                                   


Report of Children’s Services Overview and Scrutiny.


TITLE:  
Feedback from the special meeting held on Tuesday 5th May 2009.

Recommendations 

Call-in of the Executive Decision to relocate the Youth Offending Service from Encombe Place to St. Simon Street – the committee referred the decision back to the lead member for reconsideration. They agreed that if the lead member is not minded to change the decision this will be referred to full council for consideration.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

This report informs members of the matters considered by Children’s Services Overview and Scrutiny on Tuesday 5th May 2009. Issues considered were:-
The Call-in of an Executive Decision relating to the relocation of the Youth Offending Service.

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS:
Reports to Scrutiny can be found on SOLAR 

CONTACT OFFICER:  Carole Chapman, Scrutiny Support Officer.


Tel: 793 3322   E-mail: carole.chapman@salford.gov.uk

WARD(S) TO WHICH REPORT RELATE(S):
All


KEY COUNCIL POLICIES:
    


DETAILS
Present – Councillors Pennington (Chair) Clague, Davies, Drake, Ferguson, Gray, Lindley, O’Neill, Owen, and Warmisham. 

Jillian Collinson, Jill Baker, Faith Mann, Anthony Rich, Alison Lobley, Peter Kidd, Carole Chapman

Paul Brodie, Lisa Stone, Graham Cooper, Rick Critchley

Apologies – Councillor Cooke, Dobbs and Loveday
The Call-in of an Executive Decision relating to the relocation of the Youth Offending Service.
Children’s Services Scrutiny held a special meeting to consider a request to Call-in a decision by the lead member for Children’s Services.
There were several elected members present, along with members of the public representing various tenancy and community groups. There were no representatives of the press in attendance.

In addition to the decision notice members have received copies of the Call-in request and supporting information in line with the principles set down in the constitution. 
The Chair called upon the signatories to explain the reasons for the call-in.

Justification for the call-in
Councillor Owen spoke first on behalf of the signatories to the call in request and explained how he had become involved with the issue. He then went on to provide an overview of the four main objections to the decision, where it was felt that the decision was not taken in accordance with the principles set out within the constitution, those being:-

· Proportionality

· Due consultation and the taking of appropriate advice from officers
· Due consideration to be given to alternative options

· Wednesbury reasonableness

Arguing that:-

· Whilst the search for suitable alternative accommodation for the YOS has been ongoing for some time the residents have not been informed

· There has been no regard to the implications of Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act

· Lack of transparency 

Councillor Owen went on to say he believes there have been anomalies in the decision making process and referred to the package of evidence presented to members, which has been put together by the various representatives of tenancy associations.  

Councillor Drake then reiterated her concerns over the perceived lack of public consultation.

Four members of the public who were each representing various tenancy and community groups were then allowed to put their points forward.

Paul Brodie – representative from Vertical Villages    
Mr Brodie asked the Chair if he could record the meeting for the benefit of those who were unable to attend the meeting. The Chair declined this request as it is not usual procedure.
Mr Brodie spoke on behalf of Vertical Villages arguing that:-

· The proposed site is located in one of the most deprived areas of Salford 

· The location would present problems for the young people accessing the service in terms of transport links

· As the Youth Service is a Citywide service would it not be reasonable to centralise the location

· It was felt that there had been procedural impropriety as there was no evidence to suggest how this would benefit the community

· There has been a failure to consult with the local residents and two local councillors were also unaware of the decision
Lisa Stone – representing Bridgewater Residents Association argued that:-

· Residents were informed of the proposed plans via Vertical Villages and not through the Council

· Crime is a big issue for residents and as the Council is aware of their concerns it is felt that statutory duties as set out in Section 17 of the Crime and disorder Act have not been adhered to

· There is no evidence to suggest that the move will have a positive impact on crime and disorder within the area

Miss Stone then went on to raise concerns about information contained within a document that had been restricted. At this point Chief Inspector Barr stated that information contained within a restricted document should not be discussed at the meeting. 
Graham Cooper – Chair of East Salford Community Committee argued that:-
· In November 2008 Vertical Villages put forward proposals for alternative use of Encombe Place which were rejected

· The community committee had not been informed of the proposed plans 

· The process that has been followed has not been open and transparent and the council was losing the trust of the community.
Rick Critchley – representing The Islington Estate Tenants and Residents Association argued that:-

· There is some doubt over the fact that during a period of over three years the Council has been unable to identify a suitable alternative location for the Youth Offending Service

· Information obtained via a freedom of information request revealed that August 2006 was the last time an alternative was considered

· Although other alternatives have been deemed unsuitable, reasons why have not been provided 

· The proposed location means the service moving to the furthest point in Salford and as the majority of users come from Little Hulton is this decision in their best interests

·  The decision appears to have been taken without due scrutiny of the proposed expenditure
· It has been stated that there is a need to make the YOS building DDA compliant. However, although information has been requested in relation to the number of clients this affects it has not been provided

· There was a failure initially to notify all Directorates about the availability of the proposed site thus not allowing the same opportunity to all

The lead member’s response

The Chair then asked Councillor Warmisham to respond. He provided the following information:-

· The current building is not large enough to accommodate the full service and there is no potential to increase the size 

· The current building is not DDA compliant and it cannot be made so  
· Whilst there is no obligation to consult with members of the public regarding relocation to a council owned building Councillor Lancaster did accept an invitation to attend a public meeting to allow residents to put forward their views
· The briefing at which the decision was made was deferred for over a week to allow more members of the public to attend and full consideration was given to the views of the public

· Advice from Officers indicated that the short move would not have an impact on crime in the area

· The contents of the report from Children’s Services was shared with the Community Safety Unit and Urban Vision and was agreed accordingly 

· The decision was then taken after taking appropriate advice from officers 

· Information contained within the restricted document (Appendix 4) was not used to inform the decision

· Subsequent information provided by Greater Manchester Against Crime (GMAC) comparing crime in both locations suggests that the move will not impact on crime figures as the majority of crime is committed by adults after 8.00pm

· During the period of time spent trying to identify alternative accommodation for the service 20 different premises have been considered

· St. Simon Street is deemed to be the most suitable of those considered as the costs that will be incurred in the move can be met from ongoing budgets

· The premises are council owned as is the service being provided
· The location is close to the current location and can be accessed via public transport   
The Chair then welcomed questions, comments or observations from scrutiny members.

· Members asked what consideration had been given to given to accessibility of the proposed relocation site given that the current site is convenient for bus routes

· The area in which the proposed site is located is also serviced by current bus routes and young people are also taken to the service in cars by their parents

· Whilst it was acknowledged that there is no obligation to consult with the public, members asked if there was a moral obligation

· Consultation can be undertaken, although is not obligatory. In this instance the decision was deferred whilst consideration was given to the views presented by the public

· Members raised concerns regarding the perceived reluctance to take the issue to the community committee and the impact on the relationship between the committee and the Council 

· The decision was deferred due to the fact that the lead member wanted to consider the concerns raised and to enable more members of the public to put their opposition forward. The decision was made on monetary grounds
· Members asked if any new concerns had been raised, other than those already put forward, after the lead member had agreed to defer his decision to consider them 

· The concerns raised at the meeting were the same as those expressed previously and have been taken into consideration during the period of deferment 

Summing up
Councillor Owen began summing up on behalf of the signatories.
· As stated in the Local Government Act 1999, Local Authorities must strive for continuous improvement and the Authority must consult

· On this occasion the decision was taken without adequate consultation

Councillor Drake then went on to thank the various groups for putting forward their case.

The lead member responded 
· The decision made was in respect of spending £155,000 on the relocation of the YOS
· Advice and guidance was taken from officers and he still feels that the right decision was made.
Scrutiny members voted to refer the decision back to the lead member for further consideration by 4 votes to 1.

Members then agreed to refer the decision to full council should the lead member be minded not to change the decision. 
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