FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 2000/ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION REGULATIONS 2004 
Your request for information has now been considered and the Council’s response to your questions is shown below.

You asked:
I am looking into the case of Bindu Parmar https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/articles/ce3nd1wjkl5o.

    

I am sending this request under the Freedom of Information Act to ask for the following information.     

1. Under Cape v Dring, I am entitled to all documents pertaining to this case which you legal council disclosed the original employment tribunal on 2023 and your two appeal hearings [EAT and Court of Appeal]. Lady Hale said, "The default position should be to grant access to documents placed before a judge and referred to by a party at trial unless there was a good reason not to do so." And "there is no good reason not to do so". Please supply these unredacted under open justice and public interest. Please supply these as PDFs.

2. Please supply the internal investigation report into this case without redactions under the FOIA since these should be in any court bundles. Please supply these as PDFs.

3. Please give me the legal costs for the internal investigation or at the very least the number of staff involved in the process and the number of hours/days they spent from the moment Bindu Parmar began her complaint under FOIA.

4. Please breakdown the legal costs for the initial employment tribunal, the employment tribunal appeal and the Court of Appeal under FOIA. By breakdown I mean in-house legal fees, external solicitor fees, external counsel fees. 

5. Since this is a race discrimination case, please supply me with a tabulated breakdown of staff by grade and ethnicity of that grade on 31 December 2021 and as of the 24 July 2025 at Leicester City Council. To avoid breaching GDPR rules, should staff be FEWER than five in a particular ethnicity at a particular grade use an asterix [e.g., Grade 15/Asian/*]. 

I am requesting this information because I cannot find it on your website.      
Leicester City Council holds some of the information you have requested.
1. Under Cape v Dring, I am entitled to all documents pertaining to this case which you legal council disclosed the original employment tribunal on 2023 and your two appeal hearings [EAT and Court of Appeal]. Lady Hale said, "The default position should be to grant access to documents placed before a judge and referred to by a party at trial unless there was a good reason not to do so." And "there is no good reason not to do so". Please supply these unredacted under open justice and public interest. Please supply these as PDFs.
The case of Cape v Dring relates to an application under Part 5.4C Civil Procedure Rules, which applies to the supply of documents to a non-party from court records. It is not relevant for disclosure of documents under Freedom of Information Act 2000.

The Council applies s32(1) FOIA which states: 
1. Information held by a public authority is exempt information if it is held only by virtue of being contained in—
(a)any document filed with, or otherwise placed in the custody of, a court for the purposes of proceedings in a particular cause or matter,

(b)any document served upon, or by, a public authority for the purposes of proceedings in a particular cause or matter, or

(c)any document created by—

(i)a court, or

(ii)a member of the administrative staff of a court,

for the purposes of proceedings in a particular cause or matter.
The requested documents were all filed with a Court (being the Employment Tribunal, Employment Appeal Tribunal and Court of Appeal) for the purposes of proceedings in relation to a particular matter. As such, s32(1)(a) clearly applies. 

This is an absolute exemption and therefore the Public Interest Test is not required. 
2. Please supply the internal investigation report into this case without redactions under the FOIA since these should be in any court bundles. Please supply these as PDFs.
The Council does not hold this information.  There was no internal investigation report prepared following the Disciplinary Investigation held in the early part of 2021.

3. Please give me the legal costs for the internal investigation or at the very least the number of staff involved in the process and the number of hours/days they spent from the moment Bindu Parmar began her complaint under FOIA.
There are no legal costs for the internal investigation. Legal Services were not involved in this stage of the matter, and in any event their costs are not recorded or  internally recharged.
There were 13 staff involved
Investigatory Managers - 2 

HR Advisor 

And 10 witnesses were interviewed as part of the investigation.

Approximately 8 hours and 15 minutes of time was spent in formally arranged meetings and separately interviewing witnesses. 
4. Please breakdown the legal costs for the initial employment tribunal, the employment tribunal appeal and the Court of Appeal under FOIA. By breakdown I mean in-house legal fees, external solicitor fees, external counsel fees. 
Whilst this particular litigation has concluded there are other linked proceedings ongoing. 

Disclosure of the amount spent to date would compromise the Council’s litigation strategy. Releasing the sums of money spent on any individual case could impact upon the future conduct of those proceedings and result in rising costs to the Council.  The Council considers there is a strong public interest in avoiding likely prejudice, and, consequently, that withholding the figures outweighs the public interest in providing the costs.
Therefore, this letter constitutes a refusal notice under Section 17.1 of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 because an exemption under Section 31 of the Act is being applied – Law Enforcement.
Section 31(1)(c) – Law Enforcement 

1) Information which is not exempt information by virtue of section 30 is exempt information if its disclosure under this Act would, or would be likely to, prejudice –

c) The administration of justice 
5. Since this is a race discrimination case, please supply me with a tabulated breakdown of staff by grade and ethnicity of that grade on 31 December 2021 and as of the 24 July 2025 at Leicester City Council. To avoid breaching GDPR rules, should staff be FEWER than five in a particular ethnicity at a particular grade use an asterix [e.g., Grade 15/Asian/*]. 

Please see data requested on Open Data: Employees - Grade, Gender and Ethnicity — Leicester Open Data
The data evidences steady progress in our efforts to build a more inclusive and representative workforce, with particular success seen in middle management roles.

Please note, when we map non LG grades (such as teachers, youth workers and soulbury grades) to the equivalent Local Government (LG) pay grades. Since 2021 of the 17 grades groups, 65% have seen an increase in representation from minority ethnic backgrounds. 

The percentage point changes across grades indicate a clear trend: representation has improved most significantly within the middle tiers of the organisation - specifically from LG Grade 04 through LG Grade 13- where we have a greater volume of posts and historically experience higher staff turnover. This combination of factors has provided more frequent opportunities to promote talent into these roles, particularly from underrepresented groups, as part of our targeted internal progression strategies.

The most substantial increases in representation are seen in: 

· LG Grade 05 (+8%)

·  LG Grade 11 (+5%)

·  LG Grade 13 (+12%) 

These increases align with our EDI strategies and interventions including blind shortlisting, internal first campaigns and mandatory EDI/Unconscious bias training for recruiting managers and panel members.  

By contrast, we continue to see more modest or negative changes at the lowest and highest ends of the pay structure:

· At the lowest grades (NMW: -12%), we’ve seen a reduction, which reflects not only some attrition and reduced recruitment at these levels, but also positive progression from entry-to-employment roles into permanent positions within the organisation. This movement into more stable and higher-graded roles is a sign that our efforts to create clear pathways from entry-level to sustained employment are having a meaningful impact.

· At the highest levels (Senior Management: -11%), opportunities to improve representation remain limited due to lower turnover and fewer positions becoming available.

This data reinforces our understanding that the middle of the organisation provides the most dynamic and impactful space for change. Our approach has recognised this and focused effort where it can yield the greatest return- in terms of both equity and progression. While challenges remain at the senior level, the gains in middle management demonstrate that our initiatives are working and provide a strong foundation on which to build further.

We remain committed to creating an equitable organisation at every level and will continue to invest in actions that sustain and accelerate this progress.
Therefore, this letter constitutes a refusal notice under Section 17.1 of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 because an exemption under Section 21 of the Act is being applied – Information accessible by other means.
21 Information accessible to applicant by other means.

(1)Information which is reasonably accessible to the applicant otherwise than under section 1 is exempt information.

You may re-use the information under an Open Government Licence.
If you are dissatisfied with the handling of your request, please write, explaining your grounds of appeal, to: 

Internal Review

Information Governance & Risk
Email: info.requests@leicester.gov.uk
