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Council
Thursday, 16 January 2020, County Hall, Worcester - 10.00 
am

Minutes 

Present: Mr R P Tomlinson (Chairman), Mr A A J Adams, 
Mr R C Adams, Ms P Agar, Mr A T  Amos, Mr T Baker-
Price, Mr R W Banks, Mr R M Bennett, Mr G R Brookes, 
Mrs J A Brunner, Mr B Clayton, Mr K D Daisley, 
Mr P Denham, Mr N Desmond, Mrs E A Eyre, Mr A Fry, 
Mr S E Geraghty, Mr I D Hardiman, Mr A I Hardman, 
Mr P B Harrison, Mr M J Hart, Ms P A Hill, 
Mrs A T Hingley, Mrs L C Hodgson, Dr A J Hopkins, 
Dr C Hotham, Mr M E Jenkins, Mr A D Kent, 
Mr R C Lunn, Mr P M McDonald, Mr S J Mackay, 
Mr L C R Mallett, Ms K J May, Mr P Middlebrough, 
Mr A P Miller, Mr R J Morris, Mrs F M Oborski, 
Ms T L Onslow, Dr K A Pollock, Mrs J A Potter, 
Prof J W Raine, Mr A C Roberts, Mr C Rogers, 
Mr J H Smith, Mr A Stafford, Ms C M Stalker, 
Mr C B Taylor, Mrs E B Tucker, Mr P A Tuthill, 
Mr R M Udall, Mrs R Vale, Ms S A Webb and 
Mr T A L Wells

Available papers The members had before them:

A. The Agenda papers (previously circulated); 

B. 5 questions submitted to the Assistant Director for 
Legal and Governance (previously circulated); and

C. The Minutes of the meeting held on 7 November 
2019 (previously circulated).

2158 Apologies and 
Declaration of 
Interests 
(Agenda item 1)

Apologies for absence were received from Ms R L Dent, 
Mr P Grove, Mr J A D O’Donnell and Mrs M A Rayner.

Mrs L C Hodgson declared an interest in Agenda Item 11 
(c) – Report of Audit and Governance Committee as a 
newly appointed Governor of Northleigh Primary School.

2159 Public 
Participation 
(Agenda item 2)

Mr D Lucas asked a question about pedestrian access 
along section three of the route to the Worcestershire 
Parkway Station.

Mr R Coates made a comment on Notice of Motion 5 - 
Car Club marked bays.
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The Chairman thanked Mr Lucas and Mr Coates for their 
contribution and said they would receive a written 
response from the relevant Cabinet Member.

2160 Minutes 
(Agenda item 3)

RESOLVED that the Minutes of the meeting held 
on 7 November 2019 be confirmed as a correct 
record and signed by the Chairman.

2161 Chairman's 
Announcements 
(Agenda item 4)

Noted.

2162 Reports of 
Cabinet - 
Summary of 
decisions taken 
(Agenda item 5)

The Leader of the Council reported the following topics 
and questions were answered on them:

 Worcestershire Passenger Transport Strategy
 Kepax Bridge
 Update on Local Area Special Educational Needs 

and Disability (SEND) Action Plan including the 
Local Government Ombudsman Report

 Worcestershire Safeguarding Children’s Board 
(WSCB) Annual Report 2018/19

 EU Exit Preparedness Update Report
 2020/21 Draft Budget and Medium-Term Financial 

Plan Update 2020-22
 Libraries Strategy
 Fair Funding Consultation Outcomes for 2020-21 

– National and Local Changes to the Fair Funding 
Arrangements for Schools

 Balanced Scorecard Performance and Corporate 
Risk Update

 Decision to Award Contract for an Integrated Drug 
and Alcohol Service for Adults and Young People

 Treasury Management Mid-Year Update to 30 
September 2019.

2163 Constitutional 
Report - 
Bromsgrove 
South by-
election and 
Political 
Balance 
(Agenda item 6)

The Council considered a constitutional report on political 
balance following the Bromsgrove South by-election.

RESOLVED that the recalculation of political 
balance set out as an Appendix to the report be 
approved and the Assistant Director for Legal and 
Governance be required to give effect to it in 
accordance with the nominations from the respective 
Group leaders from time to time.

2164 Notices of The Council had before it a Notice of Motion set out in 
the agenda papers standing in the names of Mrs E B 
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Motion 1 - 
Proposals for 
Voter ID 
(Agenda item 7)

Tucker, Mr M E Jenkins, Mr T A L Wells Mrs F M Oborski 
and Prof J W Raine.

The motion was moved by Mrs F M Oborski and 
seconded by Mr M E Jenkins who both spoke in favour of 
it, and Council agreed to deal with it on the day.

Those in favour of the Motion made the following points:

 The evidence from national statistics indicated 
that Personation was not a serious issue at UK 
elections. Under the voter ID proposals, a 
significant number of people would be unable to 
vote because they did not have the necessary 
photographic ID. The Government’s proposals to 
provide free of charge election ID documentation 
would not be sufficient and would still leave some 
voters disenfranchised. Should the Government 
supply voter ID equipment, there would still be an 
administration cost to the Council with no 
assurance from the Government that the full cost 
would be recovered. The system would slow down 
the voting process, increase queues at voting 
stations and decrease voter turn-out, especially 
given the state of the public transport system

 Voter ID would deter people from voting without 
having the intended impact on serious electoral 
fraud. The people most affected would be women, 
ethnic minorities, and the poorest and most 
vulnerable members of society 

 It was inappropriate to put artificial barriers which 
deterred people from voting. Lessons should be 
learned from the levels of disenfranchised voters 
resulting from the introduction of voter ID in 
certain states in the USA

 Voter fraud was more prevalent in the postal 
voting system than at polling stations

 It was hoped that the Government would establish 
a pilot scheme prior to the final decision whether 
or not to introduce the scheme nationwide

 The particular historic circumstances behind the 
decision to introduce a voter ID system in 
Northern Ireland was not relevant to or supportive 
of its introduction elsewhere.

Those against the Motion made the following points:

 The Cabinet Member with Responsibility for 
Education and Skills commented on behalf of the 
Conservative Group that the introduction of voter 
ID had been a Conservative party manifesto 
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commitment, had been included in the Queen’s 
Speech and was likely to be enshrined in 
legislation. It was difficult to envisage, with the 
promised Government assistance, that people 
would be disenfranchised. Clearly, there would be 
short-term issues but people would get 
accustomed to the system. The mechanics of 
showing your ID at a polling station would add 
minimal delay to the voting process. It was a 
modern solution which would demonstrate 
integrity in the voting system

 The introduction of voter ID was about democracy 
being seen to work. The scheme operated well in 
Northern Ireland with high voter turn outs and little 
delays in voting.

On being put to the vote, the Motion was lost.

2165 Notices of 
Motion 2 - 
Employment 
agencies 
(Agenda item 7)

The Council had before it a Notice of Motion set out in 
the agenda papers standing in the names of Mr R C 
Lunn, Mr P McDonald, Ms P Agar, Mr A Fry and Mr L C 
R Mallett.

The motion was moved by Mr R C Lunn and seconded 
by Mr P M McDonald who both spoke in favour of it, and 
Council agreed to deal with it on the day.

Those in favour of the Motion made the following points:

 It was queried why and for how long the Council 
had paid large amounts of money to staff on 
agency contracts for periods over 6 months on a 
higher rate than equivalent full-time staff when it 
would be cheaper to employ staff on short-term 
contracts. All employees should be paid through 
the PAYE system. Agency staffing arrangements 
caused reputational damage to the Council. A 
scrutiny exercise could establish the extent of the 
problem and whether any savings could be made  

 Agency workers had little affinity or loyalty to the 
Council as an employer. Despite this, the Council 
had employed an officer through an agency at the 
highest level of the organisation, paid at a 
considerably higher rate than the equivalent for a 
permanent staff member

 A scrutiny exercise would give Council an 
assurance that it was not wasting resources on 
unneeded agency staff.

Those against the Motion made the following points:
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 The Cabinet Member with Responsibility for 
Transformation and Commissioning commented, 
on behalf of the Conservative Group, that the 
high-level agency staff member referred to, had 
been appointed by a cross-party Appointments etc 
Panel. The officer worked 4 days a week with no 
holidays or sick pay and a permanent appointment 
had been made thereafter. The arrangements 
represented good value for money for the Council 
but more importantly brought about improvements 
to the outcomes for children and young people in 
Worcestershire 

 There was a very limited market for high-level, 
high-calibre staff who were required on a 
temporary basis

 It should be borne in mind that agencies took a 
sizeable cut of the daily rate paid to an employee 
recruited through them 

 The motion failed to differentiate between the 
unique issues associated with the recruitment of 
high-level staff in comparison with the recruitment 
of other temporary staff. 

On being put to the vote, the Motion was lost.

2166 Notice of 
Motion 3 - Royal 
Mail and Post 
Office Services 
(Agenda item 7)

The Council had before it a Notice of Motion set out in 
the agenda papers standing in the names of Mr R C 
Lunn, Mr L C R Mallett, Mr P M McDonald, Mr A Fry and 
Ms P Agar.

The motion was moved by Mr R C Lunn and seconded 
by Ms C M Stalker who both spoke in favour of it, and 
Council agreed to deal with it on the day.

Those in favour of the Motion made the following points:

 This motion was concerned with the provision of 
Royal Mail and Post Office services in the county 
and how those services could be improved by 
working together. The difficulties experienced at 
Mount Pleasant in Redditch and Tenbury Wells 
showed how the absence (albeit temporary) of 
post office services impacted on the lives of local 
people, for example people needing to travelling 
long distances to return parcels

 There was an issue countywide where post boxes 
were not always situated in the most appropriate 
place 

 The post office in the Dines Green area of 
Worcester had been closed without any 
alternative provision for local residents. The 
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Council could liaise with the Post Office to find 
alternative solutions and a scrutiny exercise could 
help to facilitate this

 The closure of the Post Office in Ronkswood area 
of Worcester had severely impacted the ability of 
pensioners to access their pensions 

 Since the last bout of post office closures some 
time ago, the main problem had been not so much 
the closure of post offices but rather the way that 
post offices were funded

 Any arrangements that would encourage the Post 
Office to improve its services would be welcomed 

 The Chairman of the OSPB commented that the 
motion merely asked the OSPB to consider 
undertaking a scrutiny exercise. With its heavy 
workload, he would not expect the scrutiny 
exercise to be undertaken immediately and would 
recommend that OSPB defer any consideration 
until the next review of the future work programme

 Although there was a role for the local member to 
provide support for local post office services, there 
were occasions where the additional gravitas of 
the Council’s involvement would be necessary. 

Those against the Motion made the following points:

 The Cabinet Member with Responsibility for 
Communities commented on behalf of the 
Conservative Group that there was a role for the 
local councillor to champion local post offices. It 
was not appropriate for Council to make a request 
that the OSPB to change its work programme 
(which had been agreed by Council in September 
2019)

 There were examples in the county where post 
office services had improved, with opening hours 
extended and banking services provided. The 
extent of post offices services provision was a 
commercial matter for the Post Office and not 
relevant to scrutiny

 Although scrutiny was not the appropriate route 
for this issue, the Council should continue to make 
representations to the Post Office, particularly 
concerning the provision of services in hard-to-
reach areas

 This issue had already been raised at OSPB and 
had been rejected due to its heavy work-load

 In light of the Chairman of the OSPB’s comments, 
the motion seemed unnecessary as he had 
accepted that the issue could be added to the 
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work programme at a later date.

On being put to the vote, the Motion was lost,

2167 Notice of 
Motion 4 -  
Maintenance of 
hedgerows and 
trees that 
overhang or 
obstruct 
pathways 
(Agenda item 7)

The Council had before it a Notice of Motion set out in 
the agenda papers standing in the names of Mr A D 
Kent, Mrs E A Eyre and Mr R C Adams.

The motion was moved by Mr A D Kent and seconded by 
Mrs E A Eyre who both spoke in favour of it, and Council 
agreed to deal with it on the day.

In the ensuing debate, the following points were made:

 An increased number of complaints had received 
last year about overgrown hedgerows 
encroaching on footpaths which impacted on the 
ability of pedestrians to navigate them as well as 
reducing visibility at junctions. On many 
occasions, hedgerows were privately-owned and 
dealing with these complaints was time-
consuming and costly for the Council. The Cabinet 
Member with Responsibility for Highways was 
being asked to consider supporting delegated 
authority to parish councils to serve notice and 
take enforcement action on landowners in these 
circumstances as well as the ability to side out 
and maintain the growth of the hedgerow thereby 
providing a more responsive and cost-
effective/neutral solution to the problem

 Overgrown hedgerows were pushing pedestrians 
to the edge of pavements which had safety 
implications

 This issue was too complex to pass onto the 
parish Lengthsman and needed a proactive 
approach from County Highways

 Non-parished areas should also be considered as 
part of this motion

 Parish councils should be empowered to recover 
costs from landowners for this work

 It was possible for parish councils to utilise the 
expertise of parish Lengthsman in exercising the 
responsibilities of this scheme. Parish councils did 
not have to take part in the scheme 

 The Cabinet Member with Responsibility for 
Highways commented on behalf of the 
Conservative Group, that he was happy to support 
the motion and bring an initial report to Cabinet. 
He would also establish a pilot project to test the 
proposals before bringing a final report to Cabinet. 
The safety of pedestrians was a top priority for the 
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Council, especially for the elderly and disabled. 
The implications of permitting third parties to serve 
and enforce notices and side out footways on 
behalf of the Council would need careful 
examination. It was possible to extend the parish 
Lengthsman scheme to enable parish/town 
councils to take action against landowners who 
allowed hedges/trees to become overgrown. 
There would need to be a process to manage any 
scheme as well as the costs involved, particularly 
where the work was not deemed a Council priority

 It was impossible to believe that empowering 
parish councils would reduce service costs. Parish 
councils could not possibly match the economies 
of scale achieved by in-house service provision, 
especially in respect of legal challenge. The 
motive behind this motion was to empower parish 
councils without any consideration of the possible 
cost to the council taxpayer

 This motion would create a two-tier system 
whereby non-parished areas would end up with a 
worse service.      

RESOLVED: “Many residents in Worcestershire 
believe that it is the responsibility of Worcestershire 
County Council to maintain the hedgerows and trees 
that overhang or obstruct pathways and roads, and 
impact visibility causing safety issues. However, on 
many occasions these hedges and trees are not 
owned by WCC.
 
Within the Highways Act of 1980 wherever a hedge, 
tree or shrub overhangs a highway or any other road 
or footpath to which the public has access so as to 
endanger or obstruct the passage of vehicles or 
pedestrians, or obstructs or interferes with the view 
of drivers of vehicles or the light from a public lamp, 
we may, by notice either to the owner of the hedge, 
tree or shrub or to the occupier of the land on which 
it is growing, require him within 14 days from the 
date of service of the notice so to lop or cut it as to 
remove the cause of the danger, obstruction or 
interference.
 
Enforcement and subsequent billing by the County 
Council is not the ideal solution. These issues affect 
many people daily on a local basis and the 
assistance of a local Parish Council, Town Council or 
District Councils could be extremely helpful and 
improve timing and outcomes.
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After maintenance on the hedges and trees is 
complete often the footways previously obstructed 
require maintenance such as siding out - removing 
the grass and weeds encroaching on the 
pavement/footways.
 
The footways are County assets, arising from 
considerable investment.
 

 They are major conduits between hamlets and 
settlements,

 Nationally public health is encouraging 
walking for health and wellbeing reasons - 
both physical and mental. 

 These routes are often the first step into 
countryside, leading from people's homes.

 These routes should be fit to accommodate 
people walking, mothers and babies in 
buggies, motorized wheelchairs even perhaps 
trampers - for the disabled.  

 The width and surfaces need to be maintained 
in particularly on those routes that will most 
likely encourage more activity.

 
This motion therefore calls on the Cabinet Member 
with Responsibility to bring a report to Cabinet that 
details the required steps, system and paperwork 
that would enable a local Parish or Town councils 
who wish to, to serve and enforce the required 
notices on land owners on the County Council's  
behalf; then subsequently to be empowered to side 
out and maintain the said footways if practicable.”

2168 Notice of 
Motion 5 - 
Marked Bays for 
Car Club 
Vehicles 
(Agenda item 7)

There was insufficient time to consider this motion within 
the allocated 90 minute time limit for the consideration of 
Notices of Motion.

2169 Annual Report 
of the Leader of 
the Council 
(Agenda item 8)

The Leader of the Council presented his report.

The Leader then answered a broad range of questions 
from members.

The Chairman thanked the Leader for his report.

The report was noted.
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2170 Annual report of 
the Chairman of 
the Overview 
and Scrutiny 
Performance 
Board (Agenda 
item 9)

The Chairman of the Overview and Scrutiny Performance 
Board introduced the report. He thanked his predecessor, 
the Vice-Chairman of the Board, the members of the 
Board and officers for their contribution to the scrutiny 
process over the past year.

The Vice-Chairman of the Board thanked the Scrutiny 
Panel Chairmen for their contribution over the past year.

The report was noted.

2171 Question Time 
(Agenda item 
10)

Five questions had been received by the Assistant 
Director for Legal and Governance and had been 
circulated in advance of the meeting. The answers to all 
the questions are attached in the Appendix.

2172 Reports of 
Committees - 
Audit and 
Governance 
Committee 
(Agenda item 
11(a))

The Council received the report of the Audit and 
Governance Committee containing a summary of the 
decisions taken.

2173 Reports of 
Committees - 
Pensions 
Committee 
(Agenda item 
11(b))

The Council received the report of the Pensions 
Committee containing a summary of the decisions taken.

2174 Reports of 
Committees - 
Planning and 
Regulatory 
Committee 
(Agenda item 
11(c))

The Council received the report of the Planning and 
Regulatory Committee containing a summary of the 
decisions taken.

The meeting was adjourned from 1.30pm to 2.00pm and ended at 2.25pm.

Chairman …………………………………………….
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APPENDIX        

COUNCIL 16 JANUARY 2020 - AGENDA ITEM 10
 – QUESTION TIME 

Questions and written responses provided below.

 
QUESTION 1 – Mr A C Roberts will ask Lucy Hodgson:

“Social media users in my division have been very active, voicing their concerns about the 
unrestricted use of loud fireworks. The general feeling appears to be that the sale of 
fireworks should be restricted for use at licensed events and not to members of the public.

There have been reports of upset animals and concerns expressed for people who are 
unwell or (for whatever reason) are distressed by loud bangs, though one person thought 
this was ‘whining’. 

My personal view has been jaundiced by experience and may not be typical. I feel that the 
sale of chemical incendiary devices for use by untrained people (who have no personal 
protection gear) is bizarre. It is also odd that, in an era of greater environmental awareness, 
what was usually a 5 November occurrence can now happen at any time during the year. 

Would the Cabinet Member with Responsibility for Communities seek information from 
Worcestershire Regulatory Services, the Public Health Officer, Chief Fire Officer and 
whoever else she thinks appropriate, so that the council or council committee can consider 
what could be done and what should be done to see that the concerns of the public are 
addressed?”

Answer 

This year, Councillors at both district and county level have had a range of issues raised 
with them in relation to fireworks, prompted to some extent by a draft notice of motion 
published by the RSPCA for members of the public to lodge with Councils.  Having spoken 
to the Head of Regulatory Services who also manages our Trading Standards team it is 
clear that local government has limited influence over the use of fireworks.

The member is correct that fireworks are now used for a range of celebrations, prompted 
possibly by their use at the Millennium celebrations in 2000. Members of the public can 
legitimately use fireworks at other times of the year as long as they comply with provisions 
that I will come onto.

The County Council is the Licensing authority for the storage of explosives and each year 
around 120 premises are licensed to store fireworks and can sell them for limited periods 
around Bonfire Night and the New Year. A handful of premises have an additional license to 
sell fireworks all year round. The County Council is also responsible for enforcing the legal 
provisions requiring that fireworks sold in the county are manufactured to the relevant 
standard and that they are not sold to minors (under 18s.)

The Trading Standards service does not visit licensed premises without a reason. However, 
where a premise applies for a license where one has not been held previously, that premise 
will be visited to ensure that it is suitable and appropriate conditions will be attached to the 
license. These new premises will also only receive a license for 12 months to ensure that 
they can manage the products properly. Following the initial year, officers will risk assess 
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the premises to determine whether the license should last for between one year and five 
years. Guidance is provided by the service as part of the application process and via the 
service’s website.
 
Trading Standards has strong intelligence links with both West Mercia Police and Hereford 
and Worcester Fire and Rescue and the organisations share intelligence from members of 
the public on issues such as:

 Perceived risk in storage methods,
 Underage sales,
 Firework misuse.

Where the intelligence picture suggests an issue either in a particular area or with a 
particular outlet, multi-agency joint visits can be organised quickly to tackle any issues 
around storage and warnings are given regarding sales to minors. Individual complaints 
about poor storage practices will be responded to directly due to the potential risks to the 
public and neighbouring properties. Most of these are dealt with through advice and 
warnings. Officers have the power to remove fireworks from premises if they are being 
stored incorrectly or are not fit to supply. The authority can also revoke licenses if the 
premises or person have become suitable. These occurrences are rare. 

In relation to firework noise, the law specifies the cut off times for the use of fireworks, 
which are 11pm for all nights except for bonfire night, when the cut off is midnight and 1am 
for New Year, Diwali and Chinese New Year celebrations.  Enforcement of these curfew 
times is the responsibility of West Mercia Police, as are offences for letting fireworks off in a 
public place or other forms of misuse. Because of the transitory nature of noise from a 
firework display it is almost certainly not going to be statutory nuisance that district 
colleagues could deal with under the Environmental Protection Act 1990, especially if the 
terminal hours outlined in law are observed.

The Trading Standards team has not been made aware of significant issues of misuse of 
fireworks in recent years. Only two incidents have been mentioned to them this firework 
season. I have asked the Head of Regulatory Services to have their Intelligence Officer 
raise this with West Mercia Police’s intelligence team to see if the Police are aware of 
significant problems. My concern is that the issues being raised by members of the public 
actually relate to what is currently the legitimate use of fireworks by other residents in their 
gardens and also the noise from organised displays. 

Public firework displays are not licensed by the local authority. The use of fireworks is not a 
licensable activity under the Licensing Act 2003 and therefore the district councils have no 
powers in law to require any public firework display to take any particular steps. People 
undertaking public displays obviously have to ensure the health and safety of those 
attending and any civil law duty of care they may have to those in the vicinity. 

Currently there is a noise limit for fireworks sold via retail of 120Db. These controls came 
into force in 2004. Before this date, a proportion of fireworks sold by retail were louder. The 
120Db limit does not apply to “display only” fireworks which may be significantly louder, 
although we are told that many fireworks used in displays are of the categories where the 
120Db requirement applies.

Fireworks for retail sale must be manufactured to a specific European standard (EN 15947,) 
and it is a criminal offence to supply fireworks that do not comply. Having the noise levels 
reduced would require changes to the international standard for the product which clearly is 
not something at Worcestershire County Council can require. Whilst appreciating the 
sentiments expressed by Cllr Roberts in relation to whether such products are inherently 
unsafe in the hands of members of the public, the assumption in law is that fireworks 
manufactured to the relevant standard if used in the way indicated in their instructions 
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should be reasonably safe. Removing fireworks from public sale would need changes to 
national legislation which again the County Council cannot deliver. 

It seems clear from the level of interest created in this issue by the RSPCA’s notice of 
motion campaign that they and similar organisations are more than capable of continuing to 
lobby for changes to the law as outlined by both members. Given that there is a clear divide 
within the public as to the appropriateness of the use of fireworks, it does not seem 
appropriate for this local authority to use its limited resources to further promote change.

Members should be aware that the publicity around this question has led to one local 
licensed retailer writing to Trading Standards to express his concerns regarding the debate 
around this subject. He said he understood the concerns of pet owners but points out that 
the majority of retailers are responsible and he provides instructions and safety advice to 
his customers.  He also points out that most small-scale organised displays use only retail 
level fireworks and that a ban on the public sale of fireworks would mean the end of 
displays for 1000’s of clubs and charities across the country. This would include bodies like 
school PTA’s, Roundtables, sports clubs, pubs and community events many of which have 
been safely run for many years. He stated that whilst there may be a perception that 
fireworks are in constant use, his business still makes the majority of its sales at the 
traditional period and New Year, with very limited sales at other times.

This is a matter that goes well beyond the remit of local government and sits fairly and 
squarely with Parliament as it is something that impacts across the nation. The Petitions 
Committee in Parliament looked at the issue of fireworks last year with input from a range of 
experts from the Health and Safety Executive, Trading Standards, Environmental Health, 
the National Police Chiefs Council and the National Fire Chiefs Council, as well as those 
calling for change. The Committee felt that an outright ban on sales of fireworks to the 
public risked unintended consequences including a black market in the products, however it 
did recommend that:

 The Government and agencies must collate and publish data on problems 
associated with fireworks in a consistent way, to facilitate local responses.

 Legislation must be introduced to empower local authorities to tackle this issue head 
on, so permits can be introduced in communities where the irresponsible use of 
fireworks is a particular problem for residents.

 Many consumer fireworks are packaged in a way that will appeal to children, 
creating a risk that children could be tempted to play or tamper with fireworks stored 
in the home. The Government should act swiftly to remove this risk through new 
packaging regulations.

 The Government needs to review the decibel level limit of consumer fireworks, with 
animal welfare in mind, with a view to setting a workable reduced decibel limit that 
would diminish the risks to animals' health.

 The Government should act quickly to close a loophole around the storage by 
retailers of up to 5kg of fireworks without a licence. It should also conduct review of 
online sales of fireworks, particularly over social media, establishing a strategy to 
tackle illegal online sales.

 The Government must fund and coordinate major, national awareness campaigns, 
from October 2020 and annually thereafter, on responsible use of fireworks to raise 
awareness of the dangers of fireworks for those with health conditions such as 
PTSD or Autism Spectrum Disorder.

Given that these matters have been raised on the Parliamentary agenda, it is clear that 
residents should really direct their concerns about such matters to our local MPs if they 
have strong feelings about these issues as they are matters for them and their colleagues in 
the two Houses of Parliament to resolve.
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Supplementary question
Could the Cabinet Member help Council to form a view based on professional and public 
opinion and use this to help the Government build a full picture to bring an end to the 
indiscriminate use of powerful loud fireworks in residential areas? Lucy Hodgson responded 
that she would liaise with the Head of Regulatory Services to consider what could be done 
to address public concerns about the use of fireworks.

QUESTION 2 – Mr R M Udall will ask Lucy Hodgson:

"Will the Cabinet Member with Responsibility agree the period between October and the 
New Year is frequently disturbed by the indiscriminate misuse of fireworks, which not only 
harm pets, farm animals and children, but also significantly disturb and upset military 
veterans and others who are suffering from PTSD.  

Would she be able to use her powers as the Cabinet Member responsible for Trading 
Standards, to actively promote a public awareness campaign about the impact of fireworks 
on animal welfare and vulnerable people – including the precautions that can be taken to 
mitigate risks, to write to the UK Government urging them to introduce legislation to limit the 
maximum noise level of fireworks to 90dB for those sold to both the public and for private 
displays and to encourage local suppliers of fireworks to stock ‘quieter’ fireworks for public 
display.  

In addition, would she agree to investigate and support a possible ban on the use of 
Fireworks which have a noise level in excess of 90db on all Worcestershire County Council 
owned property?”

Answer 

I will give you the same answer as I have given Cllr Roberts but not repeat it again.

I have spoken with officers and they have said any permission granted to use County 
owned land for the use of a public firework display would need to be subject to a licence 
agreement permitting the temporary use, we don't generally get requests for this type of 
activity. The countryside service does have a policy for Chinese lantern which states that 
they are not permitted on countryside service land. At present there are no plans to include 
use and type of fireworks particularly for public displays of fireworks which are often held in 
the grounds of local schools and these are always well advertised in the local communities.

Supplementary question
Would the Cabinet Member consider the establishment of a Member Advisory Group to 
investigate the matter further and report back to Cabinet regarding what action could be 
undertaken to promote public protection and how to campaign for legislative change? Lucy 
Hodgson responded that she would be willing to speak to partner organisations and would 
encourage everyone to lobby their MPs because this was a national issue.

QUESTION 3 – Mr P Denham will ask Alan Amos:

"First Bus have changed the routes of services 36 and 38 so that they no longer stop close 
to the main entrance to Worcestershire Royal Hospital. First Bus says that County Council 
officers were consulted and supported this decision, despite the obvious impact on 
passengers with limited mobility and other disabilities.

Does the Cabinet Member support this decision, especially given the fact that service 36 is 
subsidised, and why was the county equalities officer not consulted, since we have a duty 
to take into account the needs of disabled residents?

Why were members not consulted prior to this decision?"
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Answer 

I thank Councillor Denham for his question.
 
The 38 service is a commercial service and I fully acknowledge that this is a vital service 
linking the hospital and surrounding areas with the City Centre.  The primary reason for the 
commercial change was that First Buses were unable to maintain a reliable service due to 
congestion issues on the hospital site.  
 
As part of the recently adopted Worcestershire Passenger Transport Strategy, provision of 
routes to our hospitals is a top priority for us so I was determined to maintain a bus service 
to the hospital. Indeed, I can now confirm to Council that, but for my intervention (working 
closely with officers) last year when First Buses threatened to remove the no. 38 service 
altogether, this service would no longer be running. On this particular issue of changing the 
bus stops, we again worked closely with First Buses to avoid a total withdrawal of the no. 38 
and minimise any impact on passengers.  The outcome is that the no. 38 will be maintained 
at its current frequency of every 15 minutes (every 20 minutes in the evening), albeit with 
the detriment of an additional 30m distance to the main hospital entrance.  I recognise that 
this is not a perfect solution, but it does mean that there is a service, which is more reliable 
and commercially stable for all our residents.
 
The same issues have affected the reliability and timing of the no.36 service.
 
The relevant Cabinet Members and Local Members directly affected by the changes made 
by First Buses were informed, together with the reasons for them.  I do appreciate that other 
Local Members may be interested in the changes and officers will ensure that they are 
updated.
 
We did not carry out an assessment of Equality impact because this change was instigated 
by First Buses who did not require County Council approval for the changes to these 
services.  We were ‘supportive’ only insofar as we were concerned to ensure that a full 
service is maintained.  I am aware that there has been an increase in the walking distance 
from the hospital to the bus stop, but we had to balance this with the need to keep a service 
at all given that the current on-going congestion on the hospital site – which shows no sign 
whatsoever of any improvement - has completely undermined the provision of a punctual 
and reliable service for all buses serving the hospital.  The Council’s Equality Adviser was 
not approached because the value of the service is recognised and there has, in any case, 
been limited opportunity to influence the way in which it is delivered.  
 
Furthermore, in discussions with First Buses, when they were asked if additional funding 
and/or a subsidy would resolve the situation, the company confirmed that even if this were 
provided, it would still not solve the punctuality/reliability issues because they will still be 
prone to the endemic and inherent congestion on the hospital site over which neither they 
nor the County Council has any control, despite the County Council’s very proactive role in 
this matter over recent years when we have convened meetings with the hospital 
management and bus company to try and find a solution to the congestion there which, 
unfortunately, have not been successful.
 
And, at this point, I think we should acknowledge the work done by First Buses to find the 
best solution possible in the light of the almost impossible congestion on the hospital site. 
By working to find a better location for the stop, First Buses have tried to ensure the 
maintenance of a reliable service by cutting out avoidable delays from cars and 
ambulances. I understand that buses also stop at the bus shelter by the A & E entrance and 
by the new oncology suite.
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I hope Members will agree that we have considered the impact both on passengers and 
traffic management and have come up with a workable solution.

Supplementary question
Given the impact of this change on disabled passengers, would it have been appropriate to 
refer the matter to the Council’s Equality Adviser? Alan Amos responded that the Council 
had been made aware of all the circumstances behind the changes made by First Bus and 
had no option but to accept their decision. In these circumstance, consultation with the 
Council’s Equality Adviser would have had no bearing on the eventual outcome.

QUESTION 4 – Mrs F M Oborski will ask Alan Amos:

“The 291 and 292 Bus Services which link Kidderminster to Cleobury Mortimer and Ludlow 
and are jointly subsidised by Worcestershire County Council and Shropshire Council have 
recently been retendered with Yarrantons being awarded the one service and Diamond the 
other. Shropshire Council has now said that, due to traffic congestion regularly causing 
delays to the services within Kidderminster and Bewdley, the timings of the services need to 
be revisited. Currently both services travel up Bewdley Hill on their way out of 
Kidderminster.

When the timings are revisited please could the Cabinet Member explore, with Shropshire 
colleagues and the Bus Operators, the possibility of diverting one of the two Services via 
the Habberley estate to restore a regular service to residents in that area? Such a diversion 
would add a maximum of 10 minutes to the journey time but would enable several hundred 
residents to be able to travel to work and college in Kidderminster by public transport and 
would also facilitate their access to the rebuilt Kidderminster Railway Station.”

Answer
 
I thank Councillor Oborski for her question.
 
The 291 service is wholly subsided by the County Council and the 292 is subsidised in 
conjunction with Shropshire County Council.
 
We have explored the issues raised previously following the withdrawal of the Diamond 
service no. 2 from the Habberley Estate and at that time alternative services were available 
in addition to a Community Transport Bus.
 
We are now reviewing the 292 timetable to improve its reliability.  The aspiration for the 292 
is to maintain a regular two-hourly service between Kidderminster and Ludlow and, for the 
291, a one-and-a-half-hour service between Kidderminster and Tenbury Wells.   Both 
services require one vehicle to provide the service.  If we were to add the Habberley Estate 
to the route now, this would increase the time by approximately 10-15 minutes, which would 
impact on the full timetable and require additional resource and thus cost implications.  We 
are, however, working with Community Transport operators to improve service provision 
and provide additional journeys where appropriate.   
 
Whilst local bus providers are not interested in increasing provision to serve the Habberley 
Estate, our new Passenger Transport Strategy is designed to provide as wide a network as 
possible, serving as many locations as possible, and with as few geographical gaps as 
possible, by using Community Transport instead where bus services cannot be available. 
Therefore, I can confirm to Cllr Oborski that with some further detailed investigation, it may 
well be possible to increase the provision of Community Transport to serve the Habberley 
Estate with an additional service. Therefore, if she would like to present me with a more 
detailed case, I will look sympathetically to see how we can enhance the existing provision. 
 
I do hope she will be happy with this very good offer to resolve this matter.
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Supplementary question
How was the Cabinet Member going to achieve the Council’s green objective of getting 
people out of their vehicles if the Council was unable to provide a bus service in an urban 
area? Alan Amos responded that there could be more money available to provide additional 
bus services through the Habberley Estate.

QUESTION 5 – Mr R C Lunn will ask Alan Amos:

“Following on from previous questions on this matter, would the Cabinet Member with 
Responsibility be prepared to allow a trial of 20mph speed limits in Batchley Road and 
adjoining roads and also the roads of Smallwood in central Redditch? If so, how quickly 
could this be implemented?”

Answer

I thank Councillor Lunn for his Question and his subsequent e-mail to me about it.
 
The context of this issue is that a two-year pilot scheme was carried out in Rubery in 2018 
and the results from that, and lessons learned from other Authorities, informed our current 
Policy. Inter alia, the Pilot confirmed that a 20mph limit did not result in a significant 
reduction in vehicle speeds and made very little difference to accident levels, thereby 
suggesting that there were no real benefits. Indeed, in some cases, speeds actually 
increased.

Our policy states that we will fully consider all key factors when making decisions on local 
speed limits, including the history of collisions; road geometry and engineering; road 
function i.e. 20mph limits should not apply to through or feeder routes; the composition of 
road users (including existing and potential levels of vulnerable road users); existing traffic 
speeds; the road environment and the view of West Mercia Police.  
 
A key element to consider is that a signed 20mph zone should have 85th percentile speeds 
of no higher than 24mph.The Police are very clear that they would not expect an 
appropriate 20mph speed limit to require enforcement in order to achieve compliance. (the 
85th percentile speed is a speed which 85% of the vehicles are not exceeding). To ensure 
that a 20mph is self-enforcing, speed reducing engineering and other features are normally 
required, which are usually costly since they will involve investigative works, survey works, 
public consultation and engagement, statutory legal process, design and construction
 
The County Council will consider 20mph speed limits
 

 outside schools through advisory limits (subject to an appraisal process); 
 at collision cluster sites with appropriate engineering to ensure enforcement by 

design; 
 in connection with major projects as appropriate; and 
 for all new residential development through appropriate design.

 
Highways are unaware of any specific speeding issues in Batchley Road - and adjoining 
roads - and in Smallwood, but I will be pleased to undertake speed surveys to fully 
understand the situation at this location and any potential problems.  I am also happy to 
examine any personal injury accident data. I would suggest that Cllr Lunn and I then meet 
with officers to analyse the results of the data and look at the options at that point.
If he is happy with that, I will get on and organize the collection of the data.

Supplementary question
The Cabinet Member was encouraged to look at the 20 mph scheme that operated in 
similar neighbourhoods in Portsmouth.
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