'Request for Call In — Pro-forma

Date: 6 May 2025

Please arrange for a meeting of the Corporate and Finance Overview and Scrutiny
Committee to be called to discuss the following executive decision:

Title Key Decision Planned Procurement Activities (May 2025 — July 2025) and
Quarterly Contract Award Schedule (October 2024 — December 2024)
Professional Services — Residential Property Acquisition Programme (PAP) - Phase
2 (NB This call-in relates only to the Property Acquisition Programme on the
procurement activities report and is not intended to hold up other procurement
activity contained within that report)

Taken By:  Cabinet
On: 29 April 2025
Reason for request:
Criteria Yes/No [Brief Explanation
(a) Is the Executive decision within
existing policy?
1. the decision appears to
be contrary to the Budget or one 0
of the ‘policy framework’ plans
or strategies
2. the decision appears to
be inconsistent with any other
form of policy approved by the O
full Council, the Executive or the
Regulatory Committees

3. the decision appears to The Budget Overview and Scrutiny

be inconsistent with Recommendations (Item 32) said that
recommendations previously property acquisitions should not remove
made by an Overview and family homes from the market but could
Scrutiny body (and accepted by remove exempt accommodation where there
the full Council or the have been issues. This was accepted by Full
Executive) Council and the Executive response was that

it would be considered as part of future
strategy. This procurement process is a missed
opportunity to meet that commitment

(b) Is the Executive decision well-
founded?
4. the Executive appears to
have failed to consult relevant
stakeholders or other interested Il
persons before arriving at its

decision

5. the Executive appears to The executive has not considered why
have overlooked some relevant the cost limit was reached without
consideration in arriving at its reverting back sooner to allow a fuller
decision review of the programme so far, if it was

OFFICIAL


https://birmingham.cmis.uk.com/birmingham/Decisions/tabid/67/ctl/ViewCMIS_DecisionDetails/mid/391/Id/8328916e-1226-47a7-9808-0dd84c902cfa/Default.aspx
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meeting purpose, and how it could be
better targeted

6. the decision has already
generated particular controversy
amongst those likely to be
affected by it or, in the opinion
of the Overview and Scrutiny
Committee, it is likely so to do

The loss of family homes is a
controversial point, as highlighted by
Overview and Scrutiny through the
comments provided for the budget. This
should be considered more fully rather
than through a delegated procurement
process

7. there is a substantial lack
of clarity, material inaccuracy or
insufficient information provided
in the report to allow the
Overview and Scrutiny
Committee to hold the Executive
to account and/or add value to
the work of the Council

The Executive has failed to bring this
forward in a timely manner and is being
rushed through as an officer delegation
rather than a full report for proper
consideration with all necessary
information. The reaching of the cost limit
should have been known about well in
advance and a full report brought back to
Cabinet evaluating the scheme so far,
before committing to further spend. This
would allow proper consideration of it is
meeting its objectives and provide the
opportune to adjust the strategy to fit the
recommendations of Overview and
Scrutiny to protect family homes.

The original PPAR for phase one only
gave cabinet approval for a contract of 12
months from June 2022 but it has since
been extended with the same supplier up
until July 2026. The new PPAR does not
reflect this or show why the contract was
extended without reverting to the market

(c) Has the Executive decision been
roperly taken?

8. the decision appears to
give rise to significant legal,
financial, governance or
propriety issue

The original PPAR for phase one only
gave cabinet approval for a contract of 12
months from June 2022 but it has since
been extended with the same supplier up
until July 2026. The contract has now
been in place for 3 years, seemingly
without appropriate cabinet approval.
Agreeing a new contract without properly
examining this and if if gives an unfair
advantage to this existing supplier risks
challenge.

9. the notification of the
decision does not appear to have
been in accordance with council
procedures

The original PPAR for phase one only
gave cabinet approval for a contract of 12
months from June 2022 but it has since
been extended with the same supplier up

until July 2026. The contract has now
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been in place for 3 years, seemingly
without appropriate cabinet approval. It is
therefore not in accordance with council
procedures.

Councillor

Councillor

ROEE/E A LM ' Robert Alden

(Signed)

i

(Print Name)

R |

oot Gareth Moore

(Signed)

(Print Name)
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