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COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Scrutiny meetings were held in 4-5 February 2019 to consider the alternative budget and MTFS 
proposals submitted by It’s Our County. These comments are given below with responses provided 
by It’s Our County in RED.

ADULTS AND WELLBEING SCRUTINY 

1. The committee recommended an amendment to section 5.3 of the alternative budget to 
include “wider areas, including parishes” after the reference to market towns.
ACCEPTED:  the amended wording proposed will be incorporated at para 5.3.

2. With reference to the alternative budget proposals for the council to own its own housing 
stock the committee recommended that this be removed. Due to legislation permitting right 
to buy after 3 years of ownership this proposal would be unsustainable.
PARTIALLY ACCEPTED:  The proposal will not be deleted as recommended by the 
committee, but instead will be amended to clarify the position for councillors at para 3.7. 

CLARIFICATION FOR SCRUTINY: As the consequence of recent legislation government has 
given tenants a new ‘Right to Acquire’ under certain circumstances if you are a housing 
association or council tenant. The scheme to deliver central government financial 
compensation to landlords to reflect the government-imposed housing price discounts for 
tenants taking up this new ‘right’ has not been worked out yet. 

To inform the final approach to this scheme a “Right to Acquire” pilot, funded by £200m of 
government money, is underway in the social housing sector across the East & West 
Midlands. This includes Herefordshire housing associations. 
(https://www.housing.org.uk/resource-library/browse/midlands-voluntary-right-to-buy-
pilot-guidance-published/).

However, councils are able to set up wholly-owned, arms-length companies to own their 
new-build council-owned housing. Consequently, such housing is not subject to the 
government’s ‘Right to Acquire’ legislation, meaning that councils are able to retain this 
housing in public ownership. 

This approach has been adopted by a number of metropolitan local authorities (e.g. Tower 
Hamlets) and as recently as Sept 2018 Bristol City Council took the decision to set up such a 
company (https://news.bristol.gov.uk/news/new-council-owned-housing-company-could-
be-foundation-of-house-building-success). 

Feedback we have obtained from the Sheffield City Council indicates that they now wish that 
they had employed a similar approach to secure the long-term public ownership of the 
housing they have been developing through their partnership with Keepmoat.

https://www.housing.org.uk/resource-library/browse/midlands-voluntary-right-to-buy-pilot-guidance-published/
https://www.housing.org.uk/resource-library/browse/midlands-voluntary-right-to-buy-pilot-guidance-published/
https://news.bristol.gov.uk/news/new-council-owned-housing-company-could-be-foundation-of-house-building-success
https://news.bristol.gov.uk/news/new-council-owned-housing-company-could-be-foundation-of-house-building-success


3. The committee has welcomed the emphasis on prevention for adults and the wider 
additional detail offered by IOC. The committee recommends that IOC updates the proposal 
to present this additional evidence.
ACCEPTED: We are grateful that the committee is interested to know more about the well-
recognised potential that digital technologies offer to transform the provision of health and 
social care. However, the budget documents are not the place for such additional detail to 
be provided. We therefore include information for the committee and councillors here.

CLARIFICATION FOR SCRUTINY: The committee may be interested to consider a policy-
shaping piece of work in its future programme. To inform the committee and councillors as 
to the evidence already available on this matter we provide the following links:

 https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/uk/Documents/life-sciences-
health-care/deloitte-uk-connected-health.pdf

 https://mhealthintelligence.com/news/uk-goes-all-in-on-remote-patient-monitoring
 https://www.digihealthcare.scot/home/strategy/
 https://www.local.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/Hampshire%20County%20

Council%20LIP%20Case%20Study.pdf

4. The committee notes the lack of funding identified beyond 2019/20 in the alternative 
budget. The committee therefore recommends that this short-term funding arrangement 
creates significant difficulties in determining the outcomes that can be delivered.

NOT ACCEPTED: There is no scope within the Council’s Constitution for us to be able to 
commit funding for future years. Therefore, in line with the Constitution, and as with the 
administration’s budget, this alternative budget is solely for the financial year2019-20. 

Our proposals for 2019-20 relating to the remit of the committee are for discrete pieces of 
work to be undertaken within the financial year. We would expect officers to monitor 
progress and outcomes as part of normal in-year service delivery. Recommendations on 
continuing or revised levels of funding for any investments with the potential to continue 
would be made in the normal way to inform budgeting for 2020-21. 

Our intentions as regards sustained investment in future years are indicated in the MTFS 
document. We believe the existing wording at Section 6 adequately covers this matter.

We note that the committee has not raised similar concerns regarding the budget provided 
by the administration, despite this also providing no assurances as regards future years 
funding and value for money outcomes.

CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE’S SCRUTINY 

1. The committee notes the cabinet member’s welcoming of the ideas coming forward in 
the alternative budget and the commitment to exploring these ideas further with 
officers.
NO ACTION REQUIRED

https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/uk/Documents/life-sciences-health-care/deloitte-uk-connected-health.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/uk/Documents/life-sciences-health-care/deloitte-uk-connected-health.pdf
https://mhealthintelligence.com/news/uk-goes-all-in-on-remote-patient-monitoring
https://www.digihealthcare.scot/home/strategy/
https://www.local.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/Hampshire%20County%20Council%20LIP%20Case%20Study.pdf
https://www.local.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/Hampshire%20County%20Council%20LIP%20Case%20Study.pdf


2. The committee welcomes the emphasis on the family-centred approach to supporting 
vulnerable children and families.
NO ACTION REQUIRED

3. The committee recommends that the IOC group updates the alternative budget to 
present additional evidence relating to the family-centred approach.
ACCEPTED: We are grateful that the committee is interested to know more about the 
well-recognised potential that digital technologies offer to transform the provision of 
health and social care. However, the budget documents are not the place for such 
additional detail to be provided. We therefore include information for the committee 
and councillors here.

CLARIFICATION FOR SCRUTINY: Hertfordshire County Council’s new approach to family 
safeguarding is changing the way looked-after children and families are supported by 
safeguarding teams and has led to significant cost savings. 

Following the independent evaluation of the project which was carried out by CASCADE: 
Children’s Social Research and Development Centre, University of Cardiff, estimated cost 
savings to Hertfordshire’s children’s services from reduced care and child protection 
allocations in the first year alone were £2.6m. 

Since then, more investments have been made by the Innovation Programme so that the 
model will be scaled to an additional four adopter sites.

The whole system reform aims to better address the needs and risks facing parents and 
children in order to increase the safety of children within the birth family. At the core of 
the intervention model are co-located, multi-disciplinary Family Safeguarding Teams, 
comprising children’s social workers and adult workers with expertise in domestic abuse, 
parental substance misuse and adult mental health.

Impact: There are multiple benefits of a Family Safeguarding Hertfordshire approach 
(including fewer A&E admissions and police incidents), however, the most relevant 
outcomes for the council are:

 Children and young people spend fewer days as looked after children; 
 Fewer new cases are allocated as Child in Need (CIN); 
 Fewer cases are allocated a child protection (CP) plan; and
 Improvement in family and child wellbeing.

Evidence from the evaluation is that the intervention:
 Child in Need cases reduced by 9%
 Child Protection Plan cases reduced by 29%
 Days spent in care reduced by 39%



Even just delivering a fraction of these improvements here in Herefordshire would have 
a transformational effect on the outcomes for families and the sustainability of the 
council’s own support services.

Please find below the Department for Education evaluation report on the new model.

Family_Safeguardin
g_Hertfordshire.pdf

4. However, the committee has some concern over the short-term nature of the funding 
which does not extend beyond 2019/20.

NOT ACCEPTED: There is no scope within the Council’s Constitution for us to be able to 
commit funding for future years. Therefore, in line with the Constitution, and as with the 
administration’s budget, this alternative budget is solely for the financial year2019-20. 

Our proposals for 2019-20 relating to the remit of the committee are for discrete pieces 
of work to be undertaken within the financial year. We would expect officers to monitor 
progress and outcomes as part of normal in-year service delivery. Recommendations on 
continuing or revised levels of funding for any investments with the potential to 
continue would be made in the normal way to inform budgeting for 2020-21. 

Our intentions as regards sustained investment in future years are indicated in the MTFS 
document. We believe the existing wording at Section 6 adequately covers this matter.

We note that the committee has not raised similar concerns regarding the budget 
provided by the administration, despite this also providing no assurances as regards 
future years funding and value for money outcomes.

GENERAL OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY 

1. This committee notes the recommendations from the Children’s and Adults scrutiny 
committees.

NO ACTION REQUIRED

2. The committee welcomes the progressive procurement proposals set out in the 
alternative budget noted in the alternative budget.

NO ACTION REQUIRED

3. The committee notes the proposals in 4.13 and recommends that additional 
neighbouring local authorities are considered, namely Shropshire and Telford and 
Wrekin.



PARTIALLY ACCEPTED:  The alternative budget proposal names Gloucestershire and 
Worcestershire. These are neighbouring authorities with the largest population 
catchments with excellent transport connectivity to Herefordshire.

Consideration could also be given to exploring the nature and scale of the need for 
this type of specialised respite facility with other adjacent authorities (Shropshire, 
Powys, Monmouthshire). However, we would propose that the bulk of the funding 
allocated should be used to progress discussions with the one or two authorities 
which provide the most robust partnership prospect.

Telford and Wrekin is not a neighbouring local authority.

We have amended the text of para 4.13 to provide clarification.

4. The committee would welcome added clarity from ‘It’s Our County’ in connection to 
the alternative budget by naming the existing council plans that it is aligned to.  
Namely, the local transport plans, the carbon reduction plan, SMOTs and local flood 
management.
PARTIALLY ACCEPTED:  The alternative budget proposal assumes that councillors 
have a working knowledge of all Herefordshire Council’s relevant adopted policies. 
These include, but are not limited to:

 Local Plan Core Strategy and its evidence base
 Local Transport Plan
 Sustainable Modes of Travel to School Strategy
 Carbon Reduction Plan
 Corporate Plan
 Economic Development Strategy
 Joint Strategic Needs Assessment

Links to all the relevant policy documents are available on the council’s website.    

5. The committee would welcome added clarity from ‘It’s Our County’ in defining the 
activities associated with some of the investment proposals, where they are able to 
do so, to provide confidence that they represent value for money.
NOT ACCEPTED: the recommendation does not make clear the investment proposals 
to which it refers. Directors have each already been consulted on the alternative 
budget proposals and have identified appropriate levels of investment for 2019-20. 
The implementation of proposals would be subject to value-for-money monitoring. 

We note that no such similar requirement was placed by scrutiny on the 
administration’s budget proposals.

6. The committee recommends that IOC welcomes the suggestion to invite parish 
councils to engage in a debate around how local priorities and spend are set.  And, 
that ‘It’s Our County’ note the offer to utilise the parish summits as a mechanism for 
doing this.



PARTIALLY ACCEPTED: We already note that the nascent ‘summits’ provide a 
mechanism to undertake some of this engagement in our budget report at para 
3.54. We are unable to identify any reference to the continuation of parish council 
summits in the administrations approved budget.

However, we intend that our proposed funding supports additional engagements to 
those which may already been budgeted for by the administration. 

Focussed discussions with parish councils and other stakeholders in specific and 
particular localities is required to ensure that the nature of varying local 
requirements and opportunities can be appropriately explored.

7. The committee shares the concerns of the other scrutiny committees over the short 
term nature of the funding which does not extend beyond 2019/20.  This presents 
difficulties in determining, with certainty, the outcomes that can be delivered. 

NOT ACCEPTED: There is no scope within the Council’s Constitution for us to be able 
to commit funding for future years. Therefore, in line with the Constitution, and as 
with the administration’s budget, this alternative budget is solely for the financial 
year2019-20. 

Our proposals for 2019-20 relating to the remit of the committee are for discrete 
pieces of work to be undertaken within the financial year. We would expect officers 
to monitor progress and outcomes as part of normal in-year service delivery. 
Recommendations on continuing or revised levels of funding for any investments 
with the potential to continue would be made in the normal way to inform 
budgeting for 2020-21. 

Our intentions as regards sustained investment in future years are indicated in the 
MTFS document. We believe the existing wording at Section 6 adequately covers 
this matter.

We note that the committee has not raised similar concerns regarding the budget 
provided by the administration, despite this also providing no assurances as regards 
future years funding and value for money outcomes.
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