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HEALTH & ADULT SOCIAL CARE SCRUTINY BOARD  
4th JANUARY 2016 

 
BUDGET FRAMEWORK 2016/17 – 2018/19 
 
 In introducing this report, the Chairman highlighted that this was the regular annual 
budget framework report that outlines the budget framework for areas within the 
Board’s remit. She indicated that Members had already had chance to consider the 
proposed savings and the impact on the Medium Term Financial Strategy (MTFS) as 
part of Members Budget seminar held in December 2015. She advised that their 
comments and recommendations would be fed into Resources and Delivering Value 
Scrutiny Board.  
 
The Assistant Director of Adult Social Care and Finance Manager for Communities & 
Adult Social Care presented the joint report of Director of Communities and Adult 
Social Care and the Director of Resources & Deputy Chief Executive. The Scrutiny 
Board were asked to consider the proposed savings for 2018/19, changes to savings 
in 2016/17 & 2017/18 and fees/charges schedule for 2016/17.   As part of their 
presentation they highlighted that there was harsher settlement from Government 
than what had been expected and this had called for an extraordinary Budget 
Strategy Working Group meeting to further consider the implications. However, the 
Local Authority’s three-year budget setting approach enabled it to be better equipped 
to deal with harsher times. They provided some detail around the Appendices and 
the fact that there would be a 0% uplift in the proposed fees/charges to reflect the 
fact that CPI is so low. The Scrutiny Board was asked to comment on this report.  
 
A Member raised a concern that the most significant savings proposals was the 
substantial amount of funding cut from the Voluntary and Community Sector 
contracts in 2018-19, and how this would affect overall plans as Local Authority were 
likely to be more reliant on them in years to come. In response, the Assistant Director 
for Adult Social Services acknowledged that the savings proposed were substantial 
but felt that there was scope to make efficiencies through having smaller, more 
manageable contracts that were more outcomes-focused. She advised that a review 
would be undertaken, every contract would be critically analysed for effectiveness of 
service delivered and outcomes achieved.  
 
Members raised a number of further issues, questions and observations; 
 

 Whether the Adult Social Care budget was ring-fenced and whether the Adult 
Social Care precept would be ring fenced 

 The implications of Continuing Healthcare Commissioning (CHC) 

 The implications of proposed savings around Extra Care Housing 

 The nature of what was being proposed in respect of fairer charging 

 Whether the Assistive Technology strategy had worked 
 
In response, the Assistant Director of Adult Social Services and the Senior Finance 
Manager provided the following information:- 
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 Adult Social Care budget was not fully ring-fenced but required constant 
monitoring to manage the demands as it was acknowledged as being a very 
pressurised budget.  It was felt that moving towards a systems-based approach 
would better identify where resources were best placed. The Adult Social Care 
precept must be ring fenced when introduced by Councils in 2016/17. 

 

 Continuing Healthcare commissioning was likely to lead to more appropriate 
commissioning with health and social care partners working together across the 
systems and service user pathways.  

 

 As a result of the new Extra Care Housing development being built on the 
Sunhaven site ahead of schedule, savings were likely to be realised in the 
2017/18 which meant that this would be accounted for in 2018-19 

 

 Fairer charging will be considered by the Cabinet Member for Health and 
Wellbeing in January’s meeting and was likely to mean that savings would be 
realised earlier on 2016/17.  

 

 It is fair to say that Directorate may have over-estimated the amount of savings 
that could be generated from the increased use of Assistive Technology. It had 
been successful to some extent as more than £200,000 of savings had been 
generated to-date. However, further impact will be more indirect rather than 
direct. The key is to ensure that other departments have awareness of assistive 
technology and can advise service-users accordingly.  

 
The Chairman summarised the debate and indicated that the Scrutiny Board would 
like to keep a watching brief on the development of the Community and Voluntary 
Sector review.  
 
 RESOLVED 
 (i). The Scrutiny Board noted Appendices, A, B and C including the  proposed 
fees and charges 
 (ii). The Scrutiny Board consider at a future meeting the community and 
 voluntary sector review and implications for Adult Social Care  
 (iii). The Scrutiny Board receive feedback about areas within its remit 
 following the Budget Strategy Working Group.  
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RESOURCES & DELIVERING VALUE SCRUTINY BOARD 
7th JANUARY 2016  

 
BUDGET FRAMEWORK 2016/17 – 2018/19 
 
 

The Board considered a report from the Director of Resources and Deputy Chief 
Executive and were invited to comment on the detailed savings proposals identified 
for 2018/19, to go forward to the Resources and Delivering Value Scrutiny Board and 
Full Cabinet in February 2016. 
 
The Director provided members with an update to the figures presented in the tables 
at 5.2 and 6.1 of the report following confirmation of the local government finance 
settlement. 
 
The Director reported that the Council’s grant allocation had been cut deeper than 
anticipated, and the Council had been hit harder than any other council in the West 
Midlands. The Director reported that there was a clear assumption on the 
Government’s behalf that councils would increase council tax by an average of 
1.75% and set a further 2% levy for adult social care for the next 4 years. The 
Director went on to advise members what the implications and risks there would be 
for the Budget Strategy Reserve if the Council did not increase the council tax and 
set a 2% Adult Social Care levy.  
 
The Director advised that the update provided did not alter the saving proposal lists 
or the proposed increased fees and charges, that the Board had been asked to 
comment on. 
 
The Board had no substantive comments to make on the list of proposed savings 
and proposed increase in fees and charges, but noted it was even more important 
that savings targets were realised.  
 
RESOLVED: 

(i) That the savings proposals for 2018/19 as detailed in the report and in 
Appendix A be received and noted at this time; and 
 

(ii) That the schedule of fees and charges proposed for 2016/17 as detailed in 
Appendix C be received and noted at this time. 
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STRONGER COMMUNITIES & NEIGHBOURHOOD SERVICES SCRUTINY 
BOARD 

12th JANUARY 2016  
 
BUDGET FRAMEWORK 2016/17 – 2018/19 
 

The Communities and Adult Social Care Finance Manager presented the report, 
where she highlighted the saving proposals identified for 2018/19, as well as the 
changes to the saving proposals previously identified for 2016/17 to 2017/18. She 
detailed how the Budget Strategy Group was considering the impact of recently 
announced local government finance settlement. The Communities and Adult Social 
Care Finance Manager explained how this settlement had impacted on the Budget 
Strategy Reserve – this had previously been set at £12.352 for March 2019 and had 
to be revised to £10.628m. 
 
The Cabinet Members for Environment, Housing and Regeneration, Stronger 
Communities and Partnerships, as well as Transport and Highways were in 
attendance for this item and spoke in regards to their respective saving proposals as 
set out in Appendix A. 
 
Members highlighted the proposed savings identified through the reduction in 
Streetcare cleansing costs. It was noted such cleansing was currently undertaken on 
a six weekly cycle – members expressed concern at this being reduced, simply to 
achieve savings. 
 
The Cabinet Member for Environment, Housing and Regeneration detailed how, 
through their external contractor, technologically advanced equipment was used, in 
order to tailor the cleansing service, to focus on hot spot areas. The Head of 
Environmental Services also explained they would pursue communications exercises 
and awareness raising as it was more cost effective to encourage residents to stop 
dropping litter in the first place.  
 
The Head of Environmental Services detailed how they were looking to review the 
six weekly Streetcare cleaning cycle across the whole of the Borough. He 
emphasized this service needed to be demand managed, where some areas may 
need a more frequent cleaning cycle, whilst other areas might require less. The 
Head of Environmental Services also highlighted the need to raise awareness of the 
impact of fly tipping – it was noted it cost the Council £118 for every time a resident 
left a refuse bag outside the required collection bin. 
 
Members highlighted hot spots across the borough, where there were many 
instances of fly tipping. They detailed how, in some instances, residents might use fly 
tipping as an alternative to paying for specific collections, without understanding the 
impact. The Cabinet Member for Environment, Housing and Regeneration detailed 
how they worked with local partners, such as Solihull Community Housing, to help 
address such hot spot areas. The Head of Environmental Services also explained 
how they looked to undertake specific communication exercises and awareness 
raising in these areas. He also noted that, if necessary, they would look to undertake 
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door-knocking in these areas, as it could help to have face-to-face discussions about 
such matters. 
 
Members noted the volume of new housing developments across the borough and 
queried whether the funding assumptions within the budget proposals took such 
potential additional revenue into account – the Communities and Adult Social Care 
Finance Manager confirmed they did. 
 
Members queried how the proposed savings through closer integration of Libraries 
and Customer Services would be achieved. The Head of Arts and Libraries detailed 
how they were looking to achieve savings through moving towards a more integrated 
offer, where a number of services, including Libraries, Connect Services and Health 
hubs, were all provided via the same location. 
 
 RESOLVED 
 The Stronger Communities and Neighbourhood Services Scrutiny Board: 

(i) Supported the saving proposals for 2018/19 as outlined in the report and 
detailed in Appendix A. 

(ii) Supported the changes to the three year budget proposals as outlined in 
the report and detailed in Appendix A2; and 

(iii) Supported the schedule of fees and charges proposed for 2016/17, as set 
out in Appendix C1 to C6.  
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT & MANAGED GROWTH SCRUTINY BOARD  
13th JANUARY 2016 

 
 
BUDGET FRAMEWORK 2016/17 – 2018/19    
 

The Finance Manager for Managed Growth presented the report, where she 
highlighted the saving proposals identified for 2018/19. She also detailed how the 
medium term financial strategy (MTFS) was based on the assumption that council 
tax would be increased every year by 1.99% from 2016/17. The Finance Manager for 
Managed Growth also explained that, due to the level of uncertainty around funding 
for 2016/17 and beyond, the Budget Strategy Group was not in a position to make a 
council tax recommendation at that stage.  
 
The Cabinet Member for Managed Growth highlighted the savings proposals 
identified for his portfolio for 2018/19. In regards to planning income, he 
acknowledged this could be impacted by peaks and troughs in overall economic 
conditions – however, he emphasised he believed the target identified for 2018/19 
was achievable, as it took into account variances over previous years. The Cabinet 
Member for Managed Growth also detailed how he believed the savings identified for 
Lean review outcomes were achievable.  
 
Members highlighted that the report made reference to moving towards 100% 
business rate retention and queried how likely that was to happen. They also 
questioned who would be responsible for setting these future business rates. 
 
The Finance Manager for Managed Growth explained how it was anticipated local 
authorities would have shifted towards 100% business rate retention by 2020. She 
also confirmed there was insufficient information at that stage to confirm who would 
be responsible for setting these rates. In response to a further question from 
members, the Finance Manager for Managed Growth explained it was anticipated 
that the local government financial settlements would take into account the business 
rates local authorities retained, with a system based upon tariffs and top-ups. It was 
also detailed how these funding arrangements were an on-going issue, where further 
information was required from central government to ensure clarification. 
 
Members highlighted that the planning function no longer charged for the provision of 
certain documents and queried whether this would result in a drop in income. The 
Head of Development and Regulatory Management Services confirmed they did not 
generate a significant amount of income from this and he highlighted the time cost 
incurred by staff when producing such documentation. He detailed how the intention 
was to shift further towards providing information electronically, as this was more 
efficient.  
 
Members also raised the issue of planning pre application fees and queried whether 
this had an impact on the number and quality of applications in Solihull. They also 
questioned whether this cost deterred developers from seeking advice, potentially 
leading to increased rejections. The Head of Development and Regulatory 
Management Services explained they did charge for pre application advice; however 
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he emphasised this needed to be considered against the resource impact. He 
detailed how they would always encourage developers to seek such advice, to 
ensure they got it right first time. 
 

RESOLVED 
The Economic Development and Managed Growth Scrutiny Board: 
(i) Supported the saving proposals for 2018/19 as outlined in the report and 

detailed in Appendix A. 
(ii) Supported the schedule of fees and charges proposed for 2016/17, as 

attached at Appendix C. 
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CHILDREN’S SERVICES, EDUCATION & SKILLS SCRUTINY BOARD 
18th JANUARY 2016 

 
BUDGET FRAMEWORK 2016/17 – 2018/19 
 

The Children’s Services and Skills Financial Manager presented to the Scrutiny 
Board the Budget Framework and the proposed budget savings for 2017/18 and 
2018/19. He made reference to the potential loss of up to £1.8million of Education 
Services Grant to the Council as a result of announcements made in the 
Chancellor’s Autumn Statement. However, it was unclear when these changes would 
materialise as it was linked to the development of a new National Funding Formula 
for schools and changes to statutory duties.  The Budget Strategy Group had also 
met again in January to consider the implications of the detailed government 
settlement received in December. Cabinet would consider in February the budget 
options. He referred members to the details in Appendix A, B and C.    
 
The Scrutiny Board was asked to comment on the report and provide 
comments/suggestions to the Resources and Delivering Value Scrutiny Board.  
 
A number of members made comments about the difference in the prices being 
charged by the Solihull Music Service for schools to access music lessons and 
whether the Music Service could be accessed in the north of the Borough. In 
response, the Cabinet Member for Education and Skills advised that the Solihull 
Music Service was self-funding and that schools in the north of the borough did 
access music lessons for their students.  The Chairman asked for a briefing note to 
be made available to members on pricing of music lessons for different schools.  
 
The Chairman asked about what the significant loss of funding for the local authority 
to provide school support services would mean in practice. In response, the Director 
of Children’s Services and Skills advised that a range of collaboration-based models 
were in the process of being explored. She indicated that she had organised a 
meeting with schools to start to explore with them what the review of local authorities 
statutory functions in schools might mean in practice. She extended the invitation to 
leading members of the Scrutiny Board to participate in this event.  
 
Members discussed the current challenges facing the recruitment and retention of 
teachers. The Cabinet Member indicated that he thought that it was important to 
thank teachers, particularly those who were outstanding, for their hard work and 
efforts to equip children and young people in the Borough with the right skills and 
capabilities for the future.  
 
The Chairman probed further about how the remodelled Early Help System would 
help to generate better outcomes and savings in other areas of children’s services. 
In response the Director of Children’s Services and Skills advised that the 
interdependencies of budgets was something that she and her leadership team were 
in the midst of exploring but it was anticipated that Early Help was likely to contribute 
in generating savings in other areas of the directorate. She also indicated that there 
was no proposals to make savings in the Early Help structure until 2018/19 as the 
service had just been created and needed time to be able to make an impact.  
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 RESOLVED  

(i).  The Scrutiny Board noted the proposed Budget Framework including   the 
savings proposals for 2018/19  and fees/charges as outlined in Appendix 
A, B and C.  

(ii). The Scrutiny Board to keep a watching brief over the development in 
respect of local authorities statutory role within schools  

(iii). The Scrutiny Board supported taking forward Early Help system as a 
means of creating better outcomes for young people as well as generating 
savings.  

 

 


