
The   below-named   Councillors   request   that   the   Call-in   Committee   be   convened   to   examine   the   decision   made   
by   the   Cabinet   Portfolio   Holder   for   Children,   Education   and   Skills   in   relation   to   Agenda   Item   5   (“New   Provision   
for   permanently   excluded   secondary   age   pupils”)   of   the   Decision   Session   held   on   May   26th   2021.   
  

We   believe   this   Decision   is   liable   to   be   called   in   on   the   following   grounds:   
  

1. Due   consultation   and   the   taking   of   professional   advice   from   officers   
a. Part   (i)   of   the   decision,   to   commission   the   6th   Day   provision   recommended   by   the   report,   

cannot   be   argued   with,   and   we   fully   accept   the   need   to   provide   an   in-Borough   service   for   
children   that   have   been   or   are   at   risk   of   exclusion.   It   is   however   not   reasonable   in   Part   (ii)   of   the   
decision   to   approve   the   proposal   for   the   siting   of   the   provision   at   Castle   Bromwich   Youth   Centre   
(CBYC)   without   having   first   meaningfully   consulted   with   the   key   stakeholders   -   in   this   case   the   
adjacent   Castle   Bromwich   Junior   School   (CBJS),   its   pupils   and   their   parents,   Castle   Bromwich   
Parish   Council,   and   local   residents   -   all   of   whom   will   be   unavoidably   affected   by   this   decision.   

b. It   should   be   noted   that   Part   (v)   of   the   decision,   requesting   that   “Officers   carry   out   further   
consultation   and   engagement   with   Castle   Bromwich   Junior   School   and   local   partners”,   has   no   
merit   when   Part   (ii)   of   the   decision   has   not   been   made   “subject   to   consultation”;   so   as   written,   
the   requested   consultation   cannot   affect   the   decision   that   has   been   made.   

c. It   should   be   further   noted   that   whilst   a   consultation   has   taken   place,   this   was   conducted   by   
Solihull   Academy   and   not   SMBC;   the   consultation   considered   only   the   merits   of   the   provision   
and   not   the   location   of   the   service;   and   there   was   no   information   shared   as   to   whom   the   invited   
and   actual   respondents   were   beyond   “five   serving   headteachers”.   We   do   know   that   neither   
CBJS   nor   local   residents   were   approached   as   part   of   that   consultation.   
  

2. Presumption   in   favour   of   openness   
a. As   was   discussed   during   the   CPHDS,   there   is   a   potential   conflict   of   interest   as   the   report’s   

author   is   also   a   Trustee   and   a   former   Director   of   the   Academy   Trust   that   has   been   selected   to   
provide   the   6th   Day   provision.   We   further   understand   that   this   officer   has   been   working   on   the   
project   since   March   2019,   at   which   point   they   were   still   a   Director   of   Solihull   Alternative   
Provision   Academy   Ltd   (SAPA).   

b. We   understand   that   the   Assistant   Director   i/c   Inclusion   and   Additional   Needs   has   decided   no   
conflict   of   interest   exists,   however   we   are   concerned   that   this   potential   conflict   was   not   brought   
to   Members’   attentions   until   the   decision   was   due   to   be   made.   We   have   also   not   been   shown   
where   this   conflict   has   been   formally   documented.   

c. We   would   point   out   that   the   current   AD   did   not   take   up   their   post   until   several   months   after   the   
report   author   first   started   working   on   this   project,   and   so   the   AD’s   assurances   can   be   limited   at   
best.   

d. It   also   remains   unclear   even   after   the   CPHDS   to   what   extent   the   report   author   remains   involved   
in   SAPA;   although   they   are   no   longer   a   Director   the   Academy’s   own   website   still   lists   them   as   a   
‘Member’.   

e. Also,   the   report   highlighted   in   3.6   that   “Castle   Bromwich   Youth   Centre   building   is   currently   used   
on   a   very   limited   basis   to   host   some   community   groups   and   local   authority   services”,   however   
the   report   failed   to   mention   that   this   facility   has   for   some   considerable   time   been   in   a   
dilapidated   condition   that   precluded   its   more   widespread   use;   it   is   misleading   at   best   to   suggest   
a   building   is   under-utilised   when   it   has   not   been   in   a   state   to   have   been   used   more   extensively.   
Ward   councillors   and   community   leaders   inform   us   that   community   groups   have   had   to   find   
alternative   locations   due   to   the   unavailability   or   unsuitability   of   CBYC   to   host   their   activities.   
  

3. Clarity   of   aims   and   desired   outcomes   
a. As   of   March   2021   Solihull   Academy   at   Cranmore   Park   has   capacity   for   110   pupils   and   currently   

44   are   on-roll   (an   occupancy   rate   of   40%).   Of   those   we   understand   4   (10%)   are   referred   from   
schools   in   North   Solihull.   

b. It   is   a   matter   of   record   that   the   majority   of   pupils   who   are   either   excluded   or   at-risk   are   at   
schools   in   North   Solihull,   however   nothing   in   the   report   or   the   supporting   documentation   



suggests   that   the   provision   at   Castle   Bromwich   Youth   Centre   would   be   hypothecated   for   North   
Solihull   residents.   

c. On   that   basis,   and   as   North   Solihull   pupils   already   attend   the   Cranmore   Park   site,   it   is   not   clear   
to   us   why   an   additional   council   premises,   that   has   historically   been   used   for   community   and   not   
educational   purposes,   needs   to   be   taken   out   of   public   ownership   and   given   to   an   Academy   
(along   with   a   substantial   capital   allowance   for   renovations)   when   it   would   appear   that   Academy   
already   has   spare   capacity   that   could   be   used   to   deliver   the   requested   provision   

d. Furthermore,   we   understand   that   this   building   has   been   previously   assessed   for   use   in   an   
SEMH   setting,   and   was   discounted   on   the   basis   as   being   too   small   to   accommodate.   
  

4. Explaining   what   options   were   considered   and   giving   the   reasons   for   the   decision   
a. Whilst   the   report   itself   makes   no   mention   of   alternative   sites   that   were   considered   before   

settling   on   CBYC,   during   the   CPHDS   it   was   stated   that   officers   “did   consider   a   number   of   other   
available   sites”,   in   particular   the   former   Connexions   building   on   Bosworth   Drive   and   the   former   
Summerfield   Education   Centre   site   on   Brackleys   Way.  

b. These   sites   (and   the   undetermined   ‘others’)   were   apparently   deemed   to   be   either   
“inappropriate”   or   “not   cost-effective”;   however   given   that   £430,000   of   council   capital   allocation   
is   to   be   made   available   to   a   private   entity   to   renovate   CBYC,   the   question   of   cost-effectivity   has   
not   been   satisfactorily   explored   beyond   a   single   statement   from   the   presenting   officer.   We   
contend   that   a   valid   decision   to   allocate   CBYC   to   this   project   could   not   have   been   made   based   
on   the   information   available.   

c. A   further   consideration   is   that   it   is   unclear   why   the   per-place   award   to   SAPA   is   set   at   £30,000   
when   comparable   provision   from   Summerfield   Education   Centre   is   funded   at   £21,000   per   pupil.   
This   discrepancy   was   not   addressed   in   the   report   or   the   discussion   preceding   the   decision.  

  
As   stated   above,   we   completely   support   the   concept   of   commissioning   additional   6th   Day   provision   in-Borough   
for   the   benefit   of   our   most-disadvantaged   young   people,   and   Solihull   Academy’s   track   record   to   date   suggests   
that   they   will   be   a   suitable   provider   of   this   service.   The   need   for   this   provision   does   not   however   subjugate   the   
need   for   transparency   and   openness   in   decision-making   processes,   and   we   would   wish   the   CPH   to   reconsider   
his   decision,   ideally   with   a   view   to   deferring   it   until   a   meaningful   consultation   can   be   held   with   the   
most-affected   stakeholders   and   a   clearer   explanation   is   produced   about   how   CBYC   is   the   only   appropriate  
site.   Once   these   are   made   available   we   believe   the   CPH   would   be   in   a   position   to   make   a   more   informed   
decision.   
  

Yours   sincerely,   
  

  

Councillor   Jean   Hamilton   
Smith’s   Wood   

Councillor   Laura   McCarthy   
Elmdon   

Councillor   Marcus   Brain   
Kingshurst   &   Fordbridge   


