed?

ANSWER:
When an application for homelessness is made, discussions are held with the applicant about the areas in which they unable to live.

In the circumstances described in the question, the answer is No, the applicants place of work is not taken into account.
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F.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR TAHIR ALI, CABINET MEMBER FOR LOCAL SERVICES AND COMMUNITY SAFETY, FROM COUNCILLOR DEIRDRE ALDEN

Cabinet Member Advisors Meetings

Q1:
On October 4th, I was sent an E-mail from a Council Officer on behalf of yourself, inviting me (inadvertently presumably) to a meeting of your Labour Advisors.  Four Senior Officers of the Council were also invited.  Although this meeting was subsequently cancelled (presumably because I and Councillor Masoom had been mistakenly invited), I would like to know:-


(a)
How many meetings have you held this year for your Labour Advisors to which Officers of this Council were invited but your Opposition Advisors were not?


(b)
How many meetings did you hold last municipal year for your Labour Advisors to which Officers of this Council were invited but your Opposition Advisors were not?

Q2:
The October 11th meeting was not one of the scheduled advisors’ meetings (dates of which we already have) but an extra one.

(a)
Has it been rescheduled?


(b)
Who has been invited?


ANSWER:
Last year I held one meeting with only my Labour advisers in response to a specific matter related to Labour Group policy.  This year I have also held one meeting with my Labour advisers only – which is the subject of this written question to Council – again on a specific Labour Group matter.
I apologise to Councillor Deirdre Alden and also Councillor Mohammed Masoom that a mistake in my outer office meant that they were both wrongly invited to this last meeting.  I should mention that this meeting was in fact initiated by one of my Labour advisers who wanted to discuss emerging Labour Group budget proposals concerning neighbourhood offices.

Councillor Deirdre Alden is right that this meeting was not one of the scheduled advisers meetings.  It was a one-off meeting that I agreed in response to a specific issue raised by one of my Labour advisers.  The meeting was re-arranged for 21 October and took place in committee room 1.  She need not be so suspicious.  

Our next scheduled Advisers meeting is on 20 November and I look forward to Councillor Deirdre Alden’s always very helpful contribution to these sessions.

G.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR ANDREW COULSON, CABINET MEMBER FOR REGENERATION, FROM COUNCILLOR MOHAMMED MASOOM

“EU Cash to Sparkbrook”

Q1:
Could I refer the Cabinet Member to my earlier questions (Item G,11 June 2002 and E1, 1 October 2002) in respect of plans for the Haden Circus site in Sparkbrook?

ANSWER:
The earlier questions referred to have been addressed.

Q2:
Am I correct to believe that much of the funding for Phase 1 of this site came from EU sources (ERDF etc) and, if so, can he advise how much EU contribution was involved?

ANSWER:
In respect of the question relating to the funding for the Haden Circus site;  - Phase 1 of this project involved the reclamation and preparation of the site for development utilising ERDF URBAN funding of £1.15 million.

Q3:
Could he – either through his department or by making representations nationally – ensure that the full cost of such external sources of funding by amount (EU in this case) be placed on site informational notices as is the case in EU states such as the Republic of Ireland?

ANSWER:
It is not common practice for details of specific funding amounts to be identified on signage, whether this includes European or other external funding.  Under the current European guidelines the City Council is required to display an acknowledgement of the contribution of such funding, but is not required, either legally or under ERDF rules, to display the details of the amount.  To the City Council’s knowledge no partnerships request that the amount of funding is displayed, and it is not a requirement of the key sources of public sector funding, such as Central Government.  

Q4:
In so doing does he consider that residents commuting past this site from wards like Billesley, Kings Norton, Brandwood, Moseley, Sparkhill or Sparkbrook appreciate their tax contributions used to retain an empty brown-field site in which there is such cause for ongoing concern?

ANSWER:
Cabinet has approved the existing development proposals for the Haden Circus site. The proposals for the site include a mix of commercial and business uses with the provision of a 160-bedroom hotel, business incubator units, office accommodation, community hall, banqueting facility and apartments.  This proposed development has been subject to on-going debate with extensive efforts taken to secure wide ranging consultation to address business and community issues.  

Any development proposal of this scale and complexity takes a good deal of time to bring forward and this is no exception. It is to be hoped that any residents commuting past the site would recognise these issues and appreciate the length of time required to bring a development of this nature forward.

Mr Philip Coyne from Development Services in Economic Development informs me that he has spoken to you on this matter and has offered to meet with you to discuss this matter further. This offer is still available to you, should you wish to pursue it.

H.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR SUSANNA McCORRY, CABINET MEMBER FOR SOCIAL SERVICES AND HEALTH, FROM COUNCILLOR JACKIE HAWTHORN

“Costs of Caring Versus the ‘Nasty Party’”

Q1:
Can the Cabinet Member confirm my understanding that the forecast overspend for Children’s External Placements is £8.5 million?

ANSWER:
The projected overspend if no further action taken would be around £8.5 million.  However, new management arrangements have been put in place to improve effectiveness and there has already been a reduction in the projected overspend of around £1 million.  The projections are reviewed each month. 

Q2:
Can she further confirm that the gross weekly cost of placing a child in children’s homes in Birmingham is £1,551.00? 

ANSWER:
This was the average unit cost calculated to 2000/2001 PAF return. For 2001/2002 the figure is £1,631.00.”  Birmingham’s costs are below average compared to other councils. 

Q3:
The gross weekly cost of placing a child in foster care in Birmingham is £322.00?

ANSWER:
This was the average unit cost of placing a Birmingham child in a foster home. For 2001/2002 the figure is £354.00 per week. (Both figures include the aggregated costs of internal/external/kinship foster care).   This year as with all expenditure we are making efforts to reduce the unit costs.

Q4:
I am correct in thinking that there are currently 430 children in and around Birmingham in need of adoption opportunities of a national official figure of around 5,000 children?

ANSWER:
Up to September 02 there were 55 children in Birmingham placed for adoption. Up to September 02 there were 428 in Birmingham children approved for permanent placement, i.e. Adoption or Permanent Fostering.  The National Register has 2,475 children refereed up to November 02.  The figure of 5,000 reflects children waiting for all types of permanent placement.

Q5:
Does she share my dismay that children who do not find settled, loving adoption opportunities and remain in care are four times more likely to be unemployed, 50 times more likely to be sent to prison and 60 times more likely to become homeless in later life?***

ANSWER:
The department is acutely aware of the possible negative implications for children who remain in care.  We work on minimising the effects of a care career by planning to place children in permanent arrangements as quickly as possible.  The Department has improved its performance in respect of placing children for adoption month on month.  The Department’s target for adoption is 5%, if we continue in line with our current performance the projected figure for adoption is 110 adoptions by March 03, which is an improvement on the published target by 1.2% to 6.2%.

Q6:
Could she confirm that the setback on extending the pool of potential adoption applicants (House of Lords Vote 16/10/02) could have a major financial implication upon this local authority.

ANSWER:
Unmarried adopters can adopt by one of the partnership applying for the Adoption Order and the other in the partnership applying for a joint Residence Order.  This situation will continue.  However for these families, it would obviously be preferable that the partnership jointly applies for an adoption order.  So I regret the House of Lords vote maintains the current ‘status quo.’

Q7:
Could she give some indication of the costs, purely to her Social Services and Health portfolio, which may be involved?

ANSWER:
This is difficult to quantify, as the status quo is maintained, but clearly some people will be deterred from coming forward to adopt or foster and this will leave both a financial and supply implication.

Q8:
Given such costs, will she either make representation to HM Government to increase temporary support for Looked After children or preferably – urge that the decided will of the elected House of Common prevails by the re-instatement of the “unmarried couples” amendments to the Adoption and Children Bill tabled by Dr Evan Harris MP (LD, Oxford West and Abingdon)

ANSWER:
I support the reinstatement of this section of the Bill, in order that unmarried couples can adopt jointly.  This would ensure all partnerships are treated equally.  However as indicated above the practical situation remains unchanged therefore there will not be a huge financial implication.

Q9:
In so doing would she remind all colleagues that such reforms have cross-party support and the backing of the BAAF, Barnardo’s the NSPCC, NCH Action for Children and the Children’s Society as serving the best interests of children?

Would she agree that by their actions on this Bill, the self styled ‘Nasty Party’ have truly deserved their title?

ANSWER:
We agree that all partnerships should have equal access to applying for an adoption order, and would support professional colleagues in this stance.  However as indicated above, permanency can still be secured for unmarried partnerships through other routes.

I1.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR STEWART STACEY, CABINET MEMBER FOR TRANSPORTATION, STREET SERVICES AND SUSTAINABILITY, FROM COUNCILLOR RAY HASSALL

“Missed Refuse Collections”

Q:
Could the Cabinet Member give so me indication of the time and costs anticipated in the event of residents acting on the advice of one of his colleagues and leaving their refuse bags in the bins at the rear of their homes?

ANSWER:
The refuse collection service requires householders to make their refuse available for collection at an easily accessible location of their convenience.  Should they wish to change their collection point it would be helpful if they notify the Call Centre (tel. no. 303 1112) or a member of the crew in order to avoid confusion and a possible missed collection.

Q:
Can he indicate the likely percentage of ‘missed’ collections were this to be acted upon?

ANSWER:
If the refuse is not at its normal or notified point of collection it will not count as ‘missed’.

Q:
Could he  indicate where the extra resources and money would be vired from within his department to finance extra or return call-outs?

ANSWER:
Missed collections are picked up by the crew scheduled to service the location at no additional cost.

I2.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR STEWART STACEY, CABINET MEMBER FOR TRANSPORTATION, STREET SERVICES AND SUSTAINABILITY, FROM COUNCILLOR JACKIE HAWTHORN

“Energy Efficiency”

Q1:
Would the Cabinet Member agree that a reduction in the amount of wasted energy is one of the most effective ways of cutting emissions of global warming gases as well as saving on fuel bills?

ANSWER:
I agree that one of the most effective ways of reducing global warming gas emissions is to reduce wasted energy, which in turn gives a financial saving on fuel bills.

The Sustainability and Energy Management Section within Urban Design (Development Directorate) carry out a number of functions that contribute to achieving this objective :

(a)
Managing and controlling heating and hot water systems via building energy management systems (BEMS) to ensure maximum efficiency and elimination of any wasted energy to nearly 300 sites.

(b)
Monitoring and targeting of building energy and water consumption to identify increases in consumption and leaks.

(c)
Promotion of and awareness training in energy saving and environmental issues.

(d)
Integrating energy efficiency and sustainability in future building design and refurbishment projects.

(e)
Undertaking energy/water surveys to identify areas to reduce wasted energy and recommend investment in site specific energy saving installations.

(f)
Research and development of new energy/water saving technologies.

(g)
Applying for Government and European grants to fund sustainable/renewable energy projects, e.g. Alexander Stadium, New Indoor Training Centre (successful bid of £270,000 for the installation of photovoltaic technology to generate green electricity).

Chief Officers have been instructed to take measures to reduce energy consumption in departments, these include switching off lights, shutting down computers at the end of the working day and avoiding unnecessary usage of energy wherever possible.  Some of the measures undertaken by Urban Design (non-Housing) are indicated in 1 above. In addition, a Departmental review is being undertaken of in-house sustainability savings (including energy and carbon dioxide) by the Sustainability and Waste Disposal Scrutiny Sub-Committee, chaired by Councillor Vincent Johnson.

Q2:
Is he aware that a target of 30% improvement by 2010 in energy efficiency levels was set by the Government in 1995 and that to achieve such a target, Councils will need to improve energy efficiency levels by 2% per year?

ANSWER:
The 30% target refers specifically to CO2 emissions from domestic housing energy usage. I am aware that to achieve this will require an average 2% annual improvement. 

Q3:
Is he aware that latest figures from DEFRA indicate that the average annual improvement figure for Birmingham is 1.858%

ANSWER:
Again these figures refer specifically to Housing.  I am aware that the Home Energy Conservation Act 1995, Fifth Progress Report for 1st April 2000 to 31st March 2001, reports Birmingham’s overall percentage improvement in domestic energy efficiency (1/4/96-31/3/2001) as 9.29%.  I agree that this equates to an average annual improvement figure of 1.858%. 

However, the Member may not be aware that within the guidance given by DEFRA to Local Authorities for completion of their 6th progress report, it recognised that its previous guidance for the collation of this figure was incorrect.  Using the revised guidance our progressive improvement is stated within the recently submitted 6th Report as 14.5%, the improvement for 2001/2002 being 3.19%

DEFRA and the Energy Savings Trust are continuing to review the methodology by which local authorities calculate the CO2 savings reported in their HECA returns.  It is recognised that in lieu of clear guidance from DEFRA on the methodology to be used, it is difficult at present to make credible comparisons between authorities.

Q4:
Could he indicate what measures are planned in Birmingham to meet the existing shortfall and the 2010 target?

ANSWER:
The previous answer suggests that there is not actually a shortfall.


The Housing Department, as the lead department for the Home Energy Conservation Act, published its draft Affordable Warmth Strategy in November 2000.  This details a number of proposals to bring about an improvement in the energy efficiency of all tenures of housing, whilst also addressing the issue of fuel poverty.  

The Housing Department’s thermal imaging project will allow for more effective targeting of investment and resources to improve the energy efficiency of our housing stock.  

Officers are continuing to develop partnerships and strategies to bring about sustainable long-term improvements in the energy efficiency of the housing stock within Birmingham.

Q5:
Could he consider approaches to the ten local authorities within the region which are on course to meet this target in order to learn from best practice?

ANSWER:
I agree that sharing best practice with other local authorities is beneficial.  In Urban Design (non-housing), Officers are members of the National Local Authority Energy Management Network and the Local Authority Energy Managers Midland Group.

Housing Department officers are active members of the regional HECA Forum (whose membership consists of over 20 neighbouring authorities). This Forum was established in order that best practice and experiences can be shared.  

I3.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR STEWART STACEY, CABINET MEMBER FOR TRANSPORTATION, STREET SERVICES AND SUSTAINABILITY, FROM COUNCILLOR DAVID OSBORNE

“Green Electricity Street Lights”

Q:
Is the Cabinet Member Aware that for over a month (October 1, 2002) street lighting in Southwark London Borough has been powered by electricity generated from renewable energy sources?

Does he have a target date for such an initiative in Birmingham?

Is he aware that this Liberal Democrat run Council has agreed a two year contract with London Electricity to supply 100% ‘green’ electricity obtaining from two non-polluting sources, small scale hydro power schemes and wind turbines?

Will he give us details of similar negotiations in Birmingham?

Does he agree that climate change affects us all and that it would be right that Councils should play a part in promoting alternatives to fossil fuels?

Since the figure under Labour control of Southwark was that over 3,800 tonnes of carbon dioxide was released into the atmosphere each year, could he give us the comparable figure for Birmingham?

Since there will be no carbon dioxide release under the Southwark initiative and that this scheme comes at a small cost of 2% (an increase of £7,000 on an annual street lighting bill of £338,600), what is the comparable figure for Birmingham?  

ANSWER:
Birmingham’s contract for street lighting electricity is also with London Electricity who supply Southwark and also began on 1st October. It includes 10% ‘green’ energy which is exempt from the Climate Change Levy.

All the tenders we received offered BCC no more than 10% CCL exempt energy. This is because green energy is oversubscribed and suppliers share it out amongst their customers. Due to the small amount of green electricity available in the marketplace, all offers were made subject to the availability of such electricity. Scottish and Southern Electricity originally offered 100% green energy but, due to changes in the market, had to reduce their percentage of green to 10%.

Officers from the Development Directorate have been in discussion with a representative of London  Electricity and established that the policy adopted by London in distributing the small quantity of green energy was to share it amongst their customers in the fairest way in light of commercial decisions taken to secure business. London Electricity state that their total consumption for green electricity this year has been used up and may be in a position to offer BCC more green energy if any becomes available early in the new year. The actual quantity of green energy supplied to Southwark would appear  to be similar to that supplied to Birmingham, rather than the 100% claimed. 

With 90% brown energy to provide power to our street lighting and traffic signs some 22,275 tonnes of carbon dioxide will be produced from fossil fuels. The 10% green energy supplied to Birmingham represents an additional £1076 of the total tendered cost of £2,033,527.

The action is within the City Council’s sustainability strategy and will substantially assist the City Council’s response to the Government’s intention of 10% green energy supplied by 2010 and will help meet a City Council target of 15% by 2010.

I4.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR STEWART STACEY, CABINET MEMBER FOR TRANSPORTATION, STREET SERVICES AND SUSTAINABILITY, FROM COUNCILLOR NEIL EUSTACE



“Recycling old cars”

Q:
Is the Cabinet Member aware of the EU End of life Vehicles Directive which stipulates that from July this year in the case of new cars and January 2007 for old cars damaging substances such as lead, cadmium and mercury must be made safe and recycled rather than dumped?

ANSWER:
Yes.  A report outlining the potential implications of the Directive was discussed at Cabinet on 10 December 2001.  

Q:
Is he aware that Margot Wallstrom, the EU Environment Commissioner, has announced that delays in implement this Directive, to which this country is a party, are unacceptable?

ANSWER:
Yes.

Q:
Does he agree that the consequences for failure to comply will result nationally in this country being charged in the Court of Justice and being hit with a large daily fine and locally by the creation of mountains of ‘old bangers’ being dumped around this City?

ANSWER:
No.  In common with all member states, the Government has yet to transpose the Directive into UK Law and the Court of Justice does have powers to fine national Governments for this.  However, failure to implement the Directive will not result in “the creation of mountains of old bangers” as the Councillor asserts.  On the contrary, it is the implementation of the Directive that could lead to an increased number of cars being abandoned in the City.  The requirement to “depollute” vehicles before crushing them, which is enshrined in the Directive, will increase the cost of disposing of End of Life Vehicles.  If this cost is placed on the last user up to 2007, (after when manufacturers have to meet this cost), more cars could be dumped by those end users.  Government has indicated they are fully aware of the potential for increasing the number of abandoned vehicles if this Directive is implemented and that is one of the reasons for delaying implementation.

Q:
Can he indicate what measures he is taking to prevent a repeat of the fridge mountain to blight this City when old cars increase as dumped items?”

ANSWER:
There is no fridge mountain in this city.  Steps have been taken to ensure that the contractors used by the Council to remove and dispose of vehicles are fully aware of the impact of the Directive and will be able to comply with its provisions.

I5.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR STEWART STACEY, CABINET MEMBER FOR TRANSPORTATION, STREET SERVICES AND SUSTAINABILITY, FROM COUNCILLOR JOHN HEMMING

“Good Practice recycling”

Q:
Why have no lessons in publicity, promotion or public participation been learned in the extension of “Paper Round” to residents in North Birmingham?

ANSWER:
Lessons have been learned from the establishment of the ‘Paper Round’ collection system in the south of Birmingham and I hope the answers to these questions clarify why certain decisions have been taken.

Q:
Could he advise which contractors, charged with effective distribution of both rolls of sacks and paper boxes, dumped these items in gardens, streets and into hedges across the North of the City?

ANSWER:
When we introduced the ‘Paper Round’ scheme to the south of Birmingham in November 2001 we used a private sector ‘professional’ distribution company which failed significantly to carry out its contracted duties leading to a number of members of the public being upset and to some negative publicity about the distribution.

When introducing ‘Paper Round’ to the north of Birmingham it was decided that we should use the inherent experience of local staff, supported by two agency people working under their direction.  Whilst some complaints have been reported about distribution, and have been or are being rectified, the percentage is less than those generated by the ‘professional’ distribution company in the south, and certainly not as high as the percentage of grammatical errors in Liberal Democrats’ questions.

Q:
Why – when the boxes stated ‘see attached leaflet’ – were no such leaflets attached?
ANSWER:
The boxes, sacks and leaflets were delivered simultaneously to each household taking part in the scheme.  The leaflet was ‘attached’ to the roll of sacks.

Q:
Couldn’t the leaflets of explanation (usually tucked into the middle of the role of sacks) have been posted through residents doors and the box left beside the properties, for example?

Answer:
The explanation leaflet was designed to be an integral part of the roll of sacks (so that it would not be lost or easily separated), its upper part forming the outer wrap around the sack roll and continuing into the roll.  Posting the leaflet separately through residents’ doors would have been less effective.  Ensuring the leaflet was a fixed part of delivery system guaranteed that it had a greater chance of being read.

Q:
What investigation and action (including disciplinary or penalties) is planned to prevent wrecking the extension of recycling by the operatives involved?

ANSWER:
None, unless Councillor Hemming can identify any specific wrecking by an individual, when an investigation will be carried out and further action taken if appropriate.

As far as I am aware the operatives involved in the daily delivery of the Refuse Collection service, which incorporates the ‘Paper Round’ recycling initiative, are all committed to continually improving the service.

Q:
Given that the Council has ample experience of getting this scheme wrong (as in South Birmingham) how difficult was it to get it right this time?

ANSWER:
Your premise is wrong, but it was easy.  The scheme has expanded to a further 114,000 households with few problems.

Q:
Could the Cabinet Member welcome the contribution towards sustainability being made by the Three Rivers Council, Hertfordshire which collects paper, cans and glass from doorstep collections on a fortnightly basis and seek to import this ‘good practice’ into Birmingham?

ANSWER:
The Three Rivers District Council (population 90,800) has already submitted its Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPIs) for 2001/2002 and has achieved a  commendable recycling rate (the combination of its recycling and composting activities) of 12.2% (compared to Birmingham’s 8.4% [population 1,000,000]). 

However, the Three Rivers District Council sent the balance of its waste, 87.8%, to landfill. Birmingham sent just 29.7% to landfill in 2001/2002. Therefore, while Birmingham did not do as well in its Recycling Rate, its “Recovery Rate” (the combination of recycling, composting and energy from waste, which are all better options than landfill) was 70.3% compared to Three Rivers District Council’s 12.2%.

Officers are continually observing other local authority recycling services and will continue to seek ways of improving those provided in Birmingham. The Three Rivers scheme applied to Birmingham would require several £millions to be added to the waste management budgets.

J1.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR MARGARET WELLS, CHAIRPERSON OF THE PUBLIC PROTECTION COMMITTEE, FROM COUNCILLOR MARK HILL

Sales from Car Park – Broad Lane/Brandwood Road

There has been an on-going problem for several years regarding the selling of cars from a car park on Broad Lane/Brandwood Road.  I have reported several incidents to Trading Standards but cars are still sold.

Q1:
What matters are in hand to stop this from happening?

Q2:
Christmas trees have been sold from this location over the last few years.  As Christmas is coming up, what plans are in place to stop this?

ANSWERS:
Birmingham Trading Standards is currently monitoring a number of locations where complaints have been received alleging the regular sales of cars by individuals from residential areas.

The Broad Lane/Brandwood Road location is being monitored initially, details of vehicles present for sale, phone numbers etc. are being noted.  Where sufficient evidence is gathered pointing to the regular sales of cars, i.e. equivalent to selling in the course of a business, a further exercise will be carried out and the seller will be formally interviewed.  It is illegal to sell items without declaring oneself to be in business under the Business Advertisements (Disclosure) Order 1977.

If someone has actually purchased a vehicle in an unroadworthy/unsafe condition there may also be offences committed under the Road Traffic Act.

Trading Standards are monitoring several sites throughout the City and are currently setting up a high profile task force to deal with these ‘traders’.

We have a partnership arrangement with the Transportation Department, the Planning Section and work closely with the Benefits Agency, Customs & Excise and the West Midlands Police.

Trading Standards cannot stop people from selling cars in this way but we can prosecute if they contravene the various Consumer Protection legislation.

With regards to the sale of Christmas trees, we will pass this information to the relevant department if it occurs again this year.

J2.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR MARGARET WELLS, CHAIRPERSON OF THE PUBLIC PROTECTION COMMITTEE, FROM COUNCILLOR SUE ANDERSON

“Better Bonfire Nights”

Q:
Will the Chair join me in welcoming the news that as from January next year members of the British Fireworks Association will no longer supply single tube air bombs and small whistle/bang rockets?

Will she agree that the British Fireworks Association is acting responsibly in its close working with the Department of Trade and Industry in producing fireworks which comply with proposed European noise levels, expected to become law within the next two years?

Since the British Fireworks Association are distributors of 95% of all fireworks in the United Kingdom would her committee consider representations to government to ensure these good practices are extended to the remaining suppliers?

ANSWER:
Trading Standards welcomes the voluntary trade agreement restricting the sale of air bombs and small whistle/bang rockets.  The undertaking by the British Fireworks Association will come into effect from February 2003.  We do think that they are acting responsibly and we look forward to the implementation of noise levels across Europe, in line with our partnership working in Europe and representations made to the Minister – Melanie Johnson MP in July 2002.

This measure should reduce the number of very loud bangs that occur and which cause concern to many members of the public in particular the elderly and those with pets, also being mindful of the distress caused to wildlife.

Trading Standards will also continue its work in ensuring retailers only supply fireworks that comply with British Standards BS7114 and that they do not supply fireworks to children.

Trading Standards in conjunction with the Fire Service, Police, DTI and other agencies continue to offer advice and information in this field.

J3.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR MARGARET WELLS, CHAIRPERSON OF THE PUBLIC PROTECTION COMMITTEE, FROM COUNCILLOR NICOLA HENRY

“Good Guy Initiative”

Q:
Could I commend to the Chair an initiative by the Liverpool City Council called “Good Guy” which aims to do the following:

(a)
Persuade retailers to abide by a voluntary code of practice by selling fireworks only between the period 15 October and 06 November.  All relevant retailers were visited by the combination of Trading Standards and Police Officers and given an information pack which included posters, a responsible retailer certificate, a formal contract and an advisory booklet.  Many retailers have in fact signed up to this initiative.

(b)
Radio City (radio station) has been running a number of information slots advising consumers abo9ut the “Good Guy” initiative and publicising the firework safety message.

(c)
A list of ‘responsible retailers’ was published in local newspapers as an incentive for retailers to sign up to the initiative.  This information is also available on various web sites.

(d)
Radio City presenters evolved a firework safety road show which will be given to schools in each metropolitan district.  The road show consists of quizzes and other forms of entertainment with an overall message about firework safety and nuisance.

(e)
The Police and Trading Standards have a team of young volunteers (under 16) who have done spot checks of shops that sell fireworks.

All services have been proactive in enforcing firework legislation which includes firework storage, underage sales and setting off fireworks in public places.

Would she agree that there could be merit in Birmingham engaging in a similar scheme?

ANSWER:
Trading Standards in Birmingham have been sending advisory letters and information packs to retailers concerning the sale if fireworks in particular where complaints have been received where it is alleged that the retailers have sold to children.
An article was also placed in the Voice newspaper reminding the public of the dangers of fireworks.

The Department also offers additional underage exercises to all Wards, in particular, those who have identified this issue as a major concern.  They may place a bid through NRF scheme.

As part of our proactive work officers of the Department have also attended Sunday Car Boot sales to look for illegal fireworks.  However, the Licensing for Storage of Fireworks under the Explosives Act is dealt with by the Fire Service in our area.  We work in partnership with the press, Community, the West Midlands Police and the Fire Authority and make representation to Government to control the sale of fireworks.

J4.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR MARGARET WELLS, CHAIRPERSON OF THE PUBLIC PROTECTION COMMITTEE, FROM COUNCILLOR JACKIE HAWTHORN

“On-the-spot Pet Safety from Fireworks”

Q:
In view of the annual toll of deaths, injuries and fear to house animals around ‘Guy Fawkes Night’, will the Chair consider making urgent representations to West Midlands Police to use powers currently on ‘pilot scheme’ for fixed penalty notices to anyone found throwing fireworks or causing distress to pets?

ANSWER:
I am extremely concerned over the distress and injuries caused to animals including pet ponies and commercially kept/farmed animals and wildlife, by the mis-use of fireworks around ‘Guy Fawkes Night’.  
Our partnership with West Midlands Police is a crucial aspect of our enforcement activities and development of such partnerships are part of our on-going enforcement role with the development of a pilot scheme within this field.

Representations are being made to the West Midlands Police.

J5.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR MARGARET WELLS, CHAIRPERSON OF THE PUBLIC PROTECTION COMMITTEE, FROM COUNCILLOR RAY HASSALL

“Partners in time”

Q:
In drawing the Chair’s attention to a survey from ID Research (“Pink Paper”, Issue 760) would she note:

∑
32% of respondent same sex couples have been together for over 5 years.

∑
almost 50% of gay males samples were currently in a permanent relationship.

∑
two-thirds of lesbians reported the same.

∑
that these figures roughly equate to heterosexuals (54% men; 51% women)

∑
that a third of heterosexuals have children – the corresponding figures being 10% for gay men; 18% for lesbians.

∑
that a quarter of gay men who currently don’t have children at present would like to eventually.

From the above would she agree that there is a large potential ‘pool’ of citizens who are would-be adoptive parents for the 5,000 plus children nationally officially seeking adoption?

Does she share my dismay that unelected bigots in the House of Lords recently voted by 196 to 162 to ban unmarried couples from adopting children by rejecting the Dr Evan Harris MP amendments to the Adoption and Children Bill?

Could this incident be one example where unmarried people might benefit were there to be a Civil Partnership Register of the type (and establishes in cities such as Swansea and Leeds in recent weeks) I commended to her a year ago?

Will she undertake to urge her:

∑
Westminster colleagues to find parliamentary time, starting in the House of Commons with the Queen’s Speech, for the Civil Partnership Registration Bill from Lord Lester QC and also a Bill to restore unmarried adoption and fostering opportunities to what may then be the Adoption and Children Act?

∑
Council officers to bring forward a report on relationships including re-affirmation and commitment to marriage as well as civil partnership registration in the near future, say November since this will be our first ‘anniversary’ of this topic being raised in Council?”
ANSWER:
A report will be presented to the 15th November meeting of the Public Protection Committee with a recommendation that the Chief Superintendent Registrar develops a scheme for a civil commitment ceremony for citizens of Birmingham.

Matters relating to adoptive parents and amendments to the Adoption and Children Bill is a matter for the Cabinet Member for Social Services.

K1.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR JOHN ALDEN, CHAIRMAN OF THE REVIEW OF ELECTORAL MATTERS TASK AND FINISH OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE, FROM COUNCILLOR JACKIE HAWTHORN

“Voter Registration”

Q:
As part of the registration aspect of his Committee review, could the Chairman consider the merits for Birmingham of a scheme being undertaken by the London Borough of Croydon who have established a 24 hour telephone registration hotline for residents to update electoral register details?

ANSWER:
The Committee recognises the importance of the registration process and wants it to be as accurate and easy as possible.  The details of the way in which the register is compiled are a matter for the Registration Officer.

My personal view is that the current legislation regarding the registration process is inadequate and that the law in England and Wales should be changed in line with the provisions in the Electoral Fraud (Northern Ireland) Act 2002.

I am informed that the method of “Electoral” registration was trailed by a handful of local authorities last year with a fair degree of success.

Approximately 60% of household registrations have no change from one year to the next.  So, the intention is to save postage and processing costs by using a dedicated, automated, telephone service for those householders who have no changes to make to all the existing details (shown on the pre-printed, personalised, canvass form which is sent to all households as part of the annual canvass exercise).  By telephoning the 24 hour number and inputting a unique property reference and PIN code the system will note that no changes are required to that household’s registrations and there is no need to return the form.  The company providing this service would provide a data file of all such households to be uploaded to the computerised Registration system.

Use of this telephone system was considered by the Elections Officer earlier this year.  However, new legislation means that, this year, two versions of the Register will be produced:

∑
the Full register (for electoral and law enforcement purposes, public inspection and credit referencing); and

∑
the Edited register omitting the names of those electors who have asked to be excluded (for sale to anyone for any purpose)

and for the first time all electors have been given the option to be excluded from the edited register.  Therefore, the number of “no change” registrations was likely to be much lower than 60%.  The telephone system used (by Croyden and others) last year has been updated to include the ability to update individual electors choices but therefore it becomes more complex and potentially confusing.  No action was taken to introduce this system but, following an evaluation of its level of success this year, it will be considered again for the 2003 annual exercise.

K2.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR JOHN ALDEN, CHAIRMAN OF THE REVIEW OF ELECTORAL MATTERS TASK AND FINISH OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE, FROM COUNCILLOR RAY HASSALL

“Protecting Postal Votes”

Q:
Could the Chairman confirm my understanding that his Scrutiny Committee is reviewing postal vote arrangements, their issue and return during elections?

ANSWER:
I confirm that the Committee is reviewing postal vote arrangements, and in particular it is considering whether the arrangements are as secure as necessary. Universal postal voting may well increase the incident of fraud.  My personal view is that the current legislation on postal votes is inadequate and that the law in England and Wales should be changed in line with the provisions in the Electoral Fraud (Northern Ireland) Act 2002.

Q:
Am I correct to believe that currently the Returning Officer for the City does not keep a ‘marked register’ for postal votes returned during elections unlike that for voters attending in person at polling stations?

ANSWER:
Yes.  Current legislation does not provide for such a register.  The Election Rules require the names of those electors who have been issued with a postal ballot paper to be indicated (with the letter “A”) on the register to be used at each polling station.  The Presiding Officer must not issue another ballot paper to such an elector at the polling station.  The register is then marked with a short horizontal line against the name of each elector at the time they are issued with a ballot paper at the polling station.  This “marked register” is subsequently made available for inspection.  It shows which electors voted at the polling station but it doesn’t show which postal voters voted – as some who were sent a ballot paper may not have returned it.   

Q:
For completeness of return and prevention of vote fraud could such postal vote ‘marked registers’ be established?

ANSWER:
I do not personally see how a marked postal vote register will prevent fraud, although it may detect it.

The Committee believes that legislation should be changed.  A marked register of postal voters should be made available in the same way as a marked Polling Station register is currently available.

Q:
Would the introduction of ‘good practice’ from Trafford MDC – who completed a comprehensive list of all those voting and maintained voter secrecy with a barcode mechanism on the outer envelope containing both ballot paper and declaration – be considered?”

ANSWER:
The Committee has considered the experience of Trafford MDC who conducted an all postal electoral pilot scheme in 2002.  As such, they were not constrained by the general legislative position and could compile a register of postal votes.  However, a barcode on the outer envelope would not be sufficient as several postal votes from the same address could be placed within a single envelope.  We would prefer the Declaration of Identity, which is returned with each postal vote, to be bar-coded instead of, or in addition to, the outer envelope.

K3.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR JOHN ALDEN, CHAIRMAN OF THE REVIEW OF ELECTORAL MATTERS TASK AND FINISH OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE, FROM COUNCILLOR BARBARA JACKSON

“Double Voting”

Q:
Further to my earlier enquiry (Question J2, October 2002) regarding a person double voting from separate addresses at Sparkhill and Sparkbrook in the 2000 local elections and boasting that he had voted Labour in Sparkbrook (Yvonne Maria Mosquito) and Labour in Sparkhill (Jagdip Rai) could the Chairman confirm that:

∑
there are ongoing investigations into this electoral fraud?

∑
in her capacity as Returning Officer for Birmingham, Lin Homer has the responsibility for such an investigation?

∑
this may be another example where Detective Chief Inspector Dave Churchill of the West Midlands Police Fraud Squad recently advised the authority ‘Your election results cannot be trusted’?

ANSWER:
As I explained in my reply to Question J2, on 1st October 2002, the Committee has no powers to investigate this matter.  As I also explained, I passed the information to Stewart Dobson, the former Returning Officer for Birmingham, to deal with as appropriate.

I am now informed that it is not the responsibility of the Returning Officer to carry out such an investigation, and no doubt Lin Homer, the new Returning Officer, will ensure that the matter has been referred to the West Midlands Police.

The Committee was very grateful that Detective Inspector Churchill furnished us with important and dutiful evidence.  While I do not personally recall him using the exact words which subsequently appeared in the Evening Mail, I can confirm that the Inspector’s view was that it is no longer sufficient for the elections system to be based largely on trust.

My personal view is that our outdated electoral law should be changed and I would favour changes in line with the provisions in the Electoral Fraud (Northern Ireland) Act 2002.

L.
QUESTION TO COUNCILLOR SYBIL SPENCE, CHAIRPERSON OF THE REVIEW OF SIGNING SERVICES TASK AND FINISH OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE, FROM COUNCILLOR BARBARA JACKSON

“Mystery Shoppers”

Q:
As part of the service delivery aspect of her Committee review, could the Chair consider the merits for Birmingham of a scheme undertaken by the London Borough of Lewisham who engage ‘mystery shoppers’ from the deaf and hard of hearing community to visit Council departments unannounced to assess how well suited services are for them?

ANSWER:
I thank Councillor Barbara Jackson for her question.  She also kindly lodged this question a week in advance of today’s Council meeting.  This has enabled me to make some preliminary enquiries as to the “mystery shopping” arrangements adopted by the London Borough of Lewisham.  The London Borough of Lewisham commissioned the Disability Division of the Grass Roots Group plc to undertake a “snapshot” mystery shop of 4 key Council areas using disabled shoppers.  These were:

∑
The One Stop Shop: Access.Point

∑
Two Social Services Offices

∑
Four Area Housing Offices

∑
Three Libraries.

The reason for the London Borough of Lewisham undertaking this work was, in the main, to check compliance with those sections of the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) 1995 that are now in force.  The emphasis was on suitability and practicality for all people with disabilities not just those from the deaf and hard of hearing community.

Scrutiny has already used “mystery shoppers” for some of its own work and this has generally worked well.  If we were to do a similar exercise here, like in Lewisham I would want to look at the broader implications for all people with disabilities.  I will therefore be picking up these matters with my colleague, Councillor Yvonne Mosquito, the Vice Chair of the Co-ordinating Overview & Scrutiny Committee.
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