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Request for Call In – Pro-forma – proposed amendments 

Date: 16/02/2025 
Please arrange for a meeting of the  Neighbourhoods O&S  
to be called to discuss the following executive decision:  
Title: EARLY INTERVENTION AND PREVENTION - TRANSFORMATION OF COMMUNITY 
LIBRARIES AND NEIGHBOURHOOD ADVICE AND INFORMATION SERVICES 

Taken By: Councillor Saima Suleman  
On: 11/02/2025 
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 of the ‘policy
framework’ plans or strategies

☐

2. the decision appears to be
inconsistent with any other form of
policy approved by the full Council,
the Executive or the Regulatory
Committees

☒

This decision is in conflict with the 
‘CONNECTING OUR COMMUNITIES - 
ENABLING A DIGITAL BIRMINGHAM’, 
digital inclusion strategy, approved by 
Cabinet in September 2021, which 
states that libraries are needed to 
provide digital access. Almost 50% of 
West Midlands citizens are in digital 
poverty. 46% of children in Birmingham 
grow up in poverty, according to 
research from the Joseph Rowntree 
Foundation. This would be affected by 
reduced and uncertain opening hours.   

3. the decision appears to be
inconsistent with recommendations
previously made by an Overview and
Scrutiny body (and accepted by the
full Council or the Executive)

☒

Digital inclusion and opportunity for 
online hubs for young people were part 
of the ‘Something to Aim For Scrutiny 
Inquiry Employment and Skills for 
Young People’ scrutiny enquiry of April 
2023, agreed at Full Council. Reduced 
and uncertain opening hours put this at 
risk.  

(b) Is the Executive decision well-
founded?

Appendix C.2
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Criteria Yes/No Brief Explanation 
4. the Executive appears to have failed 

to consult relevant stakeholders or 
other interested persons before 
arriving at its decision 

 

☒ 

Operators and facilitators of other 
models were not contacted or asked to 
support the council with alternative 
business cases, which they were happy 
to provide. 

5. the Executive appears to have 
overlooked some relevant 
consideration in arriving at its decision 

 ☒ 

Other councils have resolved the same 
set of issues by investigating alternative 
delivery models including trusts, 
community benefit societies, co-
operatives, charities, and community 
interest companies. These were not 
consulted upon.  

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 

 

☒ 

There are numerous campaigns across 
the city in different communities who 
have signed several petitions with tens 
of thousands of signatures when 
combined opposing these measures. 
Many of these were handed into Full 
Council.  

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 

 

☒ 

 There is significant inaccuracy in the 
Cabinet report, as detailed in Section 8 
of this call-in.  

(c) Has the Executive decision been 
properly taken?   
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8. the decision appears to give rise to 
significant legal, financial, governance 
or propriety issue 

 

☒ 

This decision is at risk of judicial review 
as officers chose not to consider all 
options, which contradicts what is 
claimed in sections 4.91 to 4.97 in the 
Cabinet report, for the reasons set out 
below.  
At a briefing on 6 March 2024, the issue 
of alternative models being investigated 
was raised, referencing those already 
run in other authorities such as Dudley, 
York, and many London councils with 
combinations of trusts, charitable 
structures, and businesses. The initial 
consultation (4 April to 17 July) began 
with ward sessions without warning 
councillors in advance and had limited 
attendance as a result. There was no 
consultation on alternative models in 
this consultation. At a meeting on 15 
April, this issue was raised, and the 
Cabinet Member was asked if the 
officers could investigate other models. 
Members were assured that this could 
not be done during the first phase of the 
consultation, as it had already begun, 
but would be included once this first 
phase was completed.  
During the first phase of consultation 
there were concerns that residents 
were being heavily led towards giving 
positive feedback about the preferred 
option by officers, and firmly 
discouraged from enquiring about 
alternative models. This was reported 
to senior officers at a meeting on 3 July, 
but no action was taken, and they 
stated they had no recollection of it 
occurring. There were also concerns 
that officers stated no potential partners 
were being contacted at this stage, but 
external groups were reporting that they 
had been contacted about taking over 
libraries through community asset 
transfers before the first phase of 
consultation had concluded, which 
could influence their proposal.  
After the consultation ended, there was 
a briefing on August 22, where it was 
asked if officers could now include 
provision for alternative models in the 
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next phase of the consultation. Officers 
replied that, in order for them to now 
consult upon alternative models, this 
should have been demanded to be 
included in the first phase, contradicting 
their earlier advice. They also stated 
that there had been no requests or calls 
for alternative models to be consulted 
upon. However, upon evidencing this 
was not the case, officers then 
suggested that they should have been 
presented with a full business case in 
advance, in order to consult upon it. It 
was again asked if they could look into 
alternative models, which they said 
would depend upon feedback on their 
preferred model; if there was 
opposition, they assured members this 
would be looked into.  
At a briefing by officers on October 23, 
the issue of alternative models was 
again raised, and it was asked if and 
when it could be consulted upon. 
Officers stated that it had come up in 
conversations during consultation and, 
while they were unable to quantify or 
qualify this due to an absence of any 
data, records, or methodology, they felt 
confident from anecdotes that residents 
would not want to consider alternative 
models without needing to consult on 
them.  
Section 4.92 to 4.94 states that 
alternative models were considered, but 
residents and members attending 
consultation meetings confirmed this 
was not the case and officers were 
unable to keep a consistent version of 
events when questioned at each 
briefing. Residents who did attend 
made clear they felt very led by officers 
and any data is therefore questionable 
at best. Section 4.94 suggests that 
alternative models were not honestly 
represented as the issues of staff roles 
and council control are addressed in 
other councils’ alternative models, and 
could take many different forms. It also 
references volunteer-led models 
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negatively, despite that being part of 
the officers’ preferred model.  
Section 4.95 speaks of understandable 
objections by trade unions, however, 
these concerns have been dealt with 
elsewhere and, given the 
inconsistencies outlined above, there 
are concerns trade unions have not 
been given accurate information in 
order to lead them to support the 
proposed model.  
Appendix E gives more detail to how 
alternative models were rejected. None 
of this information was shared with 
members during the meetings outlined 
above. Alternative providers would also 
challenge the assertions made within it, 
including how long it would take to 
produce a plan. It states, ‘no appetite 
from staff … or through public 
consultation’, which, as above, is untrue 
and was challenged several times. The 
report is selective in highlighting 
challenges without including the many 
successes those councils would focus 
on. It also lists several challenges with 
trade unions that would be 
surmountable had they investigated 
models fully and presented them 
impartially during a consultation. In 
discussing ‘mutuals’ the appendix 
states, “Very difficult if no clear leader 
from within current team to drive 
forward,” which, along with everything 
above, suggests that the current team’s 
preference is actually predetermined.  
The consultation itself claimed that 
library use has declined by 45% since 
2014 and continues to decline. 
However, a Freedom of Information 
request found data on library use and 
membership across Birmingham’s 
libraries showing resilient patterns of 
use following savage cuts which closed 
libraries and slashed opening hours in 
2015/16 and after the pandemic 
lockdowns. Therefore those responding 
to the consultation based their answers 
on a misleading premise. 
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Criteria Yes/No Brief Explanation 
9. the notification of the decision does

not appear to have been in
accordance with council procedures

☒

As above in 8, the consultation appears 
to have been predetermined but 
excluding other options.  

Councillor 

David Barker 

(Signed) (Print Name) 

Councillor 

Jane Jones 

(Signed) (Print Name) 


