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CALL IN COMMITTEE 
 
 

13 JULY 2021 
 

 
 
Present: 
 
 
Witnesses 
in 
attendance: 
 

Councillors: M Allen, S Caudwell, S Davis, M Gough, R Grinsell, 
Mrs D Holl-Allen MBE and K Thomas 
 
Cllr R Holt Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Children, Education and Skills 
Cllr J Hamilton Signatory to the Call-In Notice 
Cllr L McCarthy Signatory to the Call-In Notice 
 

Officers: Tim Browne (Acting Director for Children Services) 
Jane Game Democratic Services and Scrutiny Manager 
 

  
 

1. ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN  
 
Nominations were requested for a Councillor to act as the Chairman for this 
meeting of the Call-In Committee. 

 
Councillor Mrs Holl-Allen proposed Cllr Gough, and this was seconded by Cllr 
Davis. 
 
No further nominations were received and Cllr Gough was duly appointed 
Chairman for this meeting. 
 

RESOLVED: 
That Councillor Gough be appointed as Chairman for this meeting of the 
Call-In Committee. 

 
2. APOLOGIES  

 
None received, but it was noted that Cllr Brain one of the signatories to the 
Call-In request was unwell and would not be participating in the meeting. 
 

3. DECLARATIONS OF PECUNIARY OR CONFLICTING INTERESTS FROM 
MEMBERS  
 
None received. 
 

4. QUESTIONS AND DEPUTATIONS  
 
None received. 
 

5. SCRUTINY CALL IN PROCEDURE NOTE  
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The Scrutiny Call-In procedure was noted. 
 

6. CALL IN NOTICE  
 
 

The full Call-In notice was attached to the main agenda, which set out in detail 
the reasons for the Call-In. 
 
Councillors Hamilton and Laura McCarthy two of the signatories to the Call-In 
request were in attendance and addressed the Committee and made a number 
of points which is summary included: 
 

 The signatories to Call-In request stressed that the Call-In had not been 
politically motived, they recognised the need for this kind of provision 
and they supported the principle of creating 6th day provision; 
 

 The key points of concern were over the lack of due diligence, poor 
consultation and the procedure not being honest and transparent as 
detailed in the Call-In notice; 
 

 Reference was made to a conflict of interest regarding the report author 
who was a Trustee and former Director of Solihull Academy Trust, which 
had not been formally declared in the report; 
 

 There was concern that the consultation undertaken was done by 
Solihull Academy (SA), who would be running the facility, and not the 
Council, and only focussed on the merits of 6th day provision and not the 
location of the provision. It was felt there should have been a much wider 
consultation which should have included the location of the new 
provision i.e. Castle Bromwich Youth Centre (YC). In particular Castle 
Bromwich Junior School (CBJS) should have been consulted, given their 
proximity to the site and the emergency access they shared with the YC; 
 

 There was concern that by using YC this would result in a loss of a 
community facility in an area were community amenities were limited; 
 

 The signatories felt that the report presented to the Cabinet Member fall 
short on detail. Very little was provided as to which alternative sites had 
been considered and the reasons why these sites had been ruled out. It 
was noted that SA was committed to enhancing and supporting the 
development of opportunities for young people, with a youth offer, but 
this should have been formalised in the report presented to the Cabinet 
Member; 
 

 There was a question as to why the decision could not have been 
deferred to allow for a proper consultation to be undertaken on the 
proposed site location. The report considered by the Cabinet Member in 
May referenced the fact that SA were prepared to make alternative 
interim arrangements if the September 2021 time line was missed; 
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 The point was made that the consultation that the Cabinet Member 
agreed to add to his decision on 26 May had still not taken place; and 
 

 The signatories referenced the impact this decision had, had on the local 
community and in particular CBJS. A feeling of animosity had been 
created over the lack of consultation and clarity and trust in the Council 
had been undermined. 

 
The Chairman thanked Cllrs Hamilton and Laura McCarthy for their 
presentation and invited the Committee to ask any questions. 
 
Some Members of the Call-In Committee noted that a consultation on the 
provision had taken place and received support. It was pointed out that the 
Cabinet Member in making the decision on 26 May, had included the proviso 
that further engagement with CBJS would be undertaken.  
 
It was also noted that if Planning Committee approval was required, this would 
result in a much wider consultation. 
 
Cllr McCarthy emphasised the point that prior to the decision session the 
opposition spokespersons were not aware that the consultation had not been 
undertaken by the Council or the location had not been included. Cllr McCarthy 
felt there was a lack of transparency, and CBJS were not consulted, even 
though Officers had settled on the YC site in March. With regard to Planning 
Committee involvement, this would take even more time, and therefore provide 
an opportunity for further consultation. 
 
In responding to questions concerning the cost of the provision and whether 
there was duplication between what Summerfield currently provided and what 
this new provision would provide, the Cabinet Member confirmed the cost was 
different, as was the provision. SA would provide a 20 week intensive 
programme for pupils who would then transition to another education setting, 
Summerfield was a destination in itself. The extra cost associated with SA 
provision was due to the specialist nature of the provision to be provided. 
 

7. REPORTS CONSIDERED BY THE CABINET PORTFOLIO HOLDER FOR 
CHILDREN, EDUCATION AND SKILLS AND DECISION TABLE  
 
The report considered by the Cabinet Member for Children, Education and 
Skills along with the formal decision made was available for the Call-In 
Committee to consider and noted. 
 

8. STATEMENT PROVIDED BY CABINET PORTFOLIO HOLDER FOR 
CHILDREN, EDUCATION AND SKILLS IN RESPONSE TO THE GROUNDS 
OUTLINED IN THE CALL IN NOTICE  
 
The Chairman invited the Cabinet Member for Children, Education and Skills to 
respond to the Call-In notice. 
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In responding the Cabinet Member made a number of points which is summary 
included: 
 

 The Cabinet Member stated that the decision he made was reasonable, 
having taken into consideration all the relevant facts, it was neither 
illogical or perverse; 
 

 The Cabinet Member advised that there was no formal duty to consult 
with CBJS or the wider community regarding the site, prior to the 
decision being made. The building being used was within the ownership 
of the portfolio and being repurposed; 
 

 However, CBJS was informed in January 2021, that the YC site was 
under consideration along with a number of other sites, but was subject 
to a final decision; 
 

 Subsequently CBJS was informed in May prior to the Cabinet Member 
decision that the YC site had been selected for 6th day provision; 
 

 The Cabinet Member confirmed that he had received correspondence 
from CBJS and the parish council regarding concerns over lack of 
consultation, but the Cabinet Member was of the view that the 
consultation that had been undertaken was adequate, but amended the 
decision to authorise officers to carry out further consultation and 
engagement with CBJS and local partners; 
 

 The Cabinet Member stressed that Officers did not have the power to 
engage in public consultation without prior political approval. Due to the 
Call-In this had prevented further consultation with CBJS, but if the 
decision made was up held by the Call-In Committee then further 
discussion with CBJS could take place and their concerns could be 
addressed; 
 

 The Cabinet Member confirmed that SA had undertaken consultation on 
a 6th day provision offer, along with a change in the age range for SA 
increasing the number of pupils on roll. No site had been included as no 
political decision had been made at that stage. All primary and 
secondary Head teachers had been consulted, including the Head 
teacher at CBJS; 
 

 The Cabinet Member was of the view that consultation had been 
adequate, with further discussion and engagement with parties affected 
authorised as part of the decision made on 26 May 2021; 
 

 With regard to the openness and transparency of the decision made the 
Cabinet Member stated the decision was open and transparent. With 
regard to an alleged conflict of interest by an officer this point had been 
discussed in full at the decision session, and the Cabinet Member 
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confirmed his view at that time, which remained unchanged, there was 
no conflict of interest. No officer had abused their position to advance 
the interest of another school, and there was no pecuniary interest 
gained. The Cabinet Member reminded all those present that SA held 
charitable status; 
 

 The Cabinet Member assured the Committee that the report author had 
been supervised at all times by senior officers, and it was inconceivable 
that an officer would be able to promote a personal agenda, in the way 
suggested. The Cabinet Member also advised that officers in the 
Directorate were encouraged to build up governance relationships with 
all schools, as this promoted partnership and collaborative working 
between Head teachers and the Council. These relationships were not 
commonly reported in Cabinet reports; 
 

 The Cabinet Member advised he would welcome the use of the new 
provision being used for community use and he would actively 
encourage SA to do this; 
 

 The Cabinet Member stressed the main focus of the report before him 
on 26 May 2021 was to deliver a key Council priority of providing 6th day 
provision and not the options for alternative use of the YC, for which 
officers had established there were no other competing demands for the 
site; 
 

 With regard to the clarity of aims and desired outcomes the Cabinet 
Member confirmed that SA’ s current capacity was for 110 pupils in 
years 9 to 11. Council records showed that there were currently 92 
pupils on roll, with further places commissioned and funded by schools 
in accordance with the established funding model. It was confirmed that 
SA took students from across the borough and out of borough; 
 

 SA is currently a destination provision, and would not lend itself to what 
was needed for a student who required short term assessment and 
intervention, without adversely impacting on those students already at 
SA. It was also confirmed that with the expansion of the age range of SA 
to include years 7 and 8 there was not enough space on the current site, 
to accommodate 6th day provision; 
 

 The 6th day provision would be more of a bespoke offer which would be 
targeted and timely, with an emphasis on intervention, rather than being 
a long term destination; 
 

 The YC would remain in Council ownership and leased to SA, in the 
same way as all academy buildings which are owned by the LA; 
 

 The Cabinet Member confirmed that the YC had been considered as 
possible location for SEMH provision, but a group of Head teachers, 
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including the Head of CBJS, had agreed the site would not be suitable 
for such provision; 

 

 Due to the limit of capital funding available, to build new would be too 
expensive so the preference was to extend an existing facility or change 
of use. The Cabinet Member confirmed that across the Council officers 
were asked to consider possible site options based on suitability, 
practicability and financial viability; 
 

 During the meeting the Cabinet Member listed 8 alternate sites which 
had been considered and detailed the reasons why they had been ruled 
out; and 
 

 The Cabinet Member again explained the difference in cost between 6th 
day provision and Summerfield, emphasising that the focused transition 
model came at a higher price. It was hoped that this crucial intervention 
strategy would reduce the number of pupils who had to be placed in out 
of borough independent provision which could cost between £50k to 
£200k per pupil, rather than the proposed £30k by SA. 
 

In conclusion the Cabinet Member advised Members that he had all the 
available information to make a rational and informed decision. The issues 
raised within the Call-In notice had been addressed at the decision session, 
including those issues raised by CBJS and the parish council.  
 
The Cabinet Member stressed that there was considerable work to do to make 
the 6th day provision a reality, including engagement with CBJS and the wider 
community regarding their concerns and what mitigation could be put in place. 
This was all part of the normal process and did not make the original decision 
flawed. The proposed site was clearly within the Portfolio’s domain and the only 
site available. 
 
The Cabinet Member warned that the risk to young people in danger of being 
excluded could not be underestimated. The Council had a duty to provide them 
with an education and support they need. The provision being discussed would 
provide a positive pathway to a new destination for vulnerable young people. 
 
It was also the Cabinet Members intention to see the benefits from the 
refurbishment of the site were to the mutual benefit of the community. The 
Cabinet Member reiterated that his decision was reasonable and properly 
made. 
 
The Chairman than invited the Call-In Committee to ask questions of the 
Cabinet Member, which in summary included: 
 

 The Cabinet Member confirmed that the 6th day provision was not a 
duplication of what Summerfield was doing. The 6th day provision was 
based on a 20 week programme, after which the pupil would transition to 
another school. It would provide short term intervention and assessment, 
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which would also meet the Council’s statutory duty to provide education 
on the 6th day of a pupil being excluded; 
 

 The Cabinet Member confirmed that there had been previous 
discussions with CBJS regarding the use of the YC so they were aware 
of what was being considered, but until a political decision had been 
made officers did not have the authority to enter into a public 
consultation; 
 

 The Cabinet Member advised that CBJS had, had their own plans for the 
YC site but did not have the capital funds to progress these; 
 

 Officers confirmed that typically leases to academy trusts are for 125 
years, and there would be a number of clauses to protect the interests of 
the Council. Officers advised that the alternative sites could have been 
listed in the report, and likewise the opposition spokespersons could 
have asked for this information and it would have been provided; 
 

 With regard to SA advertising a job vacancy in connection with this 
provision, before a formal decision was made by the Cabinet Member, 
Officers advised this would have been a decision taken by SA to do this 
and to do so would be to advertise at SA own risk; 
 
 

 With regard to a planning application having to be made, officers were 
unsure whether this would be needed as it would be dependent on the 
level of work needed to be done; 
 

 Given the time frame of September was unlikely to be met now, the 
question of deferment was raised again. The Cabinet Member 
referenced his early points about vulnerable children and waiting not 
being in their best interests; and 
 

 With regard to where these children go now Members were advised it 
was Summerfield or an expensive out of borough placement. 

 
On establishing there were no further questions the Chairman reminded 
Members of the key tests that had to be applied, were all the relevant facts 
taken into account by the Cabinet Member when reaching a decision and was 
the decision reasonable under the circumstances. 
 
On voting 4 Members agreed with the statements above, no one voted against 
and there were 3 abstentions. 
 

 
 

7.40 pm 


