
Agenda Item 1a 
 

MINUTES OF FULL COUNCIL 
 

Monday 12 July 2010 
 
 
COUNCILLORS PRESENT: The Lord Mayor (Councillor John Goddard), the Deputy 
Lord Mayor (Councillor Dee Sinclair), the Sheriff (Councillor Colin Cook) Councillors 
Mohammad Abbasi, Mohammed Altaf-Khan, Alan Armitage, Antonia Bance, 
Laurence Baxter, Elise Benjamin, Tony Brett, Stephen Brown, Mary Clarkson, Van 
Coulter, Stuart Craft, Jean Fooks, Michael Gotch, Beverley Hazell, Rae 
Humberstone, Graham Jones, Bryan Keen, Shah Jahan Khan, Ben Lloyd-
Shogbesan, Mark Lygo, Sajjad Malik, Stuart McCready, Joe McManners, Mark Mills, 
Matthew Morton, Patrick Murray, Susanna Pressel, Bob Price, Nathan Pyle, Gill 
Sanders, Scott Seamons, Val Smith, John Tanner, Bob Timbs, Ed Turner, Oscar 
Van Nooijen, Ruth Wilkinson, David Williams, Dick Wolff and Nuala Young. 
 
 
14. MINUTES 
 
 Council resolved to approve the minutes of:- 
 
 (a) The ordinary meeting held on 19th April 2010 subject to Councillor Alan 
  Armitage being listed as submitting his apologies. 
 
 (b) Annual Meeting held on 20th May 2010 
 
 
15. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
 The following Councillors declared interests as follows:- 
 
 Councillor Mohammed Abbasi declared a personal and prejudicial interest in 
item 18 (Hackney Carriage Unmet Demand Survey – Recommendations of the 
General Purposes Licensing Committee) as he was a taxi licence badge holder 
(minute 31 refers); 
 
 Councillor Mohammed Altaf-Khan declared a personal and prejudicial interest 
in item 18 (Hackney Carriage Unmet Demand Survey – Recommendations of the 
General Purposes Licensing Committee) as he was a taxi licence badge holder 
(minute 31 refers); 
 
 Councillor Shah Jahan Khan declared a personal and prejudicial interest in 
item 18 (Hackney Carriage Unmet demand Survey – Recommendations of the 
General Purposes Licensing Committee) as he was a taxi licence badge holder 
(minute 31 refers); 
 
 Councillor Sajjad Malik declared a personal and prejudicial interest in item 18 
(Hackney Carriage Unmet Demand Survey – Recommendations of the General 
Purposes Licensing Committee) as he was a taxi licence badge holder (minute 31 
refers). 



 
16. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
 Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Clark Brundin, Jim 
Campbell, Roy Darke, Gwynneth Royce and David Rundle. 
 
 
17. APPOINTMENTS TO COMMITTEES 
 
 No appointments were made. 
 
 
18. LORD MAYOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
 The Lord Mayor made the following announcements:- 
 
 (1) That the full Council meeting would be videoed and available on the  
  Council’s website following the meeting; 
 
 (2) That a delegation from China would attend for part of the meeting to  
  observe the procedures of the full Council meeting. 
 
 
19. SHERIFF’S ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
 The Sheriff reported that the Inspection of Port Meadow had successfully been 
completed on 18th June 2010 and that, as was customary on these occasions, an 
Aunt Sally Match at the Plough Inn at Wolvercote had followed the Inspection.   
 
 The Sheriff thanked the Freeman and the Wolvercote Commoners for the day’s 
events.   
 
 
20. ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE LEADER 
 
 The Leader made the following announcements:- 
 
 (1) Welcomed Councillor John Goddard as Lord Mayor and Chair of the  
  Council meeting; 
 
 (2) That Jude Skipp, Members’ Services Officer would be retiring at the 

beginning of September 2010 after 39 years service with the Council.  
She had joined in 1971 as a secretary and had progressed through 
Committee Services to become the Members’ Services Officer. 

 
 (3) That May Wylie, International Officer had recently retired after 18 years 

service with the Council. 
 
 (4) That funding for the redevelopment of the Old Fire Station had been 

secured and work would commence on 26th July 2010.  He thanked 
Melbourne Barratt, Graham Stratford and Nerys Parry for all their work in 
achieving this. 

 



 (5) Invited Councillor Ed Turner to update Council on the current financial  
  situation. 
 
  Councillor Turner informed Council that a reduction of 25% in Council 

funding would result in savings totaling £1.1m having to be made by 
2014/15, and a further £250k would be lost due to the freeze in Council 
Tax.  Other areas such as Housing Benefit would also suffer reductions 
which could increase the level of homelessness in Oxford.  He said that 
there were also other recession pressures such as a drop of 8% in 
income from car parks and a drop in income from Building Control fees 
and investments in general.  

 
  On Area Committee budgets Councillor Turner said that these had initially 

been frozen as part of a freeze on discretionary expenditure pending a 
review.  However, a quarter of the budgets had now been unfrozen and 
the Medium Term Financial Strategy would be amended accordingly. 

 
 
21. ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE, THE CHIEF FINANCE 
 OFFICER AND THE MONITORING OFFICER 
 
 No announcements were made under this item. 
 
 
22. ADDRESSES BY THE PUBLIC 
 
 Council received four addresses as follows:- 
 
 (1) Jane Alexander, a member of the Save Temple Cowley Pools Action 

Group, said that a petition had been conducted and over 7000 names had 
been collected.  She said that she was concerned that Councillor Timbs 
had said that a pool would be built at Blackbird Leys, although no 
decision had been made on this.  She said that the views of the users and 
local residents were not being taken into account and they should be 
asked what they wanted.  She added that usually when consultation was 
carried out people were asked what they wanted.  However, none of this 
had happened.  The Group had therefore conducted its own study of the 
Temple Cowley Pools and she hoped that the Council would study this. 

 
 (2) Nigel Gibson, a member of the Save Temple Cowley Pool Action Group 

said that while there had been much discussion about Temple Cowley 
Pools, there was another pool at Blackbird Leys.  He said that no one had 
looked at what it meant to be a user at the Blackbird Leys Pool, which 
was open for public swimming less than 4 hours per day and 6 hours at 
the weekends.  He added that when public meetings had been held, over 
100 people had turned up when it had been held in Temple Cowley, but 
only 12 when it had been held at Blackbird Leys.  He further added that 
residents at Blackbird Leys did not want a new pool unless it was 50m in 
length and came with flumes.  He urged the Council to listen to what 
people wanted. 

 
 (3) Patricia Wright said that a report produced by the NHS in Oxfordshire 

stated that the bill for obesity-related illnesses would top £150m.  She 
said that 1 in 4 people could be obese and that people did not take 



enough exercise and that the gap in general health and well-being 
between the rich and poor in Oxfordshire was growing.  She drew 
attention to exercise and mental health and that the Mental Health 
Foundation had said that access to good health arrangements and 
exercise were important to sufferers of mental health conditions. 

 
 (4) Jane Alexander and Nigel Gibson said that very few of the public knew 

about the new governance proposals and that it was ironic that we were 
currently governed by a weak leader model.  They said that to have a 
strong leader was of concern to them as this leader would be able to 
choose who sat on the Executive and the Area Committees would have 
very limited powers.  They said that the elected Mayor option was a better 
approach. 

 
 
23. QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC 
 
 24 questions were asked by members of the public, for which notice had been 

given under Council Procedure Rule 11.9. Twelve questions received a reply at 
the meeting and the remainder received a written response from the relevant 
Board Member within 10 working days of the meeting.  

 
 Appended to these minutes are the questions and answers asked and given 
under this item. 
 
  
CITY EXECUTIVE BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS AND DECISIONS 
 
 
24. CONSULTATION FRAMEWORK 
 
 Council had before it the following:- 
 
 (a) Minute extract and recommendation of the City Executive Board of 9 June 

2010; 
 
 (b) Comments from the Communities and Partnership Scrutiny Committee of 

29 March 2010; 
 
 (b) Report of the Head of Policy, Culture and Communications (as amended 

following the City Executive Board held on 9 June 2010) 
 
 Council resolved to adopt the Consultation Framework as part of the Council’s 
Policy Framework. 
 
 
25. NEW GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS 
 
 Council had before it the following:- 
 
 (a) Minute extract and recommendation of the City Executive Board of 30 

June 2010;   
 
 (b) Report of the Head of Law and Governance. 



 
 Councillor Williams seconded by Councillor Young moved that the whole 
recommendation be referred back to the City Executive Board to allow it to consider 
further the two options along with two additional options, namely that the present 
governance arrangements were maintained or that the Council revert back to a 
service Committee arrangement. 
 
 Following a debate Council voted on the amendment, but this was not carried, 
more Members voting against the amendment than voting for it. 
 
 Council resolved: 
 
 (1) That of the two models which local authorities were required to consult 
  upon its preferred option was the strong leader and cabinet model; 
 

(2) To authorise Officers to commence consultation on the preferred option; 
 
 (3) To approve the timetable as detailed in the report leading up to the final 

decision in December 2010. 
 
 
26. CITY EXECUTIVE BOARD DECISIONS (MINUTES) 
 
 Council had before it Minutes (previously circulated, now appended) for the 
City Executive Board meetings held on 21st April 2010, 9 June 2010 and 30 June 
2010. 
 
 9th June 2010 
 
 On Minute 12 (Land at 205 Cowley Road and Manzil Way Gardens –

Consideration of Objection to the Disposal of Public Open Space), 
Councillor Young said that she felt the City Executive Board had given itself 
rights which it did not have.  She said that the East Area Parliament had, in the 
conditions to the planning permission, said that the East Area Parliament would 
have the “final say”.  She felt that the whole episode was a charade and 
possibly illegal. 

 
 In response Councillor Price said that the matter had been debated in great 

detail and that Scrutiny had endorsed the City Executive Board’s decision. 
 
 30th June 2010 
 
 On minute 31 (End of Year Performance) Councillor Fooks said that the 

recycling rate of 40% had not been achieved.  The Council was achieving 38% 
but this had been the case for some time.  She asked what had gone wrong? 

 
 Councillor Tanner in response said that the people of Oxford should be 

congratulated for their efforts in recycling, although we can always do better.  
The introduction of a weekly food waste collection would improve rates across 
the City. 

 
 Following the points recorded above, Council resolved to note the decisions of 

the City Executive Board meetings held on 21 April, 9 June and 30 June 2010. 
 



 
27. QUESTIONS ON NOTICE FROM MEMBERS OF COUNCIL  
 
 (a) Questions notified in time for replies to be provided in writing for  
  Council 
 
  1. Question to the Board Member, Regeneration and Community 

Development (Councillor Antonia Bance) from Councillor 
Stuart Craft 

 
   “At the 19th April 2010 Full Council meeting, the Board Member for 

Social Inclusion and Young People (Antonia Bance), admitted that 
Preventing Violent Extremism funding, allocated by the Labour 
Government, had been given to a woman who subsequently stood 
as a Labour Party candidate at the recent Oxford City Council 
elections 

 
   Councillor Bance had also informed the meeting that Oxford was 

assessed to be at risk from violent Islamic extremism (and thus 
entitled to bid for funding) and that this assessment had been made 
solely by Prevent Engagement Officers, employed by Thames 
Valley Police. 

 
   Is it true that one of the Prevent Engagement Officers is married to 

the Labour City Council candidate who received Prevent funding? 
And is it also true that this Prevent Engagement Officer was part of 
Andrew Smith’s canvassing team in this May’s General election 
campaign”. 

 
   Answer: A number of the assertions the Councillor makes are 

factually incorrect, and do not reflect the information provided in my 
answer to his previous questions on 19 April 2010.  

 
   The Home Office identified Oxford as a priority area, not Thames 

Valley Police.  The Prevent Engagement Officers do not allocate 
Prevent funding. The allocation of funding was decided by the Head 
of Community Housing and Community Development, acting under 
delegated authority from the City Executive Board, advised by the 
members of the multi-agency Strategy and Commissioning Group 
and supported by Oxford City Council's Community Safety Team.  
After the funding allocation is made, a Prevent Officer is asked to 
contact the project to provide on-going support and advice.  

 
   The funds in question (allocated to Roshni) had been provisionally 

agreed, subject to vetting, in September 2008. They were formally 
approved in February 2009.  This was long before the project 
coordinator decided to stand as a Labour Party candidate in the May 
2010 elections. The project coordinator is married to one of Thames 
Valley Police’s Prevent Engagement Officers.  The officer in 
question throughout the process excused himself from discussion of 
the group which his wife runs, as did I once I became acquainted 
with the co-ordinator in a personal capacity.  

 



   I am informed by Thames Valley Police that the Prevent 
Engagement Officer in question also wrote to them as his employer 
as soon as his wife decided to stand as a candidate, informing them 
of his wife's decision and seeking guidance on the situation.  
Thames Valley Police sent an immediate reply which set out the 
political restrictions which applied to his role; this included a 
prohibition on canvassing for any political party or candidate. My 
understanding is that he did not therefore canvass for either his wife 
or for any Labour party candidate during the election campaign. 

 
   In response to a supplementary question, Councillor Bance said that 

the City Council was the fund holder for PVE funding and that this 
was administered under delegated authority by the Head of 
Community Housing and Community Development.  She said that 
Councillor Craft was correct that PVE Officers carried out 
assessments, but they did not allocate funding.  This was the City 
Council’s responsibility.  She apologised for the meeting not taking 
place; this was due to staff sickness and it would be rescheduled.  
With regard to policies of the Thames Valley Police force, these 
questions were better put to them. 

 
  2. Question to the Board Member, Regeneration and Community 

Development (Councillor Antonia Bance) from Councillor 
Stuart Craft 

 
   “The ruling Labour Group has recently sanctioned Prevent Funding 

for an Imam at Oxford and Cherwell Valley College and for Koranic 
lessons for young Asians in East Oxford.  What steps have been 
taken to ensure that these classes teach a critical, objective view of 
the Koran, rather than a ‘fundamentalist’, literalist view and will the 
Council be insisting that the content of the curriculum of these study 
groups be submitted in advance?” 

 
   Answer: It is correct that funding has recently been allocated from 

the Prevent programme to fund an Imam at OCVC as part of the 
multi-faith pastoral team.  Unfortunately there has been a delay in 
recruiting a postholder; the College has now identified a prospective 
Imam who will start in September. The Imam will be available for 
one lunch hour per week as part of the college's Faith Support Team 
to facilitate discussion groups and offer 1:1 support.  No part of the 
project relates to Qur'anic lessons in East Oxford.  It is the 
responsibility of the Community Safety team manager, who supports 
the programme, to ensure that it is appropriate.  

 
   Councillor Craft asked a supplementary question.  The Lord Mayor 

warned Councillor Craft that personal attacks were not an effective 
argument and asked him to ask a question not make a statement. 

 
   In response to Councillor Craft’s supplementary question, Councillor 

Bance said that there had on at least six occasions been more than 
one question to Council on this issue and that she had answered 
openly and honestly the questions.  As to personal comments made 
concerning her, she would make no further comment. 

 



  3. Question to the Board Member, Cleaner, Greener Oxford 
(Councillor John Tanner) from Councillor Graham Jones 

 
   “We are half-way through the year and still much of the   
   surface damage to our streets and pavements from the   
   winter snow and ice remains to be repaired.  Does the   
   Administration agree that the huge backlog of street   
   maintenance in Oxford, more than twice as bad as in the   
   UK as a whole, and the wholly inadequate funding over   
   many years from the County Council, partly due to    
   inadequate funding from the Labour government, is a   
   disgrace; that at this rate it will take a generation to catch   
   up; and that this means effectively that the city will always   
   fail in this respect to be ‘A World-Class City’? What steps   
   will the Administration take, in partnership with the County  
   Council, to explore alternative strategies, including the   
   adoption where possible of efficient, low-carbon,    
   innovative technology and engineering?” 
 
   Answer: Most road repairs from the ice and snow should  now  
   have been made.  Repairs on minor roads in Oxford are carried  
   out by the City Council with inadequate funding from the County  
   Council.  Thanks to the mistaken policies of the Coalition   
   Government and of the Conservative County Council I fear that  
   fewer and fewer roads and pavements in Oxford will be repaired  
   in the future. 
 
   Councillor Jones asked a supplementary question to the effect that 

Councillor Tanner had not answered the main question and that we 
should look at how other local authorities tackled the problem.  In 
response Councillor Tanner asked Councillor Jones to e-mail him 
with suggestions and he would discuss these with Officers. 

 
  4. Question to the Board Member, Cleaner, Greener Oxford 

(Councillor John Tanner) from Councillor Jean Fooks 
 
   “Diamond Place car park has been without a shelter at the pay 

machine for many years, following the previous one being damaged 
by fire.  Proposals for a replacement at no cost to the Council in 
return for advertising have been around for many years – but there 
is still no shelter from sun or rain here, as people enter their car 
registration numbers and pay the fee.  Councillor Tanner is quoted 
in the Oxford Mail of May 29th 2010 as saying that he would raise 
the issue at the next City Executive Board.  Did he do so and what 
was the outcome?” 

 
   Answer: I have raised the matter with officers and I will do my best 

to make sure a shelter is erected in the Diamond Place car park.  
However, the mistaken policies of the Coalition Government will 
make Council spending of all kinds, even on car park shelters, that 
much more difficult to achieve. 

 
   Councillor Fooks asked a supplementary question on whether 

Councillor Tanner was aware that no spending by the Council was 



required.  In response Councillor Tanner said that he was aware of 
this and that negotiations where proceeding. 

  
  5. Question to the Leader of the Council (Councillor Bob  
   Price) from Councillor Stephen Brown 
 
   “Included within the Statement of Accounts 2009/10, recently 

approved by Audit and Governance for submission to the external 
auditor, reference is made (p.30 paragraph 6.5) to the remuneration 
of Senior Officers.  The details are not stated but it can be inferred 
that all received increases in excess of 10% with some the order of 
30%. 

 
   When were these increases authorised and on what basis?  By 

whom?  And when was Council informed about placing this 
information in the public domain?” 

 
   Answer: In late 2007 the Council undertook a comprehensive 

review of its senior management structures, leading to a number of 
major changes in the structure of senior posts and the deletion of 
one Director post.  The structure of responsibilities also changed. 
Part of the subsequent appointments process was supported by an 
external consultancy (Hay) which specialised in assessing 
management pay rates in the public sector Interim grades were 
agreed, and a contractual commitment with the new postholders that 
initial salary levels would be reviewed twelve months later. An 
external review was commissioned in early 2009 to implement this 
commitment. 

 
   Hay reviewed the salaries against a basket of public sector and not 

for profit organisations, and arrived at recommendations that were 
implemented in 2009.These were designed to ensure that the 
Council was paying an appropriate market rate that would allow the 
Council to recruit and retain high quality senior managers, 
particularly in the period of fundamental change which the Council 
was going through, and the urgent need to improve service quality 
and reduce costs. 

 
   The information was published on the Council's website as a matter 

of course and is included formally in the annual Statement of 
Accounts.   

 
   The percentage increases are not correct in some cases one 

Director was not in post for a full year during the base period; 
another was working different hours. 

 
   Councillor Brown asked a supplementary question, asking 

Councillor Price to advise on when the information was available on 
the website and that in the future when a decision was made of this 
nature, that a public announcements be made, as it is was a 
discredit to the Council that it took 15 months for this information to 
become available.  In response Councillor Price said that if Council 
adopted a Motion later in the agenda the Appointments Committee 
would deal with this. 



 
 (b) Questions notified by the deadline in the Constitution   
   
  (6) Question to the Board Member, Regeneration and Community 

Development (Councillor Antonia Bance) from Councillor Nuala 
Young 

 
   “What is the rationale behind the decisions on how to allot the 

Preventing Violent Extremism monies?  Is the strategy aimed at 
integration of Muslim people within the wider community and how is 
this borne out? 

 
   Could the portfolio holder:- 
 
   (i) Send to all Oxford City Councillors details of the projects that 

will be funded in the financial year 2010-11 under the  
Preventing Violent Extremism Fund; 

 
   (ii) Verbally, at this Council, give a total figure of monies spent to 

date plus a total projected spend for the forthcoming year? 
 
   (iii) Say whether she considers there to be latent    
    violent extremism in Oxford, and thus whether she   
    considers this to have been an effective use of   
    public money?” 
 
   Answer: The rationale behind the national Prevent Strategy is  
   available at         
   http://www.communities.gov.uk/communities/prevent .  It is built  
   around seven objectives, as follows:- 
 
   1. Challenging the violent extremist ideology and supporting  
    mainstream voices 
 
   2. Disrupting those who promote violent extremism and  
    supporting the institutions where they may be active 
 
   3. Supporting vulnerable individuals 
    
   4. Increasing the capacity of communities to resist violent  
    extremism 
 
   5. Addressing grievances 
 
   6. Developing Prevent-related research and analysis 
 
   7. Strategic Communications 
 
   In Oxford we deliver a local strategy which is based on these  
   objectives tailored to Oxford’s situation. Objective 4 sets out how 
   the work fits within a community cohesion frame. Strong and  
   empowered communities are better equipped to effectively   
   reject and condemn the ideology of violent extremism and to  
   provide support to vulnerable institutions and individuals. A  

http://www.communities.gov.uk/communities/prevent


   strong and empowered community is also one that plays a pro- 
   active role in all aspects of civic affairs and is able to work with  
   statutory and other partners in tackling socio-economic   
   inequalities that undermine a thriving and cohesive community.  
   There is no expectation that Muslim communities in receipt of  
   funding through this programme will be forced to “integrate” or  
   otherwise change their collective or individual identities. This  
   programme and this Council stands proud in a multicultural anti- 
   racist tradition in which all are free to practice their religion and  
   live their lives in the way they choose.  
 
   The projects which will be funded under the Preventing Violent  
   Extremism programme this financial year are listed below. A  
   number of the projects are not yet confirmed. In addition, the  
   monies allocated to the Oxford City programme received a cut of 
   £57,000 from the new Government in May.  
 

Activity  Forecast 
2010-11 

Actual spend 
as of July 
2010-11 

Muslim youth outreach worker (2 
years) 

75,000.00  

Oxford Afghan Community women’s 
group 

14,550.00 2,805.00 

Oxford Afghan Community Young 
People’s Project 

11,600.00  

Stanley Road Mosque  50,000.00  
Oxford Central Mosque 54,000.00  
Ahlul Bayt Centre 3,500.00  
Sub-total  

205,845.00 
 

Original annual budget 137,830.00 
Annual budget after cuts  80,830.00 
Funds carried forward 265,201.43 
Unallocated funding 140,186.43 

  
   Since 2007 Oxford has received a total of £436,759 from the Home 
   Office to build community resilience to violent extremism, broken down 
   by year as follows:  
  
   2007-08 - £50,000 
    2008-09 - £105,000 
    2009 -10- £143,929 
   2010-11 - £80,830.00 (£137,830.00) 
 
   This programme of work has thus far always received permission from 
   GOSE to roll spending into the following financial year, treating the 
   funding as one rolling pot. Following the budget cuts, this has been 
   reduced to £379,759.00. Thus far, the programme has spent  
   £114,557.57.  The total spend projected this coming year is  
   £205,845.00. 



 
   I would like to thank the Councillor for the opportunity to set out my 
   views, yet again, on this programme. As I said in answer to a similar 
   question from her (then) Group Leader on 25 January 2010, I believe 
   that overall, the programme has delivered substantial benefits to the 
   city as a whole and to the Muslim communities of the city in particular. 
   A number of community groups have been supported to increase their 
   social inclusion and community cohesion activities, helping them run 
   better events and services and be independent voices advocating for 
   and with the Muslim communities of the city. Both the council and 
   Thames Valley Police have built strong relationships with key  
   individuals and groups, which has helped reduce the potential for 
   mistrust and misunderstanding. The process highlighted the lack of 
   available information about the Muslim community in Oxford, and thus 
   through this funding stream we have been able to build a much better 
   understanding of Muslim communities in Oxford as a whole, which has 
   been useful in delivering better services across the council. 
 
   I do not believe that Oxford is a hotbed of latent extremism, but I do 
   believe that we have a duty to support our fellow citizens to build  
   resilience to extremism. Although this has been and remains a  
   programme that is nationally controversial and open to   
   misinterpretation (not least because of the unhelpful name of the  
   programme), colleagues should be assured that this programme is 
   robustly managed with the support of an established partnership, and 
   the activities are carefully assessed and chosen. Most importantly, the 
   programme continues to enjoy conditional support and good relations 
   with the city’s mosques and with many of the community groups in the 
   Muslim communities. The programme has been praised as being one 
   of the more effective and well-managed within this emerging field of 
   practice.  
 
   Councillor Young as a supplementary question asked how  
   Councillor Bance felt that giving money to Mosques and events  
   connected to religion, enabled integration.  In response Councillor 
   Bance said that money was not just spent on activities around  
   religious engagement and quoted an example where funds were  
   made available to provide funding for fencing around the Mosque to 
   prevent anti-social behaviour. 
 
  (7) Question to the Board Member, Regeneration and   
   Community Development (Councillor Antonia Bance)   
   from Councillor Ruth Wilkinson 
 
   “As the Chair of South East Area Committee, and in view   
   of the newly established route 20 bus service from Rose   
   Hill to Cowley Centre, can you explain to Council whether   
   you think it is easier for Rose Hill and Iffley people, including  
   many young people and families, to go swimming at the current  
   site of Temple Cowley Pools or to Blackbird Leys?” 
 
   Answer: The Number 20 bus service is indeed a huge boon to  
   Rose Hill, and I am delighted that we have such an excellent local 
   service that has started up in our area. Now it is possible for Rose 



   Hill residents to get to Cowley Centre to work, shop and change for 
   buses to elsewhere in the City without going into the centre of town.  
 
   As for the implications, for the residents of Rose Hill, of closing 

Temple Cowley Pools, there are some, but I believe that given time 
those who are concerned will come to appreciate the benefits of a 
new facility.  Any change of this nature was likely to have its 
detractors.  However, on balance, I think the proposals set out by 
this Administration for the future of leisure in the City benefits the 
people of Rose Hill as it benefits the residents of the whole City.  

 
   Both sites have similar levels of ease of accessibility from Rose Hill 
   by both bike and car. On arriving at Cowley centre from Rose Hill on 
   the new Route 20 bus, there is a 5-10 minute walk to the facility.  
   Those wishing to visit a facility in Blackbird Leys would need to  
   board an additional bus from Cowley centre which would take  
   approximately 7-8 minutes to get to the facility.  If one chose to walk 
   or cycle to either pool, the distances are pretty similar: from Court 
   Farm Road, for example, the Blackbird Leys facility is nearer (1.8 
   miles on a sensible route compared to 2 miles to Temple Cowley); 
   from Westbury Crescent, it is further to walk or cycle to Blackbird 
   Leys - 1.4 miles compared to 0.9 miles. 
    
   Councillor Wilkinson asked a supplementary question and said that 
   the potential closure of the Temple Cowley Pools would be seen by 
   Rose Hill residents as a further “kick-in-the-teeth” by the   
   Administration.  In response Councillor Bance did not agree with this 
   and said that it was the responsible approach to ensure that there 
   were world class facilities for all in the City and that this meant also 
   choosing the most sustainable.  She added that Rose Hill had  
   benefitted from a great deal of investment, although she admitted 
   that more was needed, but facilities such as leisure, play schemes, 
   events at the local school and the Advice Centre had been provided. 
 
  (8) Question to the Board Member, City Development   
   (Councillor Colin Cook) from Councillor David Williams 
 
   “Could the portfolio holder confirm that Nizhny Novgorod   
   is not Perm, our Twin Town in Russia?” 
 
   Answer: I am happy to confirm that Nizhny Novgorod is not  
   Perm and nor is it the name of the Airport at Perm. 
  
  (9) Question to the Chair of the Cowley Area Committee   
   (Councillor Bryan Keen) from Councillor Graham Jones 
 
   “Since my election in May in St. Clement’s Ward, my mailbox  
   has been weighed down by correspondence about the proposed  
   closure of Temple Cowley Pools.  As Chair of Cowley Area  
   Committee, can you tell Council, please, how much   
   correspondence you have had from people living in your   
   committee’s area about the proposed closure, what proportion  
   of these communications have been in favour of its closure and  



   replacement by a new pool in Blackbird Leys, and how much of  
   that correspondence have you replied to personally?” 
 
   Answer: As Chair of the Cowley Area Committee I have allowed 
   members of the public to ask questions at the Area Committee  
   on Temple Cowley Pool, questions have been asked at some  
   meetings but not at all meetings (no count taken). 
  
   The Cowley Area Committee has not taken up the issue of the 

closure of Temple Cowley Pool, as we have agreed that it is a full 
Council issue, and questions should be directed to full Council. 

  
   As Councillor Bob Timbs is a member of the Cowley Area   
   Committee, and as the Executive Board Member for Leisure he  
   has always given a standard reply to any question on Temple  
   Cowley Pool, in his position as the Lead Member for Leisure. 
  
   I am a member for Cowley Ward and normally do not take up  
   issues from other wards. As Temple Cowley Pool is in Cowley  
   Marsh Ward my answers to communications have been to advise 
   contact with the Council members of Cowley Marsh Ward. 
  
   I have not counted the number of communications I have   
   received, but most of the communications have been directed to  
   me as a councillor for Cowley Ward, and not as Chair of the  
   Cowley Area Committee. 
 
   Councillor Jones asked a supplementary question, asking if  
   Councillor Keen would give his personal view on the possible  
   Temple Cowley Pool closure.  In response Councillor Keen said that 
   he had provided a full response and had nothing further to add. 
 
  (10) Question to the Board Member, Sport, Play and Schools  
   Liaison (Councillor Mark Lygo) from Councillor Elise   
   Benjamin 
 
   “After two years of promising the refurbishment of the   
   playground at Meadow Lane and three questions to Council  
   about the delay, a few weeks ago a team of Council workmen  
   arrived on site to begin the work.  Sadly after a few days they  
   seem to have moved off the site and work stopped, with the  
   playground now closed.  The work-team have now returned in the 
   last few days.  Could the portfolio holder explain why this delay  
   happened, give a guarantee that the work will be completed and  
   give an exact time when the refurbishment we have been   
   promised for two years will actually be complete?” 
 
   Answer: We started carrying out improvement works to Meadow 

Lane play area at the end of April. Unfortunately staff had been 
taken off site to undertake emergency repairs at other sites and this 
delayed the schedule.  Staff have been on site each working day 
since 14th June and will be there until the works are completed.  We 
anticipate that it will by finished by the school summer holidays for 



local children to enjoy.  
 

   As a result of consultation a local artist has undertaken additional 
   design work in the past couple of months and this feature will greatly 
   enhance the play area. Although there has been some delays the 
   savings that have resulted by using our own in-house team have  
   funded this additional feature. 
   
  (11) Question to the Board Member, Housing (Councillor Joe  
   McManners) from Councillor David Williams 
 
   “Could the representative on the Regional Consultative Health  
   Board explain why the Local Health Trusts are proposing a £45m 
   cut in spending within a background plan of £260m of cuts over the 
   next few years, and indicate where these cuts will fall?  Could he 
   confirm that the planned reductions were announced prior to the  
   General Election during the time of the previous Labour   
   Government?” 
 
   Answer: Health spending had increased by three times.  There is a 

Joint Overview and Scrutiny Committee with the County Council and 
Councillor Pressel is the City Council representative on it.  

 
   Councillor Williams asked a supplementary question that he was 

looking to Councillor McManners to find out where the cuts would be 
and to give him (Councillor Williams) an assurance that he would 
research this and come back to Council with an answer.  In 
response Councillor McManners said that he was concerned about 
cuts and that it was important that the City Council ensured that its 
concerns would be passed forward. 

 
  (12) Question to the Board Member, Housing (Councillor   
   Joe McManners) from Councillor David Williams 
 
   “Could the portfolio holder clarify what is happening with   
   the relocation of the Community Liaison Team of Oxford City  
   Homes and give a clear commitment that there will be an   
   effective Community Liaison Team in the future?” 
 
   Answer: The current plan is for Tenant Participation to be brought 
   into the Communities and Neighbourhoods Team to allow shared 
   knowledge and to allow for better liaison with other parts of the  
   Council. 
 
   Councillor Williams asked a supplementary question, asking if  
   Councillor McManners would agree that a Team with expertise  
   already together is better.  In response Councillor McManners said 
   that this was the plan. 
 
  (13) Question to the Board Member, Cleaner, Greener Oxford  
   (Councillor John Tanner) from Councillor Jean Fooks 
 
   “Have you considered the likely impact on carbon emissions of  
   the closure of Temple Cowley Pools and the proposed   



   replacement facility, if that replacement leads to swimmers  
   having to drive to the new site?” 
 
   Answer: Yes, consideration is being given to the impact of carbon 
   emissions in east Oxford and across the City as a whole and this 
   was one of the reasons for reviewing the pools in this area which 
   account for 10% of the carbon emissions in the City.  The Council 
   wants to look at the overall impact and any future proposals. 
 
   In response to a supplementary question, Councillor Tanner said 
   that if and when a decision was taken, carbon emissions would be 
   an important factor. 
 
  (14) Question to the Board Member, Leisure Partnerships   
   (Councillor Bob Timbs) from Councillor Nuala Young  
 
   “Could the portfolio holder confirm that it is the intention of  
   the Labour Administration in Oxford to withdraw free swimming  
   passes for children and those over 60 in the near future?” 
 
   Answer:  The Coalition Government announced last month that the 

additional funding to support free swimming for over 60s and under 
17s would be cancelled with effect from the end of July.  This will 
have a significant impact on the City Council's revenue budget for 
the current year, and officers are examining the options that are 
available to the Council, alongside the other revenue impacts from 
the decisions of the Coalition Government and the recessionary 
impact of the July Budget. 

 
   In response to a supplementary question from Councillor Young, 

Councillor Timbs said that it was not possible to say when the 
decision would be made as the Council needed to know what the 
budgets were, and if there was a cut made it would be to the over 
60s as the Council would want to protect the free swimming passes 
for children. 

 
  (15) Question to the Board Member, Leisure Partnerships   
   (Councillor Bob Timbs) from Councillor Alan Armitage 
 
   “Please tell Council how much experience the City’s consultants  
   writing the current reports on swimming pools have in   
   renovating or refurbishing swimming pools as compared to the  
   amount of experience they have in building new installations?” 
 
   Answer: Approximately 30-40% of MACE’s projects are   
   refurbishment projects and they have recently undertaken feasibility 
   studies on the refurbishment of the following Leisure Centres: 
 
   - Portadown 
   - Craigavon 
   - Lurgen  
 
   In the past couple of years they have also completed two 

refurbished leisure centres for Watford Borough Council and have 



also completed numerous refurbishment projects for Cannons 
Health and Fitness Limited, being involved in both ‘wet’ and ‘dry’ 
facilities.  Overall the MACE Group has extensive experience of 
delivering refurbishments in the Leisure Sector. 

 
  (16) Question to the Deputy Leader (Councillor Ed Turner) from  
   Councillor Elise Benjamin 
 
   “Could the portfolio holder confirm that according to the latest  
   statements issued by the new Conservative/Liberal Democrat  
   Government the changes to the Housing Benefit system will  
   impact hard on Oxford people who are in receipt of this benefit,  
   will do nothing to help the City’s housing crisis and will in all  
   probability make it worse?” 
 
   Answer: The proposed changes would hit people hard as it was 

already tough for people in receipt of Housing Benefit as would the 
10% reduction in job seekers allowance payable to those in receipt 
of the allowance for more than one your.  He agreed that this would 
do nothing to ease the housing crisis in the City and would lobby 
hard against the changes. 

 
  (17) Question to the Deputy Leader (Councillor Ed Turner)   
   from Councillor Tony Brett 
 
   “As the executive member for finance would you explain to  
   council whether the Labour Group’s apparent intention to close  
   Temple Cowley Pools is driven more by the prospective profits  
   from selling the site or by the needs, health and safe travel  
   possibilities of the many thousands of people, including children,  
   living within 1/2 mile of the Temple Cowley Pools site?” 
 
   Answer: The Deputy Leader referred Councillor Brett to the 

business case given to the City Executive Board in March 2010 
which set out the aim of the review of swimming provision in the 
south of the City. 

 
   Councillor Brett asked a supplementary question that it was more 
   important that Oxford people received what they wanted, than what 
   the City Council wanted.  In response Councillor Turner said that the 
   aim was to increase the usage and quality. 
   

(18)  Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from   
   Councillor Nuala Young 
 
   “After the barbaric attack on Gaza in January 2009 Council voted 
   to boycott Israeli goods.  The recent attack on the aid ship shows 
   that Israel is still acting in an un-humanitarian way towards the  
   people of Gaza.  Would the portfolio holder advise which   
   Councillor and which officer is responsible for implementing the  
   boycott and seeing that it is being sustained?” 
 
   Answer: A Motion was passed by full Council in January 2009,  
   however it did not commit the Council to a boycott of Israeli goods. 



 
   Extract from the minutes of Council, January 2009:- 
 
   "(1) This Council is extremely concerned and saddened, as are  
    many Oxford residents, at the tragic loss of life in Gaza and 
    Israel because of military action. We deplore the violence  
    on both sides but believe that that the Israeli military   
    response had been and continues to be disproportionate.   
 
   (2) We condemn the loss of civilian life and the destruction of  
    homes, mosques, schools and infrastructure, including  
    United Nations facilities, by Israel in Gaza. These attacks  
    will not bring peace and act as a recruiting ground for  
    extremist groups.  
 
   (3) This Council welcomes the UK Government’s call for a  
    ceasefire and asks the Leader to write to the Prime Minister 
    urging him to act urgently to ensure:-   
 
    (a) An immediate end to Israel’s military assault on Gaza 
    (b) An immediate end to the blockade and siege of Gaza 
    (c) Action to end Israel’s violations of international law  
    (d) Support to address the unfolding humanitarian   
     disaster in Gaza 
    (e) Israel should compensate the victims for the loss of  
     life and property resulting from this unprincipled  
     aggression 
 
   (4) This Council wishes to see:- 
  
    (a) An immediate ceasefire 
    (b) The withdrawal of the Israeli military from Gaza 
    (c) Greater international pressure through the UN on  
     Israel and the Palestinians to reach a political   
     agreement  
    (d) An end to the isolation, impoverishment and virtual  
     imprisonment of the people of Gaza 
 
   (5) To this end we recognize the importance of:- 
 
    (a) Boycotting Israeli products and companies 
    (b) Increased support for the friendship links between  
     Oxford and both Neve Shalom/Wahat el Salam (Oasis 
     of Peace) and Ramallah 
    (c) An immediate arms boycott of Israel by Britain and  
     other countries 
 
   (6) We welcome:-  
 
    (a) The practical support by Oxfam, Medical Aid to  
     Palestine and others to assist the people of Gaza 
    (b) The efforts of both Oxford MPs to persuade the  
     Government to do everything possible to press for an  
     immediate ceasefire, to challenge the blockade and  



     help to bring peace to the people of Palestine and  
     Israel.” 
 
  (19) Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from   
   Councillor David Williams 
 
   “Would the portfolio holder join with me in acknowledging the  
   tireless work - well beyond the call of duty - that has been given  
   by May Wylie, the Oxford City International Officer to the cause  
   of building links between Oxford and our twin towns? Would he  
   agree that over the last 20 years she has been an inspiration and 
   a key figure in helping to foster Oxford’s international links, and  
   that now she is to retire she will be deeply missed? 
 
   Answer: Yes, and at a recent event held to mark May Wylie’s  
   retirement, many people from the Twin Town Links attended and 
   videos were shown, which showed the degree of esteem and  
   affection with which she was held. 
 
   Councillor Williams asked a supplementary question of whether the 
   replacement post for May Wylie was still going ahead.  In response 
   Councillor Price confirmed that a replacement was being recruited, 
   however the post would include events amongst the duties, which 
   were essentially, but not specifically part of the original post.   
 
  (20) Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from Councillor 

Matthew Morton 
 
   “I am still concerned about the large mooring fee increases on the 

Oxford Canal.  Following the motion agreed at the full Council 
meeting on 19 April 2010, the Chief Executive wrote to British 
Waterways (BW) to inform them of our resolution to enter into talks 
with them to settle the issue of appropriate fees. 

 
   Has there been any response from BW to date, have talks begun, 

and if so to what effect?” 
 
   Answer: No, however a response would be chased. 
 
  (21) Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from   
   Councillor Dick Wolff 
 
   “Would the portfolio holder accept that celebrations of May Day  
   by various organisations have for many years been traditional  
   cultural activities in the City?  Does he believe that that the City  
   should encourage this by establishing a policy of free letting to  
   organisations for such venues as Bonn Square? Would he agree 
   that, if this were enacted by the Executive Board, the Trades  
   Council would be entitled to a free letting?” 
 
   Answer: Discussions between the City Council, County Council and 
   Thames Valley Police have begun with regard to May Morning  
   celebrations.  We are looking to widen the events on May Day  
   across Oxford and package these into a programme.  



 
   Councillor Wolff asked as a supplementary question if the East  
   Oxford Councillors could be included in any discussions.  In  
   response Councillor Price said yes and that a report would be  
   submitted to Area Committees and Scrutiny.  He added that it was 
   important to move away from the closure of the bridge which cut off 
   east Oxford from other events taking place. 
 
  (22) Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from   
   Councillor Dick Wolff 
 
   “As the County Council have dropped their plans for a cycle hire 

scheme, would the portfolio holder consider asking the County 
Council for the research papers it has collected to date on the 
project, and report to the Executive Board on the value and viability 
of a City Council-led scheme? 

 
   Answer: It was disappointing that the County Council had dropped 

their plans for a cycle hire scheme and suggested that Members 
obtain the papers from the County Council on a possible scheme in 
the City, and a report could be submitted to a future meeting of the 
City Executive Board. 

 
  (23) Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from   
   Councillor Graham Jones 
 
   “Could you tell Council, please, the financial costs, and income  
   from advertisement, for each issue of ‘Your Oxford’ in the year  
   2009/10, and the total of staff hours expended during the   
   preparation, production, distribution and administration of each  
   of those issues?” 
 
   Answer: Your Oxford is a vehicle for key City Council messages 
   - including changes to recycling and waste collections, service  
   updates, new schemes (eg community toilets). It also provides  
   a cost-effective way to consult residents on a City-wide basis. For 
   example, Summer Special 2009 issue carried extensive   
   consultation on Council priorities. 
    
   Costs of producing Your Oxford per issue are as follows: 
 
   Design:           £1450.00 
   Print:  £4150.00  
   Distribution:    £4000.00 
   Minus 50% of the advertising revenue raised – this averages at  
   around £2,500. 
 
   The total cost per issue is £7,100. Your Oxford is delivered to all  
   households. The print run is 62,000 copies. This averages out at  
   11.5p per copy. 
 
   Your Oxford is written and edited by two members of the 

communications team as part of their day-to- day duties.  These 



costs are met from within the existing resources of the 
communications team.  

 
   Four issues were produced in financial year 2009/2010.  Three  
   issues are scheduled for the current financial year.  The last  
   issue of Your Oxford was delivered by an organisation that helps 
   people who have experienced homelessness get back into work. 
 

Councillor Jones asked, as a supplementary question, if Councillor 
Price would agree that with the infrequency and ambitious scope of 
Your  Oxford, the funds would be better used targeting specific 
groups.  In response Councillor Price said that Your Oxford was a 
good publication and its contents were made as relevant as possible 
to the citizens of Oxford. 

 
  (24) Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from   
   Councillor Stephen Brown 
 
   ““As leader, can you tell Council why it has failed to have   
   a petitions scheme in place by 15th June 2010 as required by  
   the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction  
   Act 2009 and its commencement order of 19th March 2010?   
   Further, can you explain to Council how this might impact the  
   way your Administration acts on the 7,000-signature petition  
   recently received by the Lord Mayor about the proposed closure  
   of Temple Cowley Pools?”   
 
   Answer: This full Council meeting was the first ordinary meeting of 
   the 2010/11 Council Year and it was felt that to hold a special  
   meeting of full Council to take one item was not necessary.  Other 
   District Councils in Oxfordshire were adopting their schemes after 
   15th June 2010.  With regard to the petition against the possible  
   closure of the Temple Cowley Pools, this petition would be dealt  
   with under the adopted scheme, should Council decide to adopt the 
   scheme. 
 
 
28. STATEMENTS ON NOTICE FROM MEMBERS OF COUNCIL 
 
 (1) Statement in the name of Councillor Elise Benjamin 
 
  This Council believes that the Government’s wish for all successful state 

schools to become Academies divorced from local authority and 
democratic accountability is wrong in principle and practice and will lead 
to declining educational standards and poor governance.  The City 
Council believes that move will reduce the state sector to a strata of 
schools perceived to be third rate and problematic. 

 
  The City Council calls on the County Council to resist the Government 

move to effectively give control of state schools to private companies, 
faith-based trusts, charities and parental consortiums and to present the 
case that the present system of devolved authority to Governing Bodies 
with supportive local education authorities planning and co-ordinating 



provision if a superior method of delivering high quality education than the 
Government’s favoured Academy model. 

 
 This statement was not responded to and the sentiments it contained were not 
put to the vote or adopted by Council. 
 
 
29. MOTIONS ON NOTICE 
 
 Council had before it eleven Motions on Notice and reached decisions as 
follows: 
 
 (a) Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 
 
  Councillor Jean Fooks, seconded by Councillor John Tanner moved the 
  following Motion on Notice:- 
 
  “Council notes that: 
 
  (1) The United Nations has declared 2010 as the International Year  
   of Biodiversity, with World Environment Day on June 5th being  
   the International Day of Biodiversity; 
 
  (2) The target set by the European Union in 2001 to halt biodiversity 
   loss in the EU by 2010 has not been met; 
 
  (3) One- third of UK Biodiversity Action Plan priority species and  
   two-thirds of habitats are considered to be in decline; 
 
  (4) The forthcoming UN biodiversity report is expected to say that  
   the value of saving ‘goods and services’ such as pollination,  
   medicine, fertile soils, clean air and water will outstrip the cost of  
   saving the habitats and species that provide them by ten times or 
   more. 
 
  Council further notes that under the Natural Environment and Rural 

Communities Act 2006, since autumn 2006 all local authorities have been 
required to ‘have regard to the purpose of conserving biodiversity’, which 
is interpreted to mean that they should consider wildlife in every decision 
they take. 

 
  Council applauds the work of the Oxfordshire Nature Conservation Forum 

and the many groups working to preserve wildlife habitats as an 
invaluable contribution to meeting our responsibilities under the Act.  It 
asks the City Executive Board to require Officers to prepare a report on 
policies and practices which would enable the Council to fulfil its duties 
under this Act across all Council departments.” 

 
  Following a debate, Council adopted the Motion by general assent. 



 
 (b) Temple Cowley Pool  
 
  Councillor Nuala Young, seconded by Councillor Dick Wolff moved the 
  following Motion on Notice:- 
 
  After consulting with local people regarding the provision of swimming  
  pools in the East Oxford and Blackbird Leys area, this Council believes 
  that a family focussed swimming pool to serve the needs of East Oxford 
  is required and invites the Executive to require officers to prepare plans 
  that incorporate that vision and retain a family and eco friendly pool in  
  Temple Cowley.  To meet the needs clearly illustrated in the recent public 
  consultation the City Executive Board is asked to agree that the  
  replacement or refurbishing of the present Temple Cowley Pools will go 
  ahead. 
 
  Following a debate, Council voted on the Motion but this was not carried, 
  more Members voting against the Motion than voting for it. 
 
 (c) Budget Cuts  
 
  Councillor David Williams, seconded by Councillor Benjamin moved the 
  following Motion on Notice:- 
 
  Oxford City Council believes that the recent round of cuts announced  
  for local government in the Chancellor’s emergency budget are   
  unnecessary and will seriously damage services.  The City Council  
  believes that if reductions in public spending are to be made these can 
  be found in other areas of expenditure such as cancellation of the  
  Trident replacement programme and orders for two new super aircraft  
  carriers and withdrawal from Afghanistan rather than a 25% reduction  
  in local authority expenditure. 
 
  This Council is also of the belief that changes in the Housing Benefit  
  system as proposed and the £11bn cut in welfare provision will mean that 
  local government support for social housing and the homeless will be  
  under threat. 
 
  Councillor Ed Turner Seconded by Councillor Antonia Bance moved an 

amendment to the Motion, namely to delete the words in the “withdrawal 
from Afghanistan” and replace with “free schools” in the first paragraph, 
and to add as a third paragraph “The City Council also believes that the 
balance in repaying the deficit between tax increases and spending cuts 
is wrong, and that increasing capital gains tax, an ongoing tax on 
bankers’ bonuses, and the introduction of a ‘Tobin’ tax on financial 
transactions would be a fairer way of addressing the deficit that the 
agenda of savage cuts being pursued by the Conservative/Liberal 
Democrat Government. 

 
  The mover of the Motion and Council accepted the amendment and  
  following a debate, the amended Motion was adopted by general assent. 
  



 
(d) Councillors’ Allowances  

 
  Councillor Dick Wolff, seconded by Councillor Price moved the   
  following Motion on Notice:- 
 
  Given the extreme stringency to be imposed on Local Government by the 
  new Conservative Liberal Democrat Government, the pay freeze to be 
  introduced on public sector salaries and the cap on Council’s ability to  
  raise Council Tax, Council resolves to establish an equity between the 
  elected representatives and the Council workforce by freezing all  
  Councillors’ allowances at the present rates for at least the next two years 
  (i.e. financial years 2010/11 and 2011/12), and that the decision of  
  Council of 19th January 2009 that the Members Remuneration Panel  
  meeting in autumn 2010 not be acted upon. 
 
  Councillor Bob Price, seconded by Councillor Ed Turner moved an  
  amendment to the Motion to delete the following words “and that the  
  decision of Council of 19th January 2009 that the Members Remuneration 
  Panel meeting in autumn 2010 not be acted upon”. 
 
  The mover of the Motion and Council accepted the amendment and  
  following a debate, the amended Motion was adopted by general assent. 
 
 (e) Senior Officers’ Salaries 
 
  Councillor David Williams, seconded by Councillor Stuart Craft moved the 
  following Motion on Notice:- 
 
  In view of the pessimistic projections for Local Government laid out in the 

Chancellors budget statement on Tuesday 22nd June, the Council will 
conduct a review of the most senior officers salaries with a view to 
reducing their salaries to reflect their diminishing responsibilities as local 
government contracts to conform with the 25% cuts expected by the new 
Conservative Liberal Democrat Government. 

 
  The review will aim to reverse recent salary increases and return to the 

general level of salaries set in 2008 a move that will go some way to 
reflect the declining range of responsibilities and personnel they will in the 
future manage.  In view of the announced freeze on all public sector 
salaries and the cap on Council tax rises such a move will not only be 
seen to be ethical and fair but also in line with what the Council is able to 
afford over the next three years. 

 
  Councillor Murray, seconded by Councillor Stephen Brown moved an 

amendment to the Motion, namely to delete all of the words after “…. the 
Council will…..” in the first and subsequent paragraphs and replace with 
the following:- 

 
  “In view of the pessimistic projections for Local Government laid out in the 

Chancellors budget statement on Tuesday 22nd June, the Council will 
commission an independent review into senior officers’ salaries”. 

 



  Councillor Price, seconded by Councillor Ed Turner moved an 
amendment to the Motion, in effect to delete all of the words after “….        
the Council will ….” in the first paragraph and replace them with the 
following:- 

 
  “.... ensure that in future, decisions on senior staff pay are made by the 

Appointments Committee or a sub-group thereof, on a cross-party 
basis,  taking account of independent advice  and wider Council policy 
considerations . 

  
  Council notes that the salary increases for senior staff  from April 

2009 were agreed on the basis of an external report on whether they 
were comparable to  similarly weighted jobs in local government and the 
not for profit sector . 

  
  Council appreciates public concerns about the levels of pay for senior 

posts in the public sector while recognising that it is impossible for one 
authority to unilaterally pay below the market level for such posts without 
running a serious risk of affecting performance.  Council believes that, in 
the context of the very difficult financial situation facing local government 
it is important to seek to retain the stability and quality of senior 
management. 

  
  Council believes that the appropriate way to reduce senior staff pay would 

be for its level to be addressed across the sector by government, not by 
individual local authorities. 

  
  Council endorses the decision  that there should be no pay increase for 

senior staff posts for 2010-11 and notes that the government's pay freeze 
will mean that these posts will not become eligible for a further increase 
until 2012 or 2013.  Council also welcomes the Council's decision to pay 
all staff a “living wage”, notes the important contribution this made to 
reducing the differential between the highest and lowest paid staff, and 
calls upon the Executive to keep its level under review. 

  
  Council welcomes the enormous contribution made by all council staff, at 

all levels, to the delivery of quality services to the people of Oxford.”  
 
  Councillor Stephen Brown, seconded by Councillor Patrick Murray moved 

an amendment to the amendment moved by Councillor Bob Price, 
namely to add the following words after paragraph 6:- 

 
 “Council notes and endorses the Coalition’s intention to ensure that 
those earning less than £21,000 will nevertheless receive a £250 
increase in each of these years. 

 
Decisions of the Appointments Committee will be reported to full Council 
at the earliest opportunity.  (In this way transparency and public 
accountability can be ensured).” 



 
  Following a debate Council voted as follows:- 
 
  (1) Amendment in the name of Councillor Patrick Murrary was not  
   carried, more Members voting against the amendment than voting 
   for it. 
 
  (2) Amendment in the name of Councillor Bob Price was carried. 
 
  (3) Amendment in the name of Councillor Stephen Brown, was not  
   carried, more Members voting against the amendment than voting 
   for it. 
 
  (4) Motion as amended by Councillor Price was carried. 
 
 (f) Out-of-Hours’ Service - (Proposer – Councillor Dick Wolff) 
 
  Councillor Dick Wolff, seconded by Councillor Armitage moved the  
  following Motion on Notice:-  
 
  (1) Council recognises that for some time East Oxford in particular  
   has been evolving towards a 24hr economy, bringing with it  
   increasing problems of antisocial behaviour and noise after  
   midnight. 
 
  (2) Council recognises that the present out-of-hours callout service  
   is now proving inadequate to the task of monitoring and   
   controlling night-time nuisance. 
 
  (3) Council asks the Executive to call for a review of Environmental  
   Development out-of-hours service to be conducted with appropriate 
   stakeholders (including Thames Valley Police, Oxford University and 
   Oxford Brookes University), to identify how the service may be  
   improved and adequately resourced. 
 
  Councillor Armitage, seconded by Councillor Dick Wolff moved an 

amendment to the Motion, namely to include as a fourth point to the 
Motion the words “Council notes with concern that the practice on dealing 
with noise complaints had been changed (apparently without 
consultation) such that unless more that one complaint is made about a 
particular incident the complaint is not investigated.  Council regards this 
as unacceptable since there are bound to be occasions when the noise 
affects only one resident”. 

 
  The mover of the Motion and Council accepted the amendment and  
  following a debate, the amended Motion was adopted by general assent. 



 
 (g) Licensing of Houses in Multiple Occupation  
 
  Councillor Dick Wolff, seconded by Councillor Murray moved the  
  following Motion on Notice:-  
 
  In view of the uncertainties created by the installation of a new   
  government, Council urges the Executive to introduce a HMO   
  licensing scheme as soon as practicably possible. 
 
  Included amongst the elements of the scheme, Council requires there  
  to be: 
 
  (1) A clear saturation policy aimed at limiting the number of licenses  
   issues for HMO’s in designated areas and streets to a specified  
   proportion, whose purpose is: 
 
   (a) To discourage long-term residents and families from   
    moving out, thereby setting in train an upward spiral in  
    HMO concentration 
 
   (b) To encourage the return to single-household use   
    of HMO’s in areas and streets already over    
    saturation levels. 
 
  (2) The inclusion of anti-social behaviour elements in licensing  
   conditions to encourage HMO property owners and   
   managing agents to share responsibility for the impact of their  
   tenants on the neighbourhood. 
 
  (3) Licence conditions that make a substantial contribution to raising the 
   minimum housing standards for tenants. 
 
  Councillor Joe McManners seconded by Councillor Ed Turner moved an 
  amendment to the Motion to delete the words “HMO licensing scheme” 
  and replace with the words “additional HMO licensing scheme” in the first 
  paragraph, and the deletion of the whole of point 1. 
 
  The mover of the Motion and Council accepted the amendment and  
  following a debate, the amended Motion was adopted by general assent. 
 
 (h) New Governance Arrangements – Council’s Recommended  
  Option 
 
  Councillor Dick Wolff, withdrew the following Motion on Notice:-  
 
  (a) Council notes that under the Local Government Act 2000 as  
   amended by the Local Government and Public Involvement  
   in Health Act 2007 it is obliged to indicate a preferred option for  
   its model of governance before going to public consultation. 
 
  (b) Council believes that the most effective decision making structures 
   are those that are the most democratic and devolved. 
 



 (i) Poverty in Oxford 
 
  Councillor Antonia Bance, seconded by Councillor Patrick Murray moved 
  the following Motion on Notice:- 
 
  Council believes: 
 
  -  That the recent government announcements on VAT,   
   cuts to public services, and in particular reforms to    
   Housing Benefit and the Local Housing Allowance    
   (LHA)will have a disproportionate effect upon the    
   poorest groups in Oxford, as elsewhere 
 
  - That deducting 10% from the housing benefit of people in receipt 
   of Job-Seekers Allowance for more than twelve months, when  
   actively seeking work as a condition of receipt of that allowance,  
   will have an appalling effect on people in Oxford, both in social  
   housing and in the private rented sector, leaving families on  
   benefits with a potential shortfall of £140 per month to find 
 
  - That the reduction in LHA rates to the 30th percentile within a  
   broad market rental area (which is not confined to the city) will  
   cause the Council huge problems in preventing homelessness,  
   and will effectively price people on benefits out of large parts of  
   Oxford, if not the whole city 
 
  - That the concentration of people in receipt of benefits exclusively 
   in areas with the lowest rents will lead to an unacceptable   
   concentration of poverty and deprivation 
 
  - That the real-terms cut in all benefits by using the Consumer  
   Price Index, which does not take into effect the cost of housing,  
   will particularly disadvantage people in areas with a high-cost of  
   housing, like Oxford 
 
  Council notes: 
 
  - That the independent Institute for Fiscal Studies notes that  
   households in the bottom 10% of society are “hit very hard” by  
   the Chancellor’s recent budget, which was considered   
   “somewhat regressive: 
 
  - That these impacts are likely to be even greater in Oxford due to the 
   higher cost of living and, in particular, cuts to housing benefit / LHA 
 
  Council resolves: 
 
  - To ask the Chief Executive to draft a letter to be signed by  
   himself and all group leaders who are willing to the Chancellor of 
   the Exchequer, George Osborne, and the Chief Secretary of the  
   Treasury, Danny Alexander, condemning the regressive impact  
   of this budget and in particular the impact upon people on low  
   incomes in Oxford 
 



  - To ask the Executive to consider ways of ameliorating the damage 
   in future recommendations on regeneration, commissioned grants 
   (notably on money advice),  service provision in benefits, and in  
   strategic housing. 
 
  Following a debate, Council adopted the Motion by general assent. 
 
 (j) Housing and Planning Policy 
 
  Councillor Ed Turner, seconded by Councillor Patrick Murray moved the 
  following Motion on Notice:- 
 
  Council notes: 
 
  - The decision of the Government to abolish regional   
   planning targets, believing them to be counter-productive 
 
  - The significant freeze on expenditure by the Homes and   
   Communities Agency 
 
  Council believes: 
 
  - That the demise of regional planning will further privilege the  
   position of opponents of necessary development, and that the  
   decision to hand a veto on the expansion of Oxford to land south 
   of Grenoble Road entirely to our neighbouring authority in South  
   Oxfordshire is a regressive move 
 
  - That some co-ordination on a regional level is necessary to  
   ensure that the right number of homes can be built with   
   appropriate supporting infrastructure in the right place. 
 
  Council resolves: 
 
  - To ask the Chief Executive to write to the Minister for Housing and 
   Planning, Grant Shapps MP, and the Parliamentary Under Secretary 
   of State at Communities and Local Government, Andrew Stunnell 
   MP, expressing our grave concern at the impact of these changes 
   and explaining the case for more housing in and around Oxford City 
 
  Following a debate, Council adopted the Motion by general assent. 
 
 (k) Planning Changes to Houses in Multiple Occupation 
 
  Councillor Ed Turner moved the following Motion on Notice:- 
 
  Council notes: 
 
  - That the Minister for Housing and Planning, Grant Shapps  
   MP, has decided, without consultation, to remove the   
   requirement for new Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs)  
   to require planning consent as a matter of course, and  
   instead introduce an option favoured by 1% of respondents  



   to the recent Communities and Local Government   
   consultation on this issue involving Article 4 directions 
 
  Council believes: 
 
  - That the approach proposed by the previous government  
   would have allowed immediate and positive action by the  
   council to help prevent areas which already had a high  
   concentration of HMOs becoming further unbalanced, and  
   that the Minister’s cancellation of this is an unwelcome step 
 
  - That given the apparent emphasis of the new government  
   upon consultation, the cancellation of such a popular move  
   without consultation is surprising 
 
  Council resolves: 
 
  - To ask the Chief Executive to write, in consultation with  
   relevant officers and members, to the Minister for Housing and 
   Planning seeking input into the new arrangements, setting out 
   the challenges faced by Oxford in this area, and urging a  
   solution which is swift, workable and will enable the promotion of 
   balanced communities in Oxford. 
 
  Councillor Turner’ Motion on Notice was not considered as the time 
  allowed by the Constitution for Motions on Notice had lapsed. 
 
 (l) Regulation of the Private Rented Sector 
 
  Councillor Joe McManners moved the following Motion on Notice:- 
 
  Council notes: 
 
  - That the new Lib Dem / Conservative government has  
   decided to scrap plans for a national register of landlords,  
   licensing of letting agents, and the requirement for written  
   tenancy agreements, with the rationale of reducing   
   bureaucracy and red tape. 
 
  Council believes: 
 
  - That these measures are a severe backward step which  
   will have an adverse impact upon tenants, residents in  
   areas with a high proportion of rented properties, and   
   landlords and agents who are determined to meet their  
   obligations but face being undercut by unscrupulous   
   competition 
 
  - That in Oxford the level of regulation of the private rented  
   sector is not yet correctly balanced, and that the measures  
   proposed by the previous government would have gone  
   some way to addressing this 
 



  - That the stance taken by the Minister for Housing and  
   Planning, Grant Shapps MP, encouraged by Sarah   
   Teather MP who promoted rumours about the “danger  
   of over-regulation” of this sector, will have an adverse   
   impact upon Oxford. 
 
  Council resolves: 
 
  - To ask the Chief Executive to write to the Minister for   
   Housing and Planning regretting the abolition, without   
   consultation, of these measures and asking him to keep the  
   situation under review 
 
  - To ask the City Executive Board to move forward as quickly as 
   possible on plans for discretionary licensing of HMOs, following 
   the issue of the “General Consent” for authorities to pursue their 
   own licensing schemes, issued by the previous government. 
 
  Councillor McManners’ Motion on Notice was not considered as the 
  time allowed by the Constitution for Motions on Notice had lapsed. 
 
 (m) Noise Complaints 
 
  Councillor Alan Armitage, withdrew the following Motion on Notice as it 
  had been accepted as part of Motion (f) – Out-of-Hours’ Service:- 
 
  “Council notes with concern that the practice on dealing with  noise  
  complaints has been changed (apparently without consultation) such 
  that unless more than one complaint is made about a particular  
  incident the complaint is not investigated.  Council regards this as  
  unacceptable since there are bound to be occasions when noise  
  affects only one residence”. 
 
 
30. NEW EMPLOYMENT POLICIES 
 
 The Head of People and Equalities submitted a report and appendices, which 
detailed nine new employment policies and procedures:- 
 
 (1) Fair employment 
 (2) Recruitment and Selection 
 (3) Secondments 
 (4) Home Working 
 (5) Organisational Change 
 (6) Pay Protection 
 (7) Discretionary Payments 
 (8) Leave 
 (9) Working Hours 
 
 Council resolved:- 
 
 (1) To approve with immediate effect the nine new employment policies, 

noting that they had been agreed with the Trade Unions; 
 



 (2) To authorise the Head of People and Equalities to implement the policies 
and procedures within an appropriate timeframe and make changes to 
the policies and procedures as required to correct any clerical errors or to 
reflect changes in the law; 

 
 (3) To authorise the Head of People and Equalities to make amendments in 

consultation with the Trade Unions relating to the administration of the 
annual leave and flextime schemes in the context of the introduction of 
the new HR Management Information System which would automate the 
leave request process. 

 
 
31. HACKNEY CARRIAGE UNMET DEMAND SURVEY – RECOMMENDATION 
 OF THE GENERAL PURPPOSES LICENSING COMMITTEE 
 
 The Head of Environmental Development submitted a report which detailed a 
recommendation from the General Purposes Licensing Committee concerning the 
number of hackney carriage licences. 
 
 The following Councillors declared personal and prejudicial interests as they 
were involved in the hackney carriage or private hire trade (e.g. as a taxi licence 
badge holder) and withdrew from the Council Chamber for the duration of this item:- 
 
 Councillors Mohammed Abbasi, Mohammed Altaf-Khan, Shah Jahan Khan and 
Sajjad Malik. 
 
 Resolved that in the light of the 2009 hackney carriage demand survey that 
found there was no significant unmet demand for the services of hackney carriages 
in Oxford, to maintain the Council’s policy of quantity control on the number of 
hackney carriage vehicles licensed by the Council.  
 
 
32. DEALING WITH PETITIONS – PETITIONS SCHEME 
 
 The Head of Law and Governance submitted a report which dealt with the 
legislative requirement for petitions formally to be considered by local authorities. 
 
 Councillor Fooks, seconded by Councillor Brown proposed the following 
amendments: 
 
 (a) To recommendation (b) of the report entitled “Dealing with Petitions –

Petitions Scheme”, in effect to replace the recommendation with:- 
 
  “to decide upon the four triggers for consideration of petitions, namely- 
 

• The trigger for petitions generally – 10 signatures required for any 
petition 

 
• The trigger for a petition to lead to a debate in a meeting of full 

Council – 100 for Citywide matters and 20 for matters affecting only 
one Ward 

 
• The trigger for a petition to lead to a debate at an Area Committee - 

20 signatures 



 
• The trigger for a petition to call senior officers to account - 100 

signatures 
 
 (b) To the Petitions Scheme which formed Annex 3 to the report, to include 

explicitly in the list of ways the Council may receive a petition and 
respond to petitions, a reference to Area Committees. 

 
 Following a debate, Council voted on the amendment but this was not carried, 
more Members voting against the amendment than voting for it. 
 
 Council resolved:- 
 

(1) To adopt the Petitions Scheme that formed Annex 3 to the report; 
 

(2) To adopt the three triggers for consideration of petitions, namely: 
 

-  1000 signatures for Citywide matters and 500 signatures for 
matters that affect either one Ward only or an Area Committee’s 
area 

 
- 1500 signatures to trigger a debate in a meeting of full Council 

 
    - 750 signatures to call officers to account 
 
 (3) That no additional officers be added to the list in footnote 2 of the report 

as being capable of being called to account by a petition; 
 
 (4) To authorise the Head of Law and Governance to alter the Council’s 

Constitution in consequence of the adoption of the Petitions Scheme. 
 
 
 
The meeting started at 5.00 pm, adjourned at 6.30 pm, reconvened at 7.10 pm, and 
finished at 9.45 pm. 
  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 



COUNCIL MINUTES – 12TH JULY 2010 - APPENDIX 
 
 
Appendix to minute 23 (Questions by Members of the Public) – Details of the 
questions and responses provided  
 
(1)  Question to the Board Member, City Development (Councillor Colin 

Cook) from James Rowland 
 
  “Can you please provide me with the numbers of student units which 

have been given planning permission in the last 5 years for each of the 
North East Area, East Area and Cowley Area.  Can you also provide a 
breakdown between those which have been built, are being built or where 
development has yet to be started?” 

 
  Answer: In the last 5 years there were 24 sites where student   
  accommodation has been granted planning permission but building has not 
  commenced  
 
  There are 8 sites where student accommodation has been granted planning 
  permission and the development is under construction  
 
  And there are 39 sites where student accommodation has been built since 
  May 2005. 
 
  Looking at the number of units of accommodation with respect to: 
 

Student Accommodation Decided Not 
Commenced Total 
  
Cowley Area 106 
CSWAC Area 414 
East Area 77 
North Area 172 
North East 85 
  
Student Accommodation Commenced 
Not Completed Total 
  
Cowley 10 
CSWAC 101 
East 104 
North 0 
North East 814 
  
Student Accommodation Completed Total 
  
Cowley 0 
CSWAC 649 
East 112 
North 144 
North East 85 

 



 
(2)  Question to the Board Member, City Development    
  (Councillor Colin Cook) from Lex Francis 
 
  “We the local residents, would like to use the allotment land, east of  
  Minchery Farm as an open green space.  We ask the Council to  
  support the intention of local communities in Blackbird Leys and  
  Littlemore for the land to be used as a green space?” 
 

Answer: Thank you for making us aware of the residents’ interest in using 
the allotments as open space.  We will give further thought to the 
implications of this and respond more fully in due course to yourself and to 
the ward members.  In the meantime please let us have any further 
information on what local resident’s propose. 

  
 (3)  Question to the Board Member, City Development    
  (Councillor Colin Cook) from Mojdeh Moasser 
 
  “In the Council’s Core Strategy the land is ear marked for housing  
  development.  This land is designated allotment land and should not be 
  earmarked for housing.  Why is it eared for housing? Could you please 
  remove recommendations for the land to be developed for housing?” 
 
  Answer: The questioner does not state what land he is referring to. 
 

If this question is referring to the former allotment land, east of Minchery 
Farm then the former allotments are owned by the City Council and the land 
is not earmarked for housing. 

  
If this question is referring to land at Barton, then the Core Strategy makes 
clear that “development proposals will be expected to retain the existing 
allotments” (Policy CS7 – Land at Barton).  This is repeated in the Barton 
Area Action Plan Issues document, which is currently out to consultation. 

 
(4)  Question to the Board Member, City Development    
  (Councillor Colin Cook) from Sietske Boeles 
 
  “On March 25th a new planning policy statement (PPS 5) on Heritage  
  was introduced.  This PPS5 is a major change from the previous  
  planning policy guidance (PPG15 and 16).  This new statement has  
  strengthened the protection of conservation areas and other aspects of 
  heritage conservation.  The formal planning permission for Oxford  
  Brookes NTLB building was granted on June 17th.  Was PPS5 taken  
  into consideration by the Council when it granted the formal planning  
  permission? and if so in what way?” 
 
  Answer: The Oxford Brookes NTLB building report does NOT refer to  
  PPS 5. This is because it came before committees in the February  
  2010 cycle and Special Council on 18th March 2010. PPS 5 was not  
  issued until 23rd March 2010, after the Brookes decision was taken. 
  The Special Council resolved to grant permission subject to the  
  completion of a legal agreement on the 18th March 2010. Between 23rd 
  March and 17th June all that has happened is that lawyers from the City 
  Council and the applicant have acted upon the Council's resolution. 



 
 (5)  Question to the Board Member, City Development    
  (Councillor Colin Cook) from Martin Young 
 
  “Residents are concerned that Oxford Brookes University may not  
  secure sufficient funds to complete their ambitious development plans  
  in the current difficult economic and political climate.  Can the City  
  Council seek firm and informed assurances from Oxford Brookes  
  University that it has sufficient current and future funds to finance its  
  costly 10 year university development plans.  I would like to know in  
  detail what contingency plans OBU has in place to deal with the  
  challenges to fund their development plans both in the Oxford,   
  Wheatley and Harcourt Hill campuses whilst substantial reductions in  
  university funding have been announced and reductions in domestic,  
  EU and international students are anticipated?” 
 

Answer: This matter is wholly outside the City Council’s remit.  I would 
suggest Mr Young makes direct contact with Oxford Brookes University.  The 
best person to speak to would be the Director of Finance and Legal 
Services, Paul Large. 

  
(6)  Question to the Board Member, City Development (Councillor  
  Colin Cook) from Jane Ivimey 
 
  “At a public meeting in January, the people of Oxford unanimously  
  condemned the Core Strategy and asked that it would be withdrawn.   
  Can this now happen to avoid further wasting of tax-payers money  
  pursuing a strategy that is not supported by the public and in any  
  event has a high risk of being found unsound by the Planning   
  Inspectorate if the examination process is continued?” 
 
  Answer: Firstly, I would not agree that the views of those members of the 
  public who attended a meeting about the Core Strategy in January can be 
  taken as representative of the “people of Oxford”.  
 
  Secondly I do not accept the questioner’s assertion that there is a high risk of 
  the Core Strategy being found unsound. 
 
  And thirdly, a motion was put to Council at its meeting on 25th January 2010 
  by Councillor Matthew Morton which sought to reject the Core Strategy in its 
  current form and recast it.  That motion was rejected. 
 
(7)  Question to the Board Member, City Development (Councillor  
  Colin Cook) from Val De Newtown 
 
  “Who was responsible for pressing ahead with a further consultation on 
  the core Strategy during the election period and what has the cost  
  been?” 
 
  Answer: The Inspector requested the City Council to undertake  
  formal consultation on the further proposed changes.  Senior officers  
  and members also authorised this.  The timing of the consultation  
  avoided both the Easter holidays and the main summer holiday period.  
  While overlapping the General and local elections it ran on a couple of 



  weeks after those elections (until 21st May) to allow time for those  
  involved in the elections, such as political parties, to prepare and submit 
  their responses.  Advice from the Head of Legal and Democratic Services 
  and Monitoring Officer was that this wasn’t an issue that was subject to 
  the purdah restrictions. 
 
  Unfortunately it has not been possible to provide a breakdown of the  
  costs involved for today’s meeting.  I will write to you with a breakdown of 
  these costs once they are available after today’s meeting.  However these 
  are not expected to be significant because the Further Proposed  
  Changes document did not require any external graphics or printing.  The 
  main cost would be from postage, but this was minimised by using a large 
  number of email notifications and the Council’s corporate consultation  
  software system. 
 
(8)  Question to the Board Member, City Development (Councillor  
  Colin Cook) from Hugh Jaeger 
 
  “Inspector Pratt strongly advised the City Council to seek   
  independent Legal Opinion before continuing with the Core Strategy  
  and asked the council officers three times if they had considered  
  withdrawing the Core Strategy.  Who took the decision to continue  
  with the process without taking an independent Legal Opinion?” 
 

Answer: The Inspector did not ask directly whether the City Council had 
considered withdrawing the Core Strategy, this is not an inference that we 
have drawn from the Inspector’s line of questioning.   The decision to 
continue with the process was taken by Corporate Management Team and 
was discussed with Group Leaders. 

 
(9)  Question to the Board Member, City Development (Councillor  
  Colin Cook) from Anita Williams 
 
  “Please detail all costs incurred connected with the Core Strategy  
  since the original proposed submission document was thrown out by  
  the Planning Inspector?  Who authorized these costs?  Who gave  
  authority for the Core Strategy process to continue and for costs to  
  be incurred?” 
 

Answer: The proposed submission document was not thrown out by the 
Planning  Inspector.   It remains in the formal examination stage, which 
commenced when it was submitted to the Secretary of State in November 
2008.  Total expenditure on the Core Strategy in the 2009/10 financial year 
was some £146,000, which included the fees for the examination process 
such as payment of the Inspector and Programme Officer.  

 
(10)  Question to the Board Member, City Development (Councillor  
  Colin Cook) from Rosemary Harris 
 
  “Why was Oxford Brookes commissioned to write parts of the Core  
  Strategy for Oxford City when they appear to have a prejudicial   
  interest?  What payments including funding have been made to Oxford 
  Brookes, Oxford Brookes Enterprises or anyone employed or   
  contracted by Oxford Brookes or Oxford Brookes Enterprises for each  



  of the past three financial years and how much has been paid to them  
  since the beginning of this financial year? Please provide a breakdown 
  of the amounts together with a description. Please also provide details 
  of alternative quotes for all the work undertaken so that it can be  
  understood that instructing Oxford Brookes was the best value for  
  money?  Could you provide evidence of negotiations of costs   
  reductions for the work commissioned?” 
 
  Answer: Oxford Brookes University was not commissioned to write parts of 
  the Core Strategy, and had no prejudicial involvement in the development of 
  the strategy.  Only one payment has been made to Oxford Brookes  
  University, for advice on the transport implications of the strategy and this 
  was undertaken after the strategy had been submitted to the Secretary of 
  State.  It amounted to about £2,500 and the invoice was paid in the 2009/10 
  financial year.   No alternative quotes were sought because at the time 
  contracts below £5,000 required a minimum of one quote and it was decided 
  to approach Brookes because of their recognised academic expertise in this 
  area of research.    
 
(11)  Question to the Board Member, Cleaner, Greener Oxford   
  (Councillor John Tanner) from Roger Teichmann 
 
  “I would like to ask a question about a recent change in how the  
  Environmental Development department is run (formally    
  Environmental Health).  Under the new arrangement, if a   
  resident phones Environmental Development to complain about  
  nearby noise, no-one will be sent out to investigate unless a   
  second phone call, from another household, is received    
  complaining about the same noise.  The two reasons for this   
  policy which I have been given by officials from Environmental   
  Development are as follows: 
 
  1.  Since they can only send out one officer, that officer may   
   be at risk if there are aggressive persons in the property   
   under investigation; and  
 
  2.  If there is more than one phone call, that indicates that   
   the noise is really quite bad. 
 
  Neither reason seems to justify the new policy. 
  
  As for the first, that there have been TWO phone calls from   
  residents evidently doesn't affect how dangerous or scary the   
  job of investigation is.  The only solution to the problem of risk   
  would appear to be to send out more than one officer to    
  investigate, or to accept the element of risk.  It should be added  
  that if no agency comes to help in such cases, the suffering   
  resident may well feel impelled to go round himself or herself,   
  thus facing the risk from which Environmental Development   
  protects its officers. 
  
  As for the second reason - that if there is more than one phone   
  call, that indicates that the noise is really quite bad - there are   
  number of objections to this.  The main one is that there are   



  many possible reasons why a second phone call might not be   
  made to Environmental Development; these include: (i)    
  residents may be away from their houses, e.g. on holiday; (ii)   
  residents may not know about the possibility of phoning to   
  complain about noise; (iii) residents may be timid, or feel worried  
  about "making a fuss" - they may be elderly or infirm or actually  
  sick; (iv) last but not least, surrounding houses may themselves  
  have tenants in who like to put on (or go to) loud parties, and   
  who would therefore not complain about such parties.  This last  
  reason certainly applies to a number of areas in Oxford,    
  particularly east Oxford. 
  
  In any case, it should not be the default position that a resident   
  who rings to complain about noise is unreasonable until proved   
  reasonable.  What other agencies only respond to a complaint if  
  they receive a second or a third one? The police fortunately   
  don't operate with this protocol - if a crime is reported, they don't  
  wait till they get another report of the same crime before acting.   
  If Environmental Development is providing a service to the   
  public, it should treat the public with the same respect as the   
  police do. 
  
  I know there are many Oxford residents apart from myself who are  
  dissatisfied with this new policy of the Environmental Development  
  department.  The lives of many of these residents are liable to be made 
  a misery through noisy neighbours and loud parties unless the   
  responsible bodies take some sort of action.  Since the policy seems to 
  have no good justification, I urge that measures are taken to reverse  
  the change, and to make Environmental Development a properly  
  effective agency. 
 

Answer:  The issue was discussed and a review was announced of 
the City Council’s current policy the results of which the Board 
Member (Councillor Tanner) will report to full Council. 

 
(12)  Question to the Board Member, Cleaner, Greener Oxford   
  (Councillor John Tanner) from Unison 
 
  “Unison would like to ask Councillor John Tanner if stepping pay  
  progression is down to ‘cost’ this the first time it’s been mentioned for  
  the reason of ‘stepped’ reduction in pay protection – during the   
  negotiations HR informed that it was a legal issue not a ‘cost’ issue?” 
 
  Answer: Stepped pay protection was introduced as part of the Council's 
  Single Status Agreement, which was negotiated with Trade Union Officers 
  and implemented following a ballot of union members.  It applies when an 
  employee was paid more under the old pay scheme than the agreed new 
  scheme and is calculated as the difference between the two (the protected 
  element). Stepped protection means there is a reduction of one third of the 
  protected element in year two and a further one third in year three.   
 
  It is argued that any period of pay protection can increase potential pay 
  inequality. However the Council recognised the difficulties of reducing pay 
  for these employees and wanted to avoid a sudden reduction - so it was 



  considered that a three year stepped protection arrangement provided an 
  appropriate solution for staff, in the context of the risk of legal challenge 
  and cost - both reasons where discussed openly with trade unions and 
  the approach agreed at the time of the negotiations. 
 
(13)  Question to the Deputy Leader (Councillor Ed Turner) from  
  Edward Williams 
 
  “As the Council’s accounts have been qualified for the past two   
  years, can all payments made over £500 be made available to   
  the public for these years so that the public can understand   
  where their money has been spent and could this be made   
  available by the end of September?” 
 

Answer: The officers are currently formatting this information from our 
financial ledger to make it easier to read.  Details of all supplier payments 
over £500 will be available on the website within the next few weeks. 

   
(14)  Question to the Deputy Leader (Councillor Ed Turner) from  
  Bridget Eley 
 
  “Please explain what led to eight different versions of the   
  Council’s accounts being produced last year and what then led   
  to them being qualified. The risk assessment to the City    
  Executive Board shows a high risk that the accounts will be   
  qualified again this year.  This would be the third year in    
  succession.  Why has this serious issue not been resolved and   
  what is the City Council doing to dramatically improve it    
  accounting?” 
 

Answer: The questioner is referred to the proceedings of the recent Audit 
and  Governance Committee meetings, where the matters are covered 
very fully in the relevant paperwork. 

 
 (15)  Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from Nicholas  
  Hardyman 
 
  “As the Council has, by submitting proposals in the 'first round'   
  under the Sustainable Communities Act, opted into the Act, I   
  would like to know if the Council has set up a panel of local   
  representatives (often called a 'citizen's panel') as it is obliged to  
  under the Act and, if not, when such a panel will be constituted. 
  
  I would also like to know if the Council would be minded to   
  submit a proposal to the Selector in the 'second round' to require  
  councils to develop a 'Local Retail Strategy' to focus on    
  protecting and promoting local independent retailers in town   
  centres, and if it would include in the proposal the power to cap   
  commercial rents in order to promote the diversity of    
  independent traders?” 
 

Answer: For the first round submissions under the SCA, the six Area 
Committees formed the panels; the bids that were submitted were 
generated and approved by them. No timetable for a second round 



has yet been announced.  It will be for an Area panel to propose this 
measure if it felt that it would be appropriate for its community, but it 
would seem unlikely that the capping of commercial rents would be 
lawful. 

 
(16)  Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from Elizabeth  
  Rivington 
 
  “The local press report comments that Oxford City Council has   
  “turned around its performance” but real evidence shows that   
  despite some of the highest rates of tax in the country, it has one  
  of the lowest levels of performance. 
 
  For example its Government rating, at 2 out of 4, is lower than   
  all neighbouring councils, hundreds of council homes do not   
  meet the “Decent Homes Standard” and last year it was one of 6  
  local authorities shamed by having their accounts qualified. Its   
  pension deficit is £100m wider than a neighbouring local    
  authority; it has lost a large number of planning appeals and the  
  latest report to the Executive Board shows that 29% of targets   
  have not been met. It raised Council Tax by 4.5% this year but   
  services have been cut. 
 
  Please could Councillor Tanner produce evidence, from    
  independent or government reports, that show how Oxford City   
  Council is judged to be one of the best performing councils?” 
 

Answer: Internal Information as reported to the City Executive Board 
each quarter. 

 
  Overall performance of targets achieved.  
 
  2007/08           49%  
  2008/09  53% 
  2009/10  69% 
 

Of all performance targets measured both in 2008/09 and 2009/10 
68%  showed improved performance. 

 
  Decent homes standard 
 
  2007/08  82.44% 
  2008/09           88.37% 
  2009/10  95.48% 
 
  Planning Appeals  
 
  2007/08  41% 
  2008/09           30% 
  2009/10  29% 
 
  All of the targets show a continuous improvement 
 



According to the latest benchmark information we are in the top 
quartile for 18 out of 50 indicators. 

 
In addition here are some of the external awards we have won/been 
short listed for over the past 18 months. 

 
• Project Manager of the Year, IT Industry Awards (for CRM) 
• Energy Saving Trust Fleet Hero Award for category "Smart  
  Driving"  
• Short listed for APM Programme of the Year (for Transformation  
  Programme) 
• Short listed for Improvement and Efficiency South East's Council of  
  the Year (one of only two!) 
• Commended under the category 'Working Together' at the   
  Improvement and Efficiency South East Awards (for the Procurement  
  Hub) 
• Recommended by the Audit Commission as achieving level 4 for  
  procurement and carbon in the Use of Resources Assessment that  
  took place in February 2010.  

 
(17)  Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from Pat Dendy 
 
  “From Q4 in 2006 to Q4 2009 the council employed 262 fewer   
  staff.  At an average salary of, for example, £25,000 this equates  
  to over £6.5m of cost savings.  Why has this saving not been   
  passed on to the taxpayer with a reduction in council tax?” 
 

Answer: The City Council will have made cost reductions of over £9 
million  over the four years to March 2011.The salary bill and general 
supplies cost inflation increases at 3-4% per annum, so over £1m of 
savings have to be found each year to operate at the same level of 
service. An increase in the Council Tax of 1p raises only £120k per 
annum.  The reduction in the  number of staff directly employed over 
states the potential for cost reductions to the Council due to the TUPE 
transfer of leisure services staff to Fusion as part of the leisure 
partnership. In the years quoted, the Council also had to raise money 
to meet the £2m excess costs of the free bus pass scheme. 

 
(18)  Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from Tina Malta 
 
  “In Q4 2009 Oxford City Council employed 1,218 FTE staff.  In   
  comparison, Winchester employed 513, Cheltenham 576,   
  Crawley 686, Basingstoke & Dean 686, High Wycombe 493 and  
  Worcester 397.  Of the neighbouring authorities, Cherwell   
  employed 495, Vale of the White Horse 238, West Oxfordshire   
  284 and South Oxfordshire 263.  In light of the lower tax-rates   
  and better performance of neighbouring district councils, what is  
  the justification for having nearly 1,000 extra staff in Oxford   
  compared to neighbouring districts?  What do these people do?   
  Please provide job titles and descriptions for all staff currently   
  employed or contracted to work for the city council? 
 



  Answer: The Council is a large urban local authority providing a complex 
  range of cost effective services either directly or through partnership  
  arrangements. We continually seek improvement in service provision and 
  our principles remain the same regardless of how these are provided - 
  improved outcomes for the community and value for money. The  
  challenges the city faces are very different from those councils listed in 
  the question. There are also a range of issues which impact the level of 
  resources required, such as population, housing requirements, business, 
  tourism, deprivation, cleansing, etc. For example, we employ staff directly 
  in providing waste, recycling and housing services which isn't necessarily 
  the case at other Councils. There are over 500 different jobs and  
  descriptions so it is not feasible to provide details on each. 
 
(19)  Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from Jonathan  
  Gittos 
 
  “One of the Chief Executive’s responsibilities is to ensure proper  
  consultation. The people of the City feel that the Council’s   
  consultation is a sham and that questions are loaded, responses  
  filtered or ignored and neither Full Council nor the Executive   
  Board pay much attention to what the people of the City think.   
  Inspector Fenton of the Planning Inspectorate roundly criticised  
  the consultation on the Core Strategy. We believe that: too   
  often, City Council decisions are made by partisan officers   
  following a politicised agenda, which does not reflect the needs   
  of the people of the City. 
 
  What steps will the council take to demonstrate that it really listens to  
  what its people thing? How will it revise its Consultation Strategy and  
  when will it accept its failure to listen?” 
 
  Answer: I do not accept these criticisms of the Council’s consultation  
  processes, and the Framework document that is proposed for adoption 
  into the Policy Framework at today’s meeting demonstrates clearly our 
  commitment to effective engagement with the people of the city.. 
 
(20)  Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from Ann Munro 
 
  “As 29% of performance targets have not been met by the   
  current administration of the City Council, please explain the   
  justification for previous high increases in senior managers   
  salaries?” 
 
  Answer: The Council has made considerable improvements in recent  
  years. This includes budget savings of 28%, improvements in 68% of our 
  performance indicators, implementation of fundamental service reviews 
  which have resulted in improved services and reduced costs (e.g. our  
  leisure facilities) and national recognition for our work on housing and  
  driving value for money. The recent media attention on senior managers 
  salaries reflects the results of a change in responsibilities and a market 
  review which was committed to 3 years ago and completed 14 months 
  ago - which simply sought to ensure we were paying the market rate  
  according to the public and not for profit sectors. We adopt this same  
  approach for all staff. In order to continue our improvement it is vital that 



  the Council can recruit and retain high quality staff at all levels and I  
  commend the excellent contribution made by all of our employees. 
 
(21)  Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from Roaul Cerratti 
 
  “In light of the considerable public interest about the Chief   
  Executives and Senior Managers salary increases, the Hay   
  Report needs to be made public.  Please release this document  
  together with a copy of the purchase order and details of who   
  authorized the commissioning of this document and the costs of  
  producing the report?  We appreciate that personal details   
  cannot be given out and these could be blanked out of the   
  Report.” 
 
  Answer: The document has been released to the public and is available 
  on the Council’s website. 
 
(22)  Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from Sarah Wilde 
 
  “The pensions deficit for West Oxfordshire is £32m for 2009/10.  When 
  Peter Sloman started at Oxford City Council, the pensions deficit was  
  £60m for the year 2007/08.  This was mentioned in the accounts  
  “Eventually the shortfall in the pension fund will have to be made good.  
  This has long-term implications for either the level of local taxation or  
  for the level of services that we can afford”.  In 2009/10 it is reported to 
  have grown to £137m.  What is the current pension deficit?  Why was it 
  allowed to escalate to such a high level and what is being done about  
  it?  Why is the pension deficit over £100 m more that West Oxfordshire 
  District Council?” 
 

Answer: The LGPS is a statutory funded scheme, managed by the 
County Council for all the local authorities in the county. The scheme 
employs five Fund Management companies to invest the contributions 
to the fund received from employers and employees.  Funds under 
management declined from over £1 billion in 2008 to £0.8 billion in 
2009, due to the crisis in the capitalist system caused by the near 
collapse of the banking system and the subsequent recession.  This 
collapse in the value of the Fund increased the actuarially defined 
deficit on the fund for all local authority employers in the county in 
proportion to the number of employees in the scheme and the number 
of deferred pensioners. The City Council has around 2000 people in 
these categories compared with the County Council's 23,000, the 
Fund was 78% funded at the last valuation and is  likely to show a 
larger deficit at the next valuation in 2011. 

 
(23)  Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from Rosie Hilliard 
 
  “Why have members of the public not been consulted about this  
  proposed change in the Constitution such as the procedures for  
  petitions?  The proposed numbers proposed take no account of  
  the dynamics of Oxford of having over 30,000 full time students  
  who may not share the same long term interests that residents   
  have.  Minority groups could also be left out.  Why are not   
  debates instigated from petitions based upon the issues raised   



  in the petition rather than the number of signatories?  Surely its   
  not a numbers game, it is the issues raised which are important.” 
 
  Answer: The City Council has had an open policy on petitions being  
  received at Council and other Committees for several decades. The  
  changes that are now proposed are being brought forward due to  
  changes in the law but they will not result in a significant change in the 
  way the Council does business. If the new procedures are found to be  
  deficient in practice, they can always be modified in the light of   
  experience. 
 
(24)  Question to the Leader (Councillor Bob Price) from Sean Feeney 
 
  “On 19 May Councillor John Goddard, writing officially as “Wolvercote  
  ward councillor”, ended his consultation response to the “Further  
  Proposed Changes to the Submission Core Strategy” conducted by  
  Oxford City Council, with the serious allegation: 
 
  The proposed changes to the submitted core Strategy have received  
  no authorisation from the City Council; they are no more that officers’  
  responses made without political backing and without due process  
  from the political decision-making arrangements of the Councils  
  Constitution. 
 
  On 20 May 2010 Councillor Goddard was elected Lord Mayor.  The  
  Council’s Constitution states that the Lord Mayor will: 
 

• Make full council a place for discussing the concerns of local people 
   and holding the Board to account; 
 

• Encourage the public to take part in the Council’s activities; 
 

• Be the conscience of Council; 
 
  The constitution, which the Lord Mayor interprets, states the   
  policy and budget framework (of which the Core Strategy is   
  part, as part of the Local Development framework)    
  is a responsibility carried out by "Full Council". 
  
  Could the Leader name the Councillors who authorised the   
  "Further Proposed Changes to the Submission Core Strategy"   
  policy and identify which numbered section in the Constitution   
  was used to authorise officers? 
  
  What was the cost of developing the policy "Further Proposed   
  Changes to the Submission Core Strategy"? 
  
  What was the cost of conducting the Consultation? 
  
  How much of this cost is accounted for in the Council's 2009/10  
  accounts? 
  
  Could the Leader confirm his oral answer today in writing   
  because I intend to use the argument in Councillor Goddard's   



  allegation as evidence to ask the District Auditor to declare the   
  Core Strategy costs in 2009/2010 unlawful since the "Proposed  
  Changes to the Submission Core Strategy" policy was not   
  authorised by full Council either? 
  
  Answer: It is the submitted version of the Core Strategy that has a  
  formal status since this was approved by Council for consultation and  
  subsequent submission to the Secretary of State, and as a material  
  consideration for development control purposes.  Changes proposed  
  after submission, have no formal status until such time as the   
  Inspector indicates in his report whether he agrees with them and  
  recommends them as binding changes.  If he does, then Council will  
  get the final say when it decides whether or not to adopt the Core  
  Strategy as amended by the Inspector.   
 
   In addition, the Further Proposed Changes did not alter the strategy that was 
   approved by Council.  The deletion of references to the South of Oxford 
   Strategic Development Area followed the procedural meeting with the  
   Inspector in February 2010, and was a factual update as there was  
   significant uncertainty about the urban extension following legal challenges 
   to the South East Plan.   
 
  The Inspector requested the City Council to undertake formal   
  consultation on the further proposed changes.  Senior officers and  
  members also endorsed this. 
 
  I can provide the costs of the latest consultation in writing to follow, but 
  these are not expected to be significant because the Further Proposed 
  Changes document did not require any external graphics or printing.  The 
  main cost would be from postage, but this was minimised by using a large 
  number of email notifications and the Council’s corporate consultation  
  software system.   These costs are in the 2010/11 financial year. 


