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Executive Summary
This final report summarises responses to Birmingham City Council’s
Budget Consultation 2015+ which ran from 10 December 2014 to 
12 January 2015, based on the White Paper: “Responding to the
challenge, looking to the future”. The consultation process involved: 

• Over 200 people attending two public meetings led by the Council’s
Leader and Cabinet; 

• Contributions from 54 strategic and delivery partners of the Council
at a Stakeholders’ Conference on 18 December which also involved
Cabinet Members and senior managers from across all Council
departments;

• 1,108 responses to the online ‘Be Heard’ survey; 

• 629 comments made through submissions to ‘Budget Views’ via
emails (354), letters (142), texts (117) and social media/other means (16)
together with two petitions on the Library of Birmingham and the
Birmingham Museums Trust;

• A Disability Budget Forum attended by 42 people, two Cabinet
Members and Council staff held on 8 January;

• A consultation meeting aimed at the business community, hosted by
Find it in Birmingham and attended by 120 representatives of
Birmingham-based businesses, Council staff, the Council Leader and
several Cabinet Members; 

• A three hour workshop of 43 members of the Birmingham’s People’s
Panel facilitated and written up by BMG; 

• A consultation meeting for voluntary organisations through the Third
Sector Assembly organised in partnership with the Birmingham
Voluntary Services Council (BVSC);

• Two webcast question and answer sessions with the cabinet, each
lasting two hours, covering 73 questions and comments and viewed
live by 1,735 people with a further 6,157 views of the archive on the
Council’s website; and

• 26 ideas, submitted by 21 people, for saving money or raising revenue
on the new Birmingham Speaks section of the Council’s website. 
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The budget consultation built on the 314 comments made up to the close
of the dialogue period (midnight, 1 December 2014) on the Service
Review Green Paper which set out the Council’s proposed approach to,
and initial thoughts on, the future delivery of its services in the context of
continued sharp reductions in funding. The Green Paper was prepared
following a long period of analysis by Review Boards made up of
Councillors, senior officers and professional advisers starting from the
strategic direction agreed through last year’s consultation. Points made
during this Service Review dialogue which are relevant to the budget
proposals have been incorporated into this report. 

Overall, the budget consultation for 2015+ has reached more people and
elicited more responses than in the previous three years. This is largely
due to the webcast; the two public meetings only had a slightly smaller
attendance than the four held last year. While gender representation in
the online survey was not significantly out of balance (67 more women out
of 1,108 respondents) and a fair number of people with disabilities or
long-term conditions have been reached (23% of respondents),
representation of residents with Black or Minority Ethnic heritage is lower
than in Birmingham’s population as a whole. There appeared to be a
greater attendance at public meetings by people with physical disabilities
than in previous years, particularly from the deaf community.

This year’s consultation referred to £72.4m of new savings required in
the coming 2015/16 financial year and the longer term financial challenge
of needing to identify a further £163.4m per year of savings by 2017/18.
These savings are on top of the cash savings of £462m per annum already
made since 2010/11.

As well as asking for views on specific savings proposals, the consultation
asked for views on the level of Council Tax next year and sought
alternative and new ideas on making savings or raising income.
Innovations in this area were a greater weight being given to webcasts
which were more interactive, the Stakeholders’ Conference and
‘Birmingham Speaks’. The recommendations of the Kerslake Review,
published just before the consultation period opened, featured in much of
the discussions around the budget proposals. 

Council directorates are supplementing this over-arching consultation with
more detailed consultations with users about their specific proposals.
Consultation on new ways of working and on service priorities beyond the
next financial year will also continue, some based on suggestions and
commitments made during this year’s consultation process.
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The Council’s Future Role 
Early Intervention and Prevention

• A very large number of the comments made through all mediums
related to the need for early interventions and preventative work.
Cabinet Member responses have emphasised that this is also the
Council’s view and it was doing all it could to protect these services
despite the size of the cuts in government grant and increasing
demand for its statutory duties putting them under severe pressure.
The Stakeholders’ Conference asserted that partnership working
needed to also focus on prevention, on public education and on
encouraging citizen and business responsibility and social action.

Triple Devolution and Partnership Working

• Recognition that all of Birmingham was in this together and that there
needed to be a qualitative shift in partnership planning and delivery to
mitigate the impact of the cuts and deliver better outcomes. Some of
the barriers to partnership working have been identified as have
specific areas where active collaboration needs to start now.

• Almost all comments received, including during the earlier Service
Review dialogue, have been supportive of moves towards greater
collaboration and the creation of new decision-making structures at a
city region level for strategic issues such as economic development.
The idea of a Combined Authority across the West Midlands
conurbation for certain functions was supported together with
devolution of substantial funds from central government budgets.
Some suggestions have been made for a sharing of services at this
level as well.

• At a city-wide level, a great deal of support was expressed for greater
partnership planning and working, and for better communication and
integration of services to avoid duplication and deliver better outcomes
for the citizens of Birmingham. It was recognised that there were many
obstacles in the way of achieving this, including the historical approach
and culture of the Council, highlighted in the Kerslake report, and
many contributors to the consultation process. Statements by Cabinet
Members and senior Council staff at public meetings, the Third Sector
Assembly and through the webcast, together with the Stakeholders’
Conference and commitments to actions on specific service areas
showed a growing willingness to bring about the necessary culture
change.
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• Areas identified for further partnership planning and delivery by the
Stakeholders’ Conference and others were: 

• youth and careers services, helping to match training and
employment opportunities to young people who were seeking them;

• the skills agenda and skill shortages;

• children’s services;

• early intervention, support for independent living and prevention
services within adult social care;

• targeting procurement opportunities at local businesses;

• collaborative working (co-design and co-production) with third
sector organisations in general, examining the opportunities within
new EU procurement legislation from April 2015;

• Arts Partnership and cultural offer of the city as a whole;

• CCTV;

• community asset transfer; and

• Business Improvement Districts (BIDs).

• Many contributors from the third sector appreciated the moves towards
greater consultation and planning with third sector organisations as in
the past the Council had seen these organisations as “a cost, a budget
line, something else that needs to be paid for, rather than seeing us as
a solution to a problem”. Suggested new ways of working with
voluntary sector included: strategic co-location of services; more
integrated voluntary sector/public sector services; increased sharing of
back office services between voluntary sector providers, but also
between the voluntary sector and the Council where service delivery is
complementary; and new commissioning models.

• Another important barrier was national and EU legislation that forced
many services into open competitive tendering. This undermined co-
design and co-production work with the third sector, for example, as
partnership working was not the same as commissioning. It also
weakened the Council’s ability to promote local purchasing. However,
there were opportunities to improve matters here with changes in EU
procurement rules that were being introduced in April 2015.
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• The third component, devolution to districts and neighbourhoods, was
also broadly supported. Participants at the Stakeholders’ Conference
noted that partnership approaches worked best over different
geographical areas for different services; even the district level might
be too big for some services.

Capital Spending and Contracting

• Many questions raised around the Council’s room for manoeuvre on
capital spending, including the impact of settling equal pay claims, the
debt payments that result (on the borrowing for the Library of
Birmingham for example) and whether asset sales were a good idea.

• Whether entering into large scale out-sourcing contracts for Council
services cost more than it saved and reduced flexibility was also a
feature of many contributions to the consultation process, as was the
case last year. Fears were expressed that moves towards floating some
services off as mutually-owned social enterprises would only achieve
savings at the expense of staff pay, conditions and pensions. This was
combined with a fear that EU legislation would force contracts with
such bodies into competitive tendering leading to privatisation. 

• Others suggested that this might open up opportunities to raise
revenues and therefore lessen the need for cuts.

• Risk averseness of the Council its lack of entrepreneurial capabilities
identified by some as challenges to overcome when finding ways of
raising revenue and new ways of delivery.

• Fears that the extent of the cuts over the next three years would lead
to the Council only being able to deliver on its statutory duties.

• A few participants of consultation events proposed an alternative
strategy of setting a needs-based, deficit budget and campaigning
against the cuts.

Overview of 16 Service Area Groupings and New Ideas

• A table is provided in this section which compares views expressed by
the 634 respondents to the online survey on the 16 service areas for
which savings proposals have been made and on the savings proposals
themselves. Further detail is available in subsequent chapters.

• This chapter also summarises the 26 ideas put forward through
‘Birmingham Speaks’. 
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Adult Social Care

• Respondents to the online Be Heard survey view Adult Social Care
services as very important with 53% placing these within their list of five
most important services and only 6% in their five least important
services. This is despite only 16% having used these services in the last
12 months. A significantly higher proportion (35%) of respondents
disagreed with the savings proposals under this heading than agreed,
although 36% neither agreed, nor disagreed. Half of the 866 people
who responded disagreed, the second highest disagreement rate of all
the 16 service areas for which savings proposals were made.

• The greatest concerns in this service area were expressed over the
plans to cut the budget for Third Sector Commissioning (ASC 2) and
for Supporting People (ASC 5) as these were viewed as essential
preventative services that had helped a great number of Birmingham
citizens and would be a false economy as costs on statutory services
would increase as a result in the longer run. Knock-on or systems
effects and cumulative effects are a particular concern and with many
providers giving details of the likely impact of the cuts in terms of fewer
clients supported, numbers at risk of becoming homeless and
additional costs.

• Particularly strong objections were raised at public meetings and
through Budget Views and the Be Heard survey over cut backs to
support on mental health issues and a fear that the STAR (Support
Time Recovery) service would be ended. (See examples of letters in
Appendix I.) There were also fears that support for people with learning
difficulties who do not fit into the statutory ‘critical and substantial’ care
needs category would be removed. Though there was general
agreement with the Council’s aim to work more closely with the NHS to
mitigate the impact of these cuts, there were concerns that it would
take too long to achieve this and that the new Clinical Commissioning
Groups (CCGs) would be hard to influence. 

• There were calls for the Independent Living Fund to be ring-fenced
when it was passed from central to local government in April 2015.

• A number of the people from Birmingham’s deaf community who
attended the public meetings raised general issues around the
difficulties they experienced in accessing services and their feelings of
exclusion. They also said that cuts meant that interpreters being
offered were only trained to level 1 or 2 and not the required level 6. 
A request was made for the Council to sign up to the British Sign
Language (BSL) Charter and a commitment was made by the Cabinet
to meet with members of this community to look at what changes 
were needed. 
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• Some consultees called for safeguarding vulnerable elderly residents to
be given as high a priority as safeguarding children. This was linked
with calls for greater publicity to be given to the needs addressed and
services delivered by Adult Social Care as these needed to be given
highest priority, but media coverage and comments made through the
consultation were dominated by libraries and waste collection.

• Respondents to the online Be Heard survey viewed Public Health as a
very important service with 33% placing it within their list of five most
important services and only 5% in their five least important services. A
significantly higher proportion (21%) of respondents disagreed with the
savings proposals under this heading than agreed although half neither
agreed nor disagreed.

• Submissions to Budget Views, through the online survey and during the
Service Review dialogue raised: opposition to targeting ‘lifestyle
service’ only at those with health issues as this would lead to
stigmatisation and be counter-productive in terms of encouraging
participation by the target groups; a number expressed fears that
Gateway Family Services and the Pregnancy Outreach service would be
closed. There were also suggestions that a move away from delivery by
small, local organisations to larger scale delivery would mean that
fewer people were reached. I addtition, Healthwatch wrote to Budget
Views requesting that the proposed 30% cut to its budget be reduced
to a 12% cut.

• Over a quarter of respondents to the online Be Heard survey placed
Welfare and Advice within their list of five most important services,
seven percentage points more than placed them in their list of five
least important services. This might reflect the small numbers who used
these services in the last year. A higher proportion (13%) of
respondents disagreed with the savings proposals under this heading
than agreed, although just over half neither agreed nor disagreed.

• The proposal to stop funding these services (WAS 2) and the linked
proposal to decommission third sector information and advice services
(with the exception of general advocacy) (ASC 2) was criticised by a
number of contributors to the public meetings, at the Stakeholders’
Conference and by many through Budget Views (see examples of
letters in Appendix I) and the ‘Be Heard’ questionnaire as it was felt
that many vulnerable people would become isolated and not get the
support they need as they would not know where to go or what to do.
There would also be a knock-on effect as some might end up being
homeless or requiring more costly, acute services rather than being
able to live independently as a result of not receiving the preventative
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advice at the right time or because of the absence of specialist
advocacy support. These services were seen as being early
interventions and preventative. 

Children and Young People

• Respondents to the online Be Heard survey viewed Children and
Young People services as very important with 57% placing these within
their list of five most important services (more than any other service
area) and only 3% in their five least important services. This is despite
only 11% having used these services in the last 12 months. This reflects
strong support for the Council’s prioritisation of this area of work that
was expressed at public meetings and in comments in the online
survey.

• Partnership working with other public and third sector organisations
was seen as essential to improve safeguarding and the key is
prevention: how to stop children coming into the system. If there is a
commitment to early intervention, you need to make it more local. Is a
shared space needed, a partnership planning space, at district level?

• A significantly higher proportion (32%) of respondents disagreed with
the savings proposals under this heading than agreed, although 36%
neither agreed nor disagreed. At public meetings a concern was
expressed was around plans for further cuts to the Birmingham Careers
Service (Connexions) and fears of ‘a lost generation’ because not
enough was being done to help young people access jobs and
training/education opportunities, an area in which the Council had a
crucial role to play. 

• As in previous years, there was a great deal of concern that youth
services would be cut further by the districts. It was noted that the
Council was now a minority player in youth work and that in some
districts, youth work was not delivered directly by the Council.
However, contributors to the consultation emphasised that youth work
had to be available locally, at a neighbourhood rather than a district
level, and that the provision of a small number of large centres did not
address this issue. This was an area singled out as particularly needing
partnership planning and delivery.

• A number of individuals and organisations through Budget Views and
the Be Heard survey, plus one at a public meeting, raised concerns
about the impact of the proposed Early Years spending reductions and,
in particular, the possible closures of Children’s Centres. While these
were relatively few compared to those taking up youth services, the
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Library of Birmingham and the museums, some contributions
suggested that this might have been because of the lack of specifics in
the White Paper as the details were part of the still-to-be-completed
Early Years Review. 

• Several detailed questions and comments were raised around services
provided by the Council for schools and concerns about the possibility
of unattached school playing fields being sold. 

• A few respondents to the survey objected to Home to Schools
Transport (CYP 3) proposals.

Economy, Planning, Development and Transport

• Just under a fifth of respondents to the online Be Heard survey placed
Business and Employment within their list of five most important
services, two percentage points less than placed them in their list of
five least important services. This might reflect the small numbers who
used these services in the last year. It also contrasts with the
importance placed on the skills agenda at the Stakeholders’
Conference and at public meetings. The Council had a key role to play
in improving the system that matches people, particularly young
people, to job and training opportunities rather than delivering training
directly. There were weaknesses in communication and brokerage
systems that needed to be addressed.

• Many contributors stressed the need to promote purchasing from local
producers which would also help more Birmingham citizens secure the
jobs that were becoming available. Initiatives such as the Business
Charter for Social Responsibility and Find it in Birmingham were
praised in this regard. 

• A higher proportion (11%) of online survey respondents agreed with
the savings proposals under this heading than disagreed although over
half neither agreed nor disagreed.

• A big issue is the need to up-skill Birmingham residents to meet skill
shortages and to increase the proportion of jobs being secured by local
people.

• The important role of the Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) for
Birmingham’s economy was recognised and the need for more work to
improve collaboration between the Council and BIDs.
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• A small proportion (one eighth) of respondents to the online Be Heard
survey placed Planning and Development within their list of five most
important services, two percentage points less than placed them in
their list of five least important services. This might reflect the small
numbers who used these services in the last year. A higher proportion
(6%) of online survey respondents agreed with the savings proposals
under this heading than disagreed although over half neither agreed
nor disagreed.

• West Midlands Police do not want the building regulation savings
proposal (PD 3) to lead to the cessation of the Safety Advisory Group.

• Three out of 10 respondents to the online Be Heard survey placed
Traffic and Transport within their list of five most important services,
the seventh highest placing and three times as many as placed them in
their list of five least important services. These were also one of the
more frequently used service areas. A higher proportion (15%) of
respondents disagreed with the savings proposals under this heading
than agreed, although half neither agreed nor disagreed.

• Over one third of respondents to the online Be Heard survey placed
Housing within their list of five most important services, the sixth
highest placing and four times as many as placed them in their list of
five least important services. Relatively small numbers of the
respondents used these services in the last year. A small proportion of
respondents disagreed with the savings proposals under this heading
than agreed, although over half neither agreed nor disagreed.

Libraries, Museums, Arts and Heritage, Events and Parks

• Respondents to the online Be Heard survey view Libraries, Museums,
Arts and Heritage services as very important service 54% placing
these within their list of five most important services and only 9% in
their five least important services. These are also the most highly used
services by the survey respondents with two-thirds having used these
services in the last 12 months. 

• The highest proportion (78%) for all the service groupings covered
disagreed with the savings proposals under this heading. The balance
of the proportion agreeing minus those disagreeing was also highest
negative balance (-65%). Only 11% neither agreed nor disagreed. This
opposition was also reflected at the public meetings (three
contributions) and these services have been the subject of the largest
number of submissions to Budget Views (302 people) almost all of
whom opposed the planned cuts.
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• This opposition was mainly around the plans to reduce the Library of
Birmingham’s opening hours and staff numbers but there was also
general concern around Community Libraries as many people,
particularly those on lower incomes, accessed library services through
these. An electronic petition signed by 3,500 people (of whom 1,200
were from Birmingham) was part of a large number of objections at
meetings and through the webcast, Budget Views and the online
survey. Many of the Budget Views submissions focussed on the
photographic archives, the music library and performance sets and the
archive service in general.

• Also a great deal of opposition to the proposed cut in support to
Museums and Heritage (LMAH 2) underlining the popularity of
museums and the art gallery and further underlined by an electronic
petition signed by 4,020 people of whom 1,334 had Birmingham
addresses. Many of those signing or writing in to Budget Views
reflected the huge national and international reputation of the
Birmingham Museums Trust in a number of spheres. (A similar
observation is apparent in submissions around the Library of
Birmingham and its archive services.)

• The Birmingham Arts Partnership, a partnership of leading arts and
cultural organisations in the city, has made a far-reaching proposal to
develop a new model of arts leadership for the city, provisionally called
the Birmingham Arts Trust.

• Over one quarter of respondents to the online Be Heard survey placed
Parks and Leisure services within their list of five most important
services, more than twice as many as placed them in their list of five
least important services. These are also the second most used services. 

• A significantly higher proportion (34%) of respondents disagreed with
the savings proposals under this heading than agreed although two
fifths neither agreed nor disagreed. Judging by answers to the open
questions in the survey, submissions to Budget Views and comments
made at public meetings and the webcast, the concerns are around
decommissioning cricket and football pitches, charging for car parking
at parks and the importance of parks and sports facilities for health, the
quality of Birmingham citizens’ lives and Birmingham’s image. 



BUDGET  CONSULTAT ION  2015+  F INAL  REPORT

15

Regulation Environment and Waste

• A small proportion (one tenth) of respondents to the online Be Heard
survey placed Births, Deaths and Marriages within their list of five
most important services, one third of the proportion who placed them
in their list of five least important services. A higher proportion (13%
and higher than for any other service area) of online survey
respondents agreed with the savings proposals under this heading than
disagreed although well over half neither agreed nor disagreed. Plans
to increase charges faced little opposition but warnings were given that
these should not be so great that people stop using the services. 

• A small proportion (an eighth) of respondents to the online Be Heard
survey placed District Services within their list of five most important
services, under a half of the proportion who placed them in their list of
five least important services. These are, however, one of the more
frequently used service areas. A significantly higher proportion (32%) of
respondents disagreed with the savings proposals under this heading
than agreed. Just over one third neither agreed nor disagreed.

• Particular concerns were expressed around the future of youth services
and the need to have these delivered on a local, preferably
neighbourhood, basis, community libraries and advice services. The
concerns for staff pay and conditions of service, together with fears of
eventual privatisation if the mutually owned social enterprise route was
taken, were also expressed in relation to these services.

• Respondents to the online Be Heard survey view Environment and
Waste services as very important services with 47% placing these
within their list of five most important services and only 5% in their five
least important services. These are one of the most frequently used
service areas by respondents to the survey.

• A significantly higher proportion (22%) of respondents disagreed with
the savings proposals under this heading than agreed. Well over one
third neither agreed nor disagreed. However, the relative protection of
regulatory service budgets and their linking with Public Health was
welcomed at the Stakeholders’ Conference.

• The Stakeholders’ Conference also suggested that there were many
income-generating possibilities within this area that had not yet been
exploited. Pleas were made for the Council to be more open and less
risk averse to such suggestions. Plans to increase charges faced little
opposition but warnings were given that these should not be so great
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that people stop using the services. There was also a need to be
clearer with Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) about the baseline
services that would be provided by the Council. 

• A very small proportion (less than one twentieth) of respondents to the
online Be Heard survey placed Markets within their list of five most
important services, while 40%, ten times as many, placed them in their
list of five least important services. They are also used by a sizeable
proportion, over one third, of the respondents. A slightly higher
proportion (6%) of online survey respondents agreed with the savings
proposals under this heading than disagreed, although over half
neither agreed nor disagreed.

• A small proportion (an eighth) of respondents to the online Be Heard
survey placed Safety and Equality within their list of five most
important services, half of the proportion who placed them in their list
of five least important services. This might reflect the small numbers
who perceive that they used these services in the last year. A slightly
higher proportion (5%) of online survey respondents agreed with the
savings proposals under this heading than disagreed although 61%
neither agreed nor disagreed.

• At the Stakeholders’ Conference an expressed concern was that the
proposed ending of live monitoring of CCTVs, except in emergencies,
may lead to problems. Similar concerns were expressed by a few
respondents to the online survey who stressed the importance of
feeling safe for community wellbeing although a couple did not see the
need for more surveillance which they saw as an invasion of privacy. It
was suggested that as many different agencies used CCTV, there
should be a meeting between them to share their objectives and
concerns and to explore whether there were opportunities for better
collaboration and prioritisation of areas for live surveillance so that
savings could be made while not losing impact. These concerns and
alternatives were also reflected in the submissions by West Midlands
Police, several BIDs and individuals to Budget Views.

• There were also concerns that cuts in staff numbers should not prevent
the Council carrying out its statutory duties in relation to community
safety co-ordination. A similar point was made by a handful of online
survey respondents in relation to equalities. A few stressed the
importance of retaining staff to promote equalities as a major objective
of Council policy, although one said that equalities was not important.
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Running the Council – Support Services, Contracts

• One fourteenth of respondents to the online Be Heard survey placed
Finance and Support within their list of five most important services,
while over a quarter placed them in their list of five least important
services. This might reflect the small numbers who perceive that they
used these services in the last year. A higher proportion (6%) of online
survey respondents agreed with the savings proposals under this
heading than disagreed, although over three fifths neither agreed nor
disagreed.

• Some contributors, particularly at the Stakeholders’ Conference,
pointed out that cutting ‘back room’ and support functions did not
always lead to greater efficiencies in the Council as a whole as a cut in
a support service might mean that a frontline service does not get the
support it needs to be efficient. Also, some ‘back room’ functions may
have a longer term, strategic value as they can develop an
organisation’s capabilities to make efficiencies and continuous
improvements. There may be “more value in back-office stuff than
people give credit for”. 

• A number of Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) expressed concern
over the proposed recharging to BIDs of the costs of collecting the BID
levy although the Colmore Business District accepted this proposal on
condition that the costs were similar to those in other local authorities
and that the BIDs could negotiate over the quality of this service.

• Many consultees said that more needed to be done through
procurement to help local businesses and that this was about looking
at the social value of contracts. There was also a need to up-skill local
businesses to bid for contracts. 
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Council Tax Options

• Over four-fifths (81%) of online survey respondents favoured an
increase in Council Tax, half (50%) support a 2% increase (the expected
threshold before a city-wide referendum is required) while less than a
fifth (19%) wanted an increase of over 2% even if this triggers a
referendum. Less than one in five (19%) want a freeze.

• Appeals were made at public meetings for improvements to Council
Tax collection from non-payers and for a restructuring of Council Tax so
that the wealthier paid more. It was explained that the Council’s
collection rate was as good as, or better than, the local government
average and that the Council Tax structure was set nationally and could
not be changed by BCC.
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1. Introduction
The Consultation Process

Birmingham City Council (BCC) continues to face an extremely
challenging financial situation, largely as a result of reductions in grants
from central government as part of the national deficit reduction
programme – together with cost pressures resulting from inflation, the
growing demand for services such as adult social care and new statutory
service provision requirements. Over the past four years the Council has
made cash savings of £462m per annum. On current projections, it will
need to make a further £163.4m of savings by 2017/18. In the coming
2015/16 financial year, £72.4m of savings will be required. 

As well as asking for views on specific savings proposals, the consultation
asked for views on the level of Council Tax next year and sought
alternative and new ideas on making savings or raising income.
Innovations in this area were the Stakeholders’ Conference and
‘Birmingham Speaks’. The recommendations of the Kerslake Review,
published just before the consultation period opened, featured in much of
the discussions around the budget proposals. 

Council directorates are supplementing this over-arching consultation with
more detailed consultations with users about their specific proposals.
Consultation on new ways of working and on service priorities beyond the
next financial year will also continue, some based on suggestions and
commitments made during this year’s consultation process. 

This final report summarises responses to Birmingham City Council’s
Budget Consultation 2015+ which ran from 10 December 2014 to 
12 January 2015, based upon the White Paper: “Responding to the
challenge, looking to the future”. The consultation process involved: 

• Over 200 people attending two public meetings led by the Council’s
Leader and Cabinet. (Coincidentally, 101 signed up at each meeting
but a headcount suggested that there were approximately 20 to 25
more at the Erdington meeting who entered by another door.) 

• Contributions from 54 strategic and delivery partners of the Council
at a Stakeholders’ Conference on 18 December which also involved
cabinet members and senior managers from across all Council
departments.

• 1,108 responses to the online ‘Be Heard’ survey.
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• 629 comments made through submissions to ‘Budget Views’ via
emails (354), letters (142), texts (117) and social media/other means (16)
together with two petitions on the Library of Birmingham and the
Birmingham Museums Trust. 

• A Disability Budget Forum attended by 42 people, two Cabinet
Members and Council staff held on 8 January.

• A consultation meeting aimed at the business community, hosted by
Find it in Birmingham and attended by 120 representatives of
Birmingham-based businesses, Council staff, the Council Leader and
several Cabinet Members; 

• A three-hour ‘deliberative’ workshop of 43 members of the
Birmingham People’s Panel (which is selected to be representative of
the city’s demographic makeup) facilitated and written up by BMG. 

• A consultation meeting for voluntary organisations through the Third
Sector Assembly organised in partnership with the Birmingham
Voluntary Services Council (BVSC).

• Two webcast question and answer sessions, each lasting two hours,
with the Cabinet covering 73 questions and comments and viewed live
by 1,735 people with a further 6,157 views of the archive on the
Council’s website as of mid-day, 13 January 2015. The webcast on 
10 December had 974 live views with a further 4,993 views, while that
of 7 January had 761 live views with a further 1,164 to date.

• 26 ideas, submitted by 21 people, for saving money or raising revenue,
on the new Birmingham Speaks section of the Council’s website. These
received 59 comments and 65 ratings across all the submissions.

The budget consultation built on the 314 comments made up to the close
of the dialogue period (midnight, 1 December 2014) on the Service
Review Green Paper which set out the Council’s proposed approach to,
and initial thoughts on, the future delivery of its services in the context of
continued sharp reductions in funding. The Green Paper was prepared
following a long period of analysis by Review Boards made up of
Councillors, senior officers and professional advisers starting from the
strategic direction agreed through last year’s consultation. Points made
during this Service Review dialogue which are relevant to the budget
proposals have been incorporated into this report. 
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Representativeness

Although strenuous efforts were made to publicise ways that people
could make comments on the budget, it is not possible to simultaneously
have an open access online survey and ensure that responses by different
groups of people are proportional to their numbers in Birmingham’s
population. Respondents were asked to complete personal profiles on
aspects such as their gender, ethnicity, sexuality and whether they had a
disability or long-term condition/illness. A large majority of respondents
also answered these questions and a detailed analysis of this data is
contained in Appendix II. 

Overall, the budget consultation for 2015+ has reached more people and
elicited more responses than in the previous three years. This is largely
due to the webcast; the two public meetings only had a slightly smaller
attendance than the four held last year. While gender representation in
the online survey was not significantly out of balance (67 more women out
of 1,108 respondents) and a fair number of people with disabilities or
long-term conditions have been reached (23% of respondents),
representation of residents with black or minority ethnic heritage is lower
than in Birmingham’s population as a whole. There appeared to be a
greater attendance at public meetings by people with physical disabilities
than in previous years, particularly from the deaf community. Tables on the
demographic breakdown of online survey respondents are provided in
Appendix II.

The People’s Panel workshop was perhaps more representative of minority
ethnic residents of the city although numbers with Pakistani or
Bangladeshi heritage were low.

Appendix II also contains an analysis of online respondents by the ward
they lived in where this was possible, that is, if they gave a full postcode.
All 40 of Birmingham’s wards were represented although the distribution
was uneven, ranging from highs of 59 for Moseley and Kings Heath, 46 for
Ladywood and 41 for Bournville down to lows of five for Perry Barr and
Shard End, and four for Oscott and Washwood Heath.

The numbers and percentages of comments by Service Review area made
through the submissions to ‘Budget Views’ to date are shown in the table
below. It can be seen that four out of five of the submissions focussed on
two areas: Adult Social Care and Libraries, Museums, Arts and Heritage. A
few submissions related to Parks and Leisure, Children and Young People
and general comments, but there were no specific comments on many of
the other 16 services areas. However, it should be noted that because of
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the interdependencies between service areas, and because many
submissions covered more than one area, some of these service areas
were touched upon within submissions that spent more time focussing on
one particular service area.

Responses by council service area No. %

Adult Social Care 182 29%

Births, Deaths and Marriages 2 0%

Business and Employment 6 1%

Children and Young People 16 3%

District Services 0 0

Environment and Waste 0 0

Finance and Support Services 2 0%

Housing 2 0%

Libraries, Museums, Arts and Heritage 315 50%

Markets 0 0

Parks and Leisure 44 7%

Planning and Development 1 0%

Public Health 24 4%

Safety and Equality 1 0%

Traffic and Transport 3 1%

Welfare and Advice Services 1 0%

General Comments 30 5%

nb: one comment may relate to more than one area. A percentage sign
with ‘0’ means that although some respondents commented on that
service area, the number was below 0.5%.
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The numbers of comments by the three new Council directorates are
given above.

As explained above, open access was an important principle of the
consultation process. However, this has meant that the responses cannot
be claimed to be statistically representative of the views of Birmingham
residents. As well as the lower representation of some groups of residents
than their proportion in the city’s population outlined above, responders
to any consultation process tend to be those concerned about a particular
issue. This was particularly true this year because of the campaign
launched against the proposals to reduce opening hours and staff at the
Library of Birmingham. Nevertheless, it would be wrong to say that
therefore these responses should be discounted as they do reflect the
views of a large number of people in the city.

Providing Information

Perhaps more importantly, the value of the consultation process is in the
qualitative information provided to the Council. It has allowed many who
will feel the impact of specific proposed savings to express their concerns,
to provide details of what they expect the impacts to be and to make
many other suggestions. In particular, the concerns of some vulnerable
groups and those who work with them have been captured. This is
important and valuable information that Councillors and Council officers
will want to consider before making budget, staffing and service
organisation decisions. 

Furthermore, the public consultation has also played an important role in
informing in some depth a large number of Birmingham residents,
Council service users and organisations about the wide range of services
that the Council provides, the opportunities and constraints of Council

Note that some comments referred to
more than one service area or
directorate.

People
317

Place
82

Economy
229



BUDGET  CONSULTAT ION  2015+  F INAL  REPORT

24

funding and spending (for example, that only one tenth of its revenue is
raised via Council Tax), how Birmingham has fared in relation to central
government grants compared with other local authorities, and the difficult
decisions that it is facing over the coming four years because of huge
financial pressures. 

The impact of this important communication and informing role of
consultations is often neglected in assessing the impact of public
consultations. 

Structure of Report

Comments submitted through all the channels outlined above are
summarised under six very broad service area headings, each with a
chapter in this report, and these follow the next chapter which summarises
general comments made in relation to the way the Council works and its
future role in city governance and service delivery. This next chapter also
summarises the ideas put forward on: new ways of working within the
Council and with partners to mitigate the impact of the cuts and to
improve service delivery; alternative savings proposals; and alternative
income-generating proposals. 

The 16 more detailed service area headings that the savings proposals
were grouped in to are allocated as appropriate to the six broad service
area sections. 

The final chapter addresses the views expressed on the three Council Tax
options. 

All responses from organisations and individuals that were sent to Budget
Views have been recorded and analysed, and referred to throughout this
report. The individual responses from organisations are summarised in
Appendix I. The other appendix contains a demographic analysis of
respondents to the online survey.

Reports summarising comments, questions and responses at both of the
public consultation meetings and the Stakeholders’ Conference are
available.
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2. The Council’s Future Role 
Key Points

Recognition that all of Birmingham was in this together and that
there needed to be a qualitative shift in partnership planning and
delivery to mitigate the impact of the cuts and deliver better
outcomes. Some of the barriers to partnership working have
been identified as have specific areas where active collaboration
needs to start now.

A great deal of support for the Council and its partners seeking
to do all that is possible to maintain early intervention and
preventative support work because it improves the current quality
of the lives of many Birmingham citizens and because it saves
money in the long run.

Almost all comments received have supported the creation of a
Combined Authority at a city-region level.

Devolution to districts and neighbourhoods also mainly
supported.

Many concerns expressed that outsourcing through large
contracts with the private sector did not save money and reduced
flexibility. Some consultees took the view that outsourcing did
save money. 

A few had concerns that turning Council services into mutually
owned social enterprises would only save money if staff salaries
and conditions were worsened and that EU competition
legislation would lead to eventual privatisation. Others suggested
that this might open up opportunities to raise revenues and
therefore lessen the need for cuts.

Risk averseness of the Council and its lack of entrepreneurial
capabilities identified by some as challenges to overcome when
finding ways of raising revenue and new ways of delivery.

Fears that the extent of the cuts over the next three years would
lead to the Council only being able to deliver on its statutory
duties.

A few participants of consultation events proposed an alternative
strategy of setting a needs-based, deficit budget and
campaigning against the cuts.

This section also provides an overview of the Be Heard survey
responses and of the ideas put forward to ‘Birmingham Speaks’.
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Early Intervention and Prevention

A very large number of the comments made through all mediums related
to the need for early interventions and preventative work. Cabinet
Member responses have emphasised that this is also the Council’s view
and it was doing all it could to protect these services despite the size of
the cuts in government grant and increasing demand for its statutory
duties putting them under severe pressure. The Stakeholders’ Conference
asserted that partnership working needed to also focus on prevention, on
public education and on encouraging citizen and business responsibility
and social action.

Triple Devolution and Partnership Working

Almost all comments received, including during the earlier Service Review
dialogue, have been supportive of moves towards greater collaboration
and the creation of new decision-making structures at a city region level
for strategic issues such as economic development. The idea of a
Combined Authority across the West Midlands conurbation for certain
functions was supported together with devolution of substantial funds
from central government budgets. Some suggestions have been made for
a sharing of services at this level as well. 

There was some caution expressed; one questioner at the business
meeting asked whether the Combined Authority would save money or be
a distraction. The Leader’s response was that it would not save money but
it would bring more money into the sub-region from central government
as appeared to be happening with Greater Manchester.

At a city-wide level, a great deal of support was expressed for greater
partnership planning and working, and for better communication and
integration of services to avoid duplication and deliver better outcomes
for the citizens of Birmingham. It was recognised that there were many
obstacles in the way of achieving this including the historical approach
and culture of the Council, highlighted in the Kerslake report and many
contributors to the consultation process. Statements by Cabinet Members
and senior Council staff at public meetings, the Third Sector Assembly
and through the webcast, together with the Stakeholders’ Conference and
commitments to actions on specific service areas showed a growing
willingness to bring about the necessary culture change.

The Stakeholders’ Conference (plus some contributions at the public
meetings) stressed the need for partners to understand what the situation
will be in 2019, ‘at the end of the line’ of the budget cuts, as otherwise it
would not be possible to work in partnership seriously, with long-term



BUDGET  CONSULTAT ION  2015+  F INAL  REPORT

27

planning and delivery collaboration if the rules of the game are changed
every 12 months. 

The conference also identified the need to create spaces for detailed
partnership planning and delivery in a number of service areas involving
not just the wider public sector but also the third and private sectors.
Specific areas identified for more detailed partnership planning and
delivery at the conference and more broadly through the rest of the
consultation process were:

• youth and careers services, helping to match training and
employment opportunities to young people who were seeking them;

• the skills agenda and skill shortages;

• children’s services;

• early intervention, support for independent living and prevention
services within adult social care;

• targeting procurement opportunities at local businesses;

• collaborative working (co-design and co-production) with third sector
organisations in general, examining the opportunities within new EU
procurement legislation from April 2015;

• Arts Partnership and cultural offer of the city as a whole;

• CCTV;

• community asset transfer; and

• Business Improvement Districts (BIDs).

Barriers to partnership working identified at the Stakeholders’ Conference
(some of which were alluded to at other consultation events) were:

• issues around sharing baseline data;

• different performance and financial systems between organisations
which meant that savings were sought within an organisation rather
than across the whole piece;

• seeing third sector organisations only as those to commission services
from, rather than as partners in, planning and delivery – legislation on
competitive tendering was a blockage here although there may be
opportunities in the new EU rules coming in April;

• the Council dominating, not wanting to let go, being hard to access,
and being risk-averse; and
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• time constraints as cuts were needed now but new approaches took
time to be developed and piloted.

Many contributors from the third sector organisations appreciated the
moves towards greater consultation and planning as in the past the
Council had seen these organisations as “a cost, a budget line, something
else that needs to be paid for, rather than seeing us as a solution to a
problem”. Suggested new ways of working with the voluntary sector
included: strategic co-location of services; more integrated voluntary
sector/public sector services; increased sharing of back-office services
between voluntary sector providers, but also between the voluntary sector
and the Council where service delivery is complementary; and new
commissioning models.

Another important barrier was national and EU legislation that forced
many services into open competitive tendering. This undermined 
co-design and co-production work with the third sector, for example, 
as partnership working was not the same as commissioning. It also
weakened the Council’s ability to promote local purchasing. However,
there were opportunities to improve matters here with changes in EU
procurement rules that were being introduced in April 2015.

The third component, devolution to districts and neighbourhoods, was
also broadly supported. Participants at the Stakeholders’ Conference
noted that partnership approaches worked best over different
geographical areas for different services; even the district level might be
too big for some services.

Capital Spending and Contracting

Many questions raised around the Council’s room for manoeuvre on
capital spending, including the impact of settling equal pay claims, the
debt payments that result (on the borrowing for the Library of Birmingham
for example) and whether asset sales were a good idea. Concerns were
expressed at the public meetings and the People’s Panel workshop that
key assets should not be sold off too quickly.

Some contributors to the public meetings and the webcasts wanted to
know why the funds that were being put into the planned development of
Paradise Circus and its environs could not be used for maintaining
services for vulnerable people. It was explained that local government
finance rules did not allow capital spending, that is investment using
borrowed funds, to be used for revenue spending, that is, day-to-day
spending on services. In addition, the Council’s investment in such
developments would bring in a much larger sum of private investment
and associated new jobs.
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Whether entering into large-scale outsourcing contracts for Council
services cost more than it saved and reduced flexibility was also a feature
of many contributions to the consultation process, as was the case last
year. Most contributors suggested that outsourcing cost more and
reduced flexibility but some, including a question at the business
meeting, felt that there was fertile ground for cost savings. 

Fears were expressed that moves towards floating some services off as
mutually-owned social enterprises would only achieve savings at the
expense of staff pay, conditions and pensions. This was combined with a
fear that EU legislation would force contracts with such bodies into
competitive tendering leading to privatisation. 

Risk Averseness versus Entrepreneurial Culture

The Stakeholders’ Conference suggested that the Council needed to be
less risk averse and more open to income generating opportunities if it
were to meet the challenges of the future and work better in partnership.
However, it also recognised that this probably needed a change in culture
across the Council (suggested in the Kerslake Review and by those
speaking for the Council at consultation events) and that the Council
needed to develop its expertise to be more enterprising and to work with
people with entrepreneurial skills. These points were also expressed at the
public meetings, through some comments on the Be Heard survey and by
attendees at the meeting targeted at businesses. A contributor to the
latter also urged the Council to stimulate entrepreneurship across the city.

Some contributors at a number of events said that there would, however,
be tensions between providing a public service and having a business
approach and these would need to be managed. 

Related points made include: that sharing income generation
opportunities and supporting partners in their income generation efforts
could also stimulate the local economy; and that local tax powers need to
be investigated more deeply.

Needs-based Budget and Campaigning Against the Cuts

As last year, a number of contributors to the public meetings and a couple
to the webcasts proposed an alternative strategy of setting a needs-based
budget, refusing to implement the cuts being proposed, which would
mean setting a deficit budget, and launching a campaign to mobilise
residents of Birmingham against the government’s cuts to local authority
grants. Cabinet Members refuted this approach as it this could not be
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done legally and central government would take over running the
Council. They would, however, continue to campaign against the
unfairness of the cuts Birmingham was facing which were significantly
higher than the average for England.

The Long-Term Future of Local Government

Several contributors asked what the long-term future might be,
suggesting the possibility that the extent of the cuts meant that
Birmingham would only have the funds for its statutory duties around
adult social care, children, waste collection, regulation and street
cleaning. This was also identified as a possibility by the Leader of the
Council.

Online Survey: Overview of Responses to 16 Service Areas

From the table below it can be seen that the service areas that appeared
most in the list of the five most important services for the online survey
respondents (in order of most mentioned) were:

1. Children and Young
People

2. Libraries, Museums, Arts
and Heritage

3. Adult Social Care

4. Environment and Waste

5. Public Health C
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The service areas that appeared most in the list of the five least important
services for the online survey respondents (in order of most mentioned)
were:

1. Markets

2. Births, Deaths and
Marriages

3. District Services

4. Finance and Support
Services

5. Safety and Equality

However, the percentages for these ‘least important’ services were much
lower, perhaps reflecting a reluctance to ‘play one service off against
another’.
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Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Adult Social Care 53% 6% 16%

Births, Deaths and Marriages 10% 30% 9%

Business and Employment 18% 20% 5%

Children and Young People 57% 3% 11%

District Services 12% 28% 43%

Environment and Waste 47% 5% 52%

Finance and Support
Services 7% 26% 6%

Housing 32% 8% 5%

Libraries, Museums, Arts and
Heritage 54% 9% 68%

Markets 4% 40% 36%

Parks and Leisure 27% 12% 53%

Planning and Development 13% 15% 8%

Public Health 37% 5% 21%

Safety and Equality 12% 24% 4%

Traffic and Transport 30% 10% 43%

Welfare and Advice Services 26% 19% 7%

The five services most used by the respondents in order were:

1. Libraries, Museums, Arts and Heritage

2. Parks and Leisure 

3. Environment and Waste 

4. District Services 

5. Traffic and Transport 
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The table below compares the views of respondents when asked whether
they agreed or disagreed with the savings proposals under each service
area. The ‘balance’ shows whether there were more respondents agreeing
than disagreeing with the proposals (a positive balance) or vice versa (a
negative figure). It should be noted that often the ‘neither agree nor
disagree’ view was high, perhaps reflecting a respondent’s feeling that
they lacked the knowledge to have a firm view. 

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Adult Social Care 3% 12% 36% 24% 26% -35% 866

Births, Deaths and
Marriages 5% 24% 56% 12% 4% 13% 726

Business and
Employment 6% 21% 58% 10% 5% 11% 709

Children and Young
People 4% 12% 36% 30% 18% -32% 727

District Services 3% 13% 35% 24% 24% -32% 791

Environment and
Waste 3% 16% 38% 28% 14% -22% 732

Finance and
Support Services 6% 17% 61% 12% 4% 6% 677

Housing 5% 15% 54% 18% 8% -6% 672

Libraries, Museums,
Arts and Heritage 5% 7% 11% 17% 61% -65% 865

Markets 6% 20% 54% 14% 6% 6% 711

Parks and Leisure 2% 11% 41% 29% 18% -34% 722

Planning and
Development 5% 16% 64% 10% 6% 6% 669

Public Health 3% 11% 50% 24% 11% -21% 687

Safety and Equality 5% 17% 61% 12% 5% 5% 669

Traffic and
Transport 3% 14% 51% 22% 10% -15% 695

Welfare and Advice
Services 4% 13% 53% 20% 10% -13% 676
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The greatest disagreements with the proposals, reflected in the negative
balance, were for:

1. Libraries, Museums, Arts and Heritage

2. Adult Social Care

3. District Services

4. Children and Young People

5. Parks and Leisure

The most agreements with the proposals were for:

1. Births, Deaths and Marriages 

2. Business and Employment

3. Markets

4. Finance and Support Services

5. Safety and Equality

A word of caution on the above views was implied by a number of
comments made through many consultation channels. There is a need to
look at the system impact of decisions, that is, the impact that a cut in one
service has on another service (provided by any organisation, not just the
Council). There is also a need to understand the cumulative impact of
cuts, not just the impact of this year’s proposals but the impact of past
years’ cuts and of the cuts still to come, and the cuts in interdependent
services which can sometimes create a ‘catch 22’ situation for some
people. 

New Ideas

Some 26 ideas were submitted by 21 people, for saving money or raising
revenue on the new ‘Birmingham Speaks’ section of the Council’s website.
These received 59 comments and 65 ratings across all the submissions.
Ratings given could range from 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest). The ideas are
summarised in the table below.
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Idea Title / Synopsis Average
rating

Number of
ratings

Number of
comments

Tags White Paper
Proposals/
Themes

Use of BCC
Resources 3.5 6 3 staffing Finance and

Support Services

Use internal resources instead of external providers

Community leaf
clean-ups 3 2 4 community Environment and

Waste

Encourage communities in Birmingham to arrange neighbourhood clean ups

Some reflections on
Kerslake –
community
engagement

4.5 4 2 council structure,
councillors District Services

Suggestions from Kerslake Review: reducing number of councillors, district
engagement

Save money on
heating 4 3 2 council buildings Environment and

Waste

Heating management in council buildings

Utilising CSR to help
address youth
unemployment

4.5 4 2 youth
unemployment

Business and
Employment

Brokering co-
ordination 4.67 3 2 third sector Welfare and

Advice Services

Council to take a more proactive role in identifying and communicating
support organisations to the public

Voluntary Council
Tax supplement for
Children’s Services

3 3 4
income
generation,
council tax

Children and
Young People

To allow people an additional supplement to their Council Tax to be spent on
the recruitment, training, development and retention of high quality social
worker personnel

Help people to help
people 5 2 2 community Welfare and

Advice Services

To enable person-to-person help around specific service topics. Specifically the
Council should have a forum with comment options on all its service webpages
that allow the public to respond to each other’s requests for help

Local business using corporate social responsibility (CSR) to help youth into work 
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Idea Title / Synopsis Average
rating

Number of
ratings

Number of
comments

Tags White Paper
Proposals/
Themes

Remove Museums,
Heritage and Arts
funding

2.67 6 7 funding, arts,
museums

Library, Museums,
Arts & Heitage

To operate a single main museum as a self-financing organisation, thus
reducing the need for museums to be funded by BCC. Numerous museums
can be replaced by making detailed photos, descriptions and videos of all
artefacts currently stored in the museums available free to all online

Volunteer service for
Birmingham libraries 5 1 1 volunteer Library, Museums,

Arts & Heritage

A suggestion to create a volunteer library group. (This already exists and the
information was communicated to the person that added this idea)

Raise Council Tax 2.2 5 6
council tax,
funding, income
generation

Cross Cutting

Proposing a raise to the current Council Tax rates

Fine the litter bugs
and the “Spitters” 5 1 1 community Environment and

Waste

Proposing the introduction of fines for littering and spitting on public
pavements

Save money,
increase inclusion,
stop all translation
services

1 1 1 translation
services Cross Cutting

To save money by removing translation services

Sourcing 0 0 0 refuse collections Environment and
Waste

A suggestion that refuse collection services should insure any mess left behind
when collection refuse is cleaned up at the time of collection

Council Tax payer 0 0 0 community Cross Cutting

Multiple suggestion regarding: Responding to reports of dog fouling,
jobseekers to assist with community cleaning, people who graffiti to be held
responsible for the removal and cleaning, schools real world skills, community
engagement, wheelie bin distribution

Sourcing 4.5 4 2 procurement Cross Cutting

Remove contracts with stationers and get best price available for items at time

Unsupported
projects 0 0 0 projects Cross Cutting

Think about long-term planning when funding projects and ensure support will
remain long term
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Idea Title / Synopsis Average
rating

Number of
ratings

Number of
comments

Tags White Paper
Proposals/
Themes

Traffic lights 0 0 0 efficiency savings Traffic & Transport

Reduce traffic light usage at night

Rationalise
management jobs 5 2 1 management,

staffing Cross Cutting

Reduce higher paid managers’ wages

Pass bin and all
other collections
contract to Veolia

5 1 0 refuse collections Environment and
Waste

Privatisation of refuse collection services

Switching street
lighting off during
night

0 0 0 efficiency savings Traffic & Transport

Reduce street lighting on major A roads at night

Solar panels 0 0 0 efficiency savings,
environment

Environment and
Waste

Utilise buildings to attach solar panels and use energy to reduce costs

Fed up of dirty
streets 0 0 0 environment Environment and

Waste

Increase number of street cleaners

Disposal of unused
or vacant land assets 0 0 0 income generation Planning &

Development

Sell off valuable vacant land for the development of low-cost affordable
housing

Call Centre 0 0 1
effective
communication
efficiency savings

Cross Cutting

Remove contracts with stationers and get best price available for items at time

Maintaining the
Library Service 5 1 0 Library Service Library, Museums,

Arts & Heritage

Multiple ideas to change the way libraries work
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3. Adult Social Care
Key Points

Seen as one of the most important services and with one of the
highest levels of disagreement with the White Paper proposals.

Knock-on or systems effects and cumulative effects are a
particular concern and impact is becoming increasingly evident.

The greatest concerns in this service area were expressed over
the plans to cut the budget for Third Sector Commissioning
(ASC 2), including decommissioning of advice and specialist
advocacy, and for Supporting People (ASC 5).

Particularly strong objections were raised over cutbacks to
support on mental health issues and a fear that the STAR
(Support Time Recovery) service would be ended.

There were calls for the Independent Living Fund to be ring-
fenced when it was passed from central to local government in
April 2015. 

Larger numbers of deaf people attending meetings than in
previous years. Request for the Council to sign up to the British
Sign Language (BSL) Charter.

Within Public Health, caution expressed on further changes to
substance misuse services; fears that targeting ‘lifestyle services’
at those most in need would stigmatise and backfire; fears that
Gateway Family Services and the Pregnancy Outreach service
would be closed; and Healthwatch asked for a smaller cut in its
budget.

The proposal to stop funding voluntary sector welfare and advice
services (WAS 2) was criticised.

Overarching Themes

Many consultees called for safeguarding vulnerable elderly residents to
be given as high a priority as safeguarding children. This was linked with
calls for greater publicity to be given to the needs addressed and services
delivered by Adult Social Care as these needed to be given highest
priority, but media coverage and comments made through the
consultation were dominated by libraries and waste collection.
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There was also very strong support through all consultation mechanisms
for preserving and strengthening early intervention, support and
preventative services such as those associated with Supporting People as
these played a big role in improving the quality of lives of vulnerable
people and in preventing them slipping into ‘substantial and critical’
needs and therefore increasing costs to the Council in the long run. This
was raised a number of times at the public meetings and at the Disability
Budget Forum.

An often repeated view was that this was an area where the knock-on
effects of cuts in other service areas and the cumulative effects of cuts had
a major impact. Attendees at the Disability Budget Forum repeatedly
stressed that the knock-on effects of cuts in other services could be
substantial for vulnerable people leading to growing barriers to accessing
services, support, finding jobs and leisure and social opportunities. 

Partnership working, particularly with the third sector and the NHS, was
seen as critical to mitigating the impact of cuts in this broad service area.
However, contributions to the Stakeholders’ Conference and the Third
Sector Assembly said that the Council had to go much further in this area
and that productive co-design work was undermined by commissioning
rules which often cast aside all the work done by third sector partners,
ignored the hidden social value they brought and led to the appointment
of commercial operators who focussed on a much narrower range of
outcomes and did not have the local relationships needed to operate
effectively. One contributor summed this up succinctly: “Commissioning
has devalued this sector.” There was hope that new EU procurement rules
would allow more freedom. 

Submissions to Budget Views and contributions to the public meetings
and the Stakeholders’ Conference suggested that the Council spent less
on adult social care than many other local authorities. Figures presented
stated that while spending on adult social care services in cash terms had
remained the same across the UK since 2009/10 (though a real terms cut
when inflation is taken into account), Birmingham had cut spending by
£75mi (21%). It would cost £40m for Birmingham to get back to the UK
average. It was noted by Council staff that this was not comparing like
with like as Birmingham had a younger population profile than other
cities. In addition, each local authority has different accounting practices
with regard to debt and corporate overheads.

Nevertheless, a view repeated often was that spending on Adult Social
Care does not get the attention it deserves in the media and at
consultation events, despite the high priority given to it by Birmingham
citizens when consulted, and that those arguing for proper resourcing of
this service area needed to up their PR game.
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Specific Proposals

Adult Social Care

Respondents to the online Be Heard survey viewed Adult Social Care
services as very important with 53% placing these within their list of five
most important services and only 6% in their five least important services.
This is despite only 16% having used these services in the last 12 months.

Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Adult Social Care 53% 6% 16%

A significantly higher proportion (35%) of respondents disagreed with the
savings proposals under this heading than agreed although 36% neither
agreed nor disagreed. Half of the 866 people who responded disagreed,
the second highest disagreement rate of all the 16 service areas for which
savings proposals were made.

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Adult Social Care 3% 12% 36% 24% 26% -35% 866

The greatest concerns in this service area were expressed over the plans
to cut the budget for Third Sector Commissioning (ASC 2) and for
Supporting People (ASC 5) as these were viewed as essential
preventative services that had helped a great number of Birmingham
citizens and would be a false economy as costs on statutory services
would increase as a result in the longer run. Knock-on or systems effects
and cumulative effects are a particular concern with many providers giving
details of the likely impact of the cuts in terms of fewer clients supported,
numbers at risk of becoming homeless and additional costs as a result.

Concerns about cuts in the budget for third sector commissioning were
raised at the Stakeholders’ Conference and by four contributors to the
public meetings and, understandably it was an issue at the third sector
assembly.
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Concerns on Supporting People were raised at the Stakeholders’
Conference, in 11 contributions at the public meetings (mainly around
mental health and learning difficulties – see below) by five questioners
through the webcasts, and were a major component of the submissions to
Budget Views and responses to the online questionnaire. 

More general issues on commissioning processes and procurement rules
and legislation undermining partnership working, co-design and co-
production have been summarised under the ‘Overarching Themes’
sub-section above.

Particularly strong objections were raised over cutbacks to support on
mental health issues and a fear that the STAR (Support Time Recovery)
service would be ended. (A number of contributors at public meetings
talked passionately about the huge personal benefits they had obtained
from this service.) Impassioned pleas were made at both public meetings
and at the Disability Budget Forum for more resources to be placed into
early intervention and preventative support services for people with
disabilities, particularly those dealing with mental health issues.
Organisations working on mental health issues pointed out at the
Disability Budget Forum, public meetings and through submissions to
Budget Views that the cumulative impact of cuts to mental health support
services were creating serious problems resulting in many people not
receiving support when they need it and therefore risking having to return
to hospital or developing substantial and critical needs.

The eight Supporting People mental health providers submitted a letter
detailing the impact of the proposed £3.7m cut in 2016/17 for the
Supporting People disabilities service (ASC 5) as well as highlighting the
cumulative impact of cuts in this area. They formally request that a review
is made of these proposals and alternatives are looked at.

This was echoed during the webcasts, at the Stakeholders’ Conference,
and at the People’s Panel workshop with participants arguing that mental
health services should not be reduced and, if anything, should receive
extra funding in order to keep service users and the community safe.
Budget Views submissions and Be Heard survey responses covered the
same ground which was also a major feature of the feedback during the
Service Review dialogue.

There were also fears that support for people with learning difficulties who
do not fit into the statutory ‘critical and substantial’ care needs category
would be removed. 
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Though there was general agreement with the Council’s aim to work more
closely with the NHS to mitigate the impact of these cuts, there were
concerns that it would take too long to achieve this and that the new
Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs) would be hard to influence. 

There were calls at both public meetings and through one of the webcasts
for the Independent Living Fund to be ring-fenced when it was passed
from central to local government in April 2015. 

A number of people from Birmingham’s deaf community who attended
the public meetings raised general issues around the difficulties they
experienced in accessing services and their feelings of exclusion. A
request was made for the Council to sign up to the British Sign Language
(BSL) Charter and a commitment was made by the Cabinet to meet with
members of this community to look at what changes were needed. They
also said that cuts meant that interpreters being offered were only trained
to level 1 or 2 and not the required Level 6.

The proposal to stop funding these services (WAS 2) and the linked
proposal to decommission third sector information and advice services
(with the exception of general advocacy) (ASC 2) was criticised by a
number of contributors to the public meetings, at the Stakeholders’
Conference and through a number of letters from third sector
organisations to Budget Views and some of the responses to the ‘Be
Heard’ questionnaire as it was felt that many vulnerable people would
become isolated and not get the support they need as they would not
know where to go or what to do. There would also be a knock-on effect as
some might end up requiring more costly, acute services rather than
being able to live independently as a result of not receiving the
preventative advice at the right time or because of the absence of
specialist advocacy support. These services were seen as being early
interventions and preventative.

Some Be Heard survey respondents expressed concerns about the
proposals to reduce the Home Adaptations Service to a statutory
minimum (ASC 6) stating, for example: 

People requiring adaptations to their homes are already suffering
without being left with no support to arrange this.

Fears that day care centres would be closed were raised at the Disability
Budget Forum and through the online survey where, for example, one
respondent commented that they save the Council money in the long run
as they allow more people to act as carers. 
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Public Health

Respondents to the online Be Heard survey view Public Health as a very
important service with 33% placing it within their list of five most
important services and only 5% in their five least important services. 

Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Public Health 37% 5% 21%

A significantly higher proportion (21%) of respondents disagreed with the
savings proposals under this heading than agreed although half neither
agreed nor disagreed.

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Public Health 3% 11% 50% 24% 11% -21% 687

Submissions to Budget Views, through the online survey and during the
Service Review dialogue were opposed to targeting ‘lifestyle services’
(such as the Active Parks programme) only at those with health issues as
they felt this would lead to stigmatisation and be counter-productive in
terms of encouraging participation by the target groups (PH 1). However,
participants at the BMG workshop were less hostile to the proposals
because they felt that these interventions were of limited value. 

There were fears that Gateway Family Services and the Pregnancy
Outreach service would be closed.

West Midlands Police expressed caution on further changes to substance
misuse services as this would be likely to cause a disproportionate
demand for other services. This area of work was a classic example of an
opportunity to invest to save. (Note, no further changes are proposed for
PH 1 but savings have been made as a result of recommissioning services
this year.)
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Healthwatch wrote to Budget Views requesting that the proposed 30%
cut to its budget (ASC 3) be reduced to a 12% cut as:

A 30% budget cut in 2015/16 would significantly reduce all our
activity, but would particularly severely limit our capacity to generate
income to supplement our funding allocation in future years.

Welfare and Advice

The proposal to stop funding these services (WAS 2) was criticised by a
number of contributors to the public meetings at the Stakeholders’
Conference and by many through Budget Views (see examples of letters
in Appendix I including the Citizen’s Advice Bureau) and the ‘Be Heard’
questionnaire as it was felt that many vulnerable people would become
isolated and not get the support they need as they would not know where
to go or what to do. These services were seen as being early interventions
and preventative and, as a result, there would also be a knock on effect as
some might end up requiring more costly, acute services rather than
being able to live independently as a result of not receiving the
preventative advice at the right time.

Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Welfare and Advice Services 26% 19% 7%

A higher proportion (13%) of respondents disagreed with the savings
proposals under this heading than agreed although just over half neither
agreed nor disagreed.

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Welfare and Advice
Services 4% 13% 53% 20% 10% -13% 676

The proposal to stop funding these services (WAS 2) was criticised by a
number of contributors to the public meetings and was raised at the
Stakeholders’ Conference as it was felt that many vulnerable people
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would become isolated and not get the support they need as they would
not know where to go or what to do. There would also be a knock-on
effect as some might end up requiring more costly, acute services rather
than being able to live independently as a result of not receiving the
preventative advice at the right time. These services were seen as being
early interventions and preventative. 

Satisfaction with advice centres expressed at the People’s Panel
workshop:

I have a lot of centres, actually, around where I live. They also have, in
the centres, benefits advice, debt advice and to encourage parents
to go back to work as well. I think they’ve been great.
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4. Children and Young People
Key Points

Support for children’s safeguarding as the major priority of the
Council was supported strongly through all the consultation
channels. Service area seen as most important in Be Heard
survey.

Developing better partnership working in these service areas is
important but could be undermined by procurement rules. 

Great deal of concern that youth services would be cut further.
Linked with criticism of further cuts to careers service and need
for more work on linking young people to jobs and skills training.

Concerns about the possibility of unattached school playing
fields being sold and reductions in play areas for children.

A few respondents to the survey objected to Home to Schools
Transport (CYP 3) proposals. 

Overarching Themes

Support for children’s safeguarding as the major priority of the Council
was strong through all the consultation channels.

Similar points were made at the Stakeholders’ Conference as those made
for Adult Social Care on the importance of developing better partnership
working in these service areas and the way this could be undermined by
procurement rules. 

Specific Proposals

Children and Young People

Respondents to the online Be Heard survey view Children and Young
People services as very important with 57% placing these within their list
of five most important services (more than any other service area) and
only 3% in their five least important services. This is despite only 11%
having used these services in the last 12 months. This reflects strong
support for the Council’s prioritisation of this area of work that was
expressed at public meetings and in comments in the online survey.



BUDGET  CONSULTAT ION  2015+  F INAL  REPORT

47

Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Children and Young People 57% 3% 11%

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Children and Young
People 4% 12% 36% 30% 18% -32% 727

A significantly higher proportion (32%) of respondents disagreed with the
savings proposals under this heading than agreed although 36% neither
agreed nor disagreed. 

Partnership working with other public and third sector organisations was
seen as essential to improve safeguarding and the key is prevention: how
to stop children coming into the system. If there is a commitment to early
intervention, you need to make it more local. Is a shared space needed, a
partnership planning space, at district level?

At public meetings a concern was expressed around plans for further cuts
to the Birmingham Careers Service (Connexions) and fears of ‘a lost
generation’ because not enough was being done to help young people
access jobs and training/education opportunities, an area in which the
Council had a crucial role to play. A number of online survey respondents
also expressed concerns on the reduction in funding here.

As in previous years, there was a great deal of concern that youth
services would be cut further by the districts and there were calls at the
public meetings and through the webcasts for this service to be brought
back to the centre under the Children and Young People portfolio. It was
noted at the meetings and the Stakeholders’ Conference that the Council
was now a minority player in youth work and that in some districts, youth
work was not delivered directly by the Council. Many stressed that this
meant that partnership working was particularly important here. However,
contributors to the consultation emphasised that youth work had to be
available locally, at a neighbourhood rather than a district level, and that
the provision of a small number of large centres did not address this issue.
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This concern was also reflected in submissions to Budget Views and in a
few of the survey responses. A letter from the public sector union, Unite,
states that ‘cuts to youth service provision would be a shattering blow to
young people in Birmingham’. It argues that this service makes economic
sense as it is also preventative, costing less to support a young person at
risk of falling into crime (£50,000) than to deal with them through the
criminal justice system (£200,000). Unite asks the Council to listen to
alternative suggestions for a better youth service; to ring-fence funding for
the service; and to maintain a level of staffing of a full-time youth worker
for every 400 young people aged 13-19 in the city. The letter requests a
meeting with the Council to take these issues forward.

The West Midlands Police submission also did not want to see a reduction
in overall youth service activity and suggested that there is an opportunity
to maintain capability in youth services in the city with a move into ‘the
charitable sphere’.

Concern about cuts in youth services and Connexions were raised four
times at the public meetings, and twice through the webcasts. 

A number of individuals and organisations – through Budget Views and the
Be Heard survey, plus one at a public meeting – raised concerns about the
impact of the proposed Early Years spending reductions and, in particular,
the possible closures of Children’s Centres. While these were relatively few
compared to those taking up youth services, the Library of Birmingham
and the museums, some contributions suggested that this might have
been because of the lack of specific proposals in the White Paper as the
details were part of the still-to-be-completed Early Years Review.

Several detailed questions and comments were raised at public meetings
around services provided by the Council for schools and concerns about
the possibility of unattached school playing fields being sold, an issue
also raised through the webcasts, in Budget Views submissions and
through the online survey. Participants at the People’s Panel workshop
were also deeply unhappy about the prospect of unattached school
playing fields ending up, as they saw it, in the hands of developers as this
would reduce places where children can play. 

Proposals on Home to Schools Transport (CYP 3) were raised at the
Stakeholders’ Conference with a discussion on whether it would be better
to provide education locally rather than pay large sums for school transport,
and at the People’s Panel workshop where a handful of participants thought
that personal transport budgets would not make any difference to costs. A
few respondents to the survey objected to the proposals here.

Fears that there would be reductions in the play areas for children as a
result of proposals made under other service areas were raised by
respondents in this section of the online questionnaire.
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5. Economy, Planning, Development and
Transport
Key Points

Many stressed the need to promote purchasing from local
producers and help for Birmingham citizens to secure the jobs
that were becoming available. Initiatives such as the Business
Charter for Social Responsibility and Find it in Birmingham were
supported.

A big issue is the need to up-skill Birmingham residents to meet
skill shortages and to increase the proportion of jobs being
secured by local people.

Important role of the Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) for
Birmingham’s economy recognised and the need for more work
to improve collaboration between the Council and BIDs.

West Midlands Police do not want the building regulation savings
proposal (PD 3) lead to the cessation of the Safety Advisory
Group.

Overarching Themes

Many contributors stressed the need to promote purchasing from local
producers which would also help more Birmingham citizens secure the
jobs that were becoming available. Initiatives such as the Business Charter
for Social Responsibility and Find it in Birmingham were praised in this
regard at many of the events as were the prospects of greater flexibility as
a result of new EU procurement rules due in April 2015.

The contribution to the objective for these service areas (“a prosperous
city”) by other service areas was a point made in many submissions. For
example, the roles of the Library of Birmingham and community libraries
and Birmingham Museums and Art Gallery in projecting a positive image
of Birmingham and in providing advice on jobs and training as well as
educational and training opportunities, was cited frequently by the many
consultees who raised concerns about spending reductions for those
services. An underlying theme of West Midlands Police’s submission was
that community safety underpinned prosperity. 
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Specific Proposals

Business and Employment Services

Just under a fifth of respondents to the online Be Heard survey placed
Business and Employment Services within their list of five most important
services, two percentage points less than placed them in their list of five
least important services. This might reflect the small numbers who used
these services in the last year. It also contrasts with the importance placed
on the skills agenda at the Stakeholders’ Conference and at public
meetings. 

Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Business and Employment 18% 20% 5%

A higher proportion (11%) of online survey respondents agreed with the
savings proposals under this heading than disagreed although over half
neither agreed nor disagreed.

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Business and
Employment 6% 21% 58% 10% 5% 11% 709

The big issue of up-skilling Birmingham residents to meet skill shortages
and to increase the proportion of jobs being secured by local people
(linked to proposal BE 3) was identified as being an important one at the
Stakeholders’ Conference and via the webcasts. One webcast questioner
stressed the need for the Council to prioritise linking jobs created by
investment in the city centre to unemployed people in deprived
neighbourhoods outside the centre – something that Cabinet Members
emphatically confirmed was a major priority of theirs. The same
questioner also stressed the need to attract investment ‘beyond the
centre’ into these neighbourhoods. The key roles of the Council were
suggested by consultees and Cabinet Members to be encouraging and
co-ordinating joint action between partners in this arena and brokerage,
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that is, linking those in need of jobs and skills development to
opportunities.

The important role of the Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) for
Birmingham’s economy featured at the Stakeholders’ Conference and
through Budget Views submissions. ‘Birmingham is the BIDs capital of the
UK’ according to one contributor as there are 11 or 12 BIDs now
operating in the city. It was acknowledged that there is more work to do
to improve collaboration between the Council and the BIDs. An area of
concern is the proposal to charge BIDs for the levy collection work,
reflected in letters by some BIDs to Budget Views. However, others at the
Stakeholders’ Conference preferred this arrangement so that they could
challenge the quality of the service.

Planning and Development

A small proportion (one eighth) of respondents to the online Be Heard
survey placed Planning and Development within their list of five most
important services, two percentage points less than placed them in their
list of five least important services. This might reflect the small numbers
who used these services in the last year.

Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Planning and Development 13% 15% 8%

A higher proportion (6%) of online survey respondents agreed with the
savings proposals under this heading than disagreed although over half
neither agreed nor disagreed.

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Planning and
Development 5% 16% 64% 10% 6% 6% 669
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The West Midlands Police submission did not want to see the building
regulation savings proposal (PD 3) lead to the cessation of the Safety
Advisory Group.

Traffic and Transport

Three out of ten respondents to the online Be Heard survey placed Traffic
and Transport within their list of five most important services, the seventh
highest placing and three times as many as placed them in their list of five
least important services. These were also one of the more frequently used
service areas.

Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Traffic and Transport 13% 15% 8%

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Traffic and
Transport 3% 14% 51% 22% 10% -15% 695

A higher proportion (15%) of respondents disagreed with the savings
proposals under this heading than agreed although half neither agreed
nor disagreed.
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Housing

One third of respondents to the online Be Heard survey placed Housing
within their list of five most important services, the sixth highest placing
and four times as many as placed them in their list of five least important
services. Relatively small numbers of the respondents used these services
in the last year.

Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Housing 32% 8% 5%

A small proportion of respondents disagreed with the savings proposals
under this heading than agreed although over half neither agreed nor
disagreed.

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Housing 5% 15% 54% 18% 8% -6% 672
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6. Libraries, Museums, Arts and Heritage,
Events and Parks
Key Points

The highest proportion (78%) for all the service groupings
covered disagreed with the savings proposals under this heading.
Linked to opposition to proposals for the Library of Birmingham
and the Birmingham Museums Trust.

Strong opposition to proposals to cut staff and opening hours at
the Library of Birmingham (LMAH 1) evident at meetings, the
webcasts, Budget Views submissions and Be Heard responses
and underlined by a petition. Concerns about community
libraries too.

Also a great deal of opposition to the proposed cut in support to
Museums and Heritage (LMAH 2) underlining the popularity of
museums and the art gallery and further underlined by an
electronic petition signed by 4,020 people of whom 1,334 had
Birmingham addresses.

Plans to reduce citywide cricket and football pitches (PL 2) were
opposed from a number of quarters.

Plans to charge for car parking at some parks (PL 2) were
opposed by a number of those writing into Budget Views.

Specific Proposals

Libraries, Museums, Arts and Heritage

Respondents to the online Be Heard survey view Libraries, Museums, Arts
and Heritage as very important services with 54% placing these within
their list of five most important services and only 9% in their five least
important services. These are also the most highly used services by the
survey respondents with two-thirds having used these services in the last
12 months.
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Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Libraries, Museums, Arts and
Heritage 54% 9% 68%

The highest proportion (78%) for all the service groupings covered
disagreed with the savings proposals under this heading. The balance of
the proportion agreeing minus those disagreeing was also the highest
negative balance (-65%). Only 11% neither agreed nor disagreed. This
opposition was also reflected at the public meetings (three contributions)
and these services have been the subject of the largest number of
submissions to Budget Views (302 people) almost all of whom opposed
the planned cuts. 

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Libraries, Museums,
Arts and Heritage 5% 7% 11% 17% 61% -65% 865

The concerns in the submissions to Budget Views and in responses to the
online survey have mainly been around the proposals to cut staff and
opening hours at the Library of Birmingham (LMAH 1) but there was
also a great number expressing concerns about local, community libraries
although these are managed and funded via districts. The strength of
feeling was also revealed in the number of questions and comments on
this proposal at the public meetings and during the two webcasts. (No
fewer than 13 of the 73 questions raised during the webcasts referred to
the Library of Birmingham (LoB) proposals, with some also worried about
the impact on community libraries and one also linking this issue with
Birmingham’s museums. Three contributions at the two public meetings
were opposed to the cuts in the LoB budget.) 

Participants in the Disability Budget Forum were concerned that the cuts
would limit the efforts made on making the LoB accessible for people with
disabilities.

Many of the submissions to Budget Views focussed on the expected
negative impact on the photographic archives, seen as having a strongly
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positive international reputation, and on the music library. There has been
a major public campaign on the photographic archives and the arguments
for protecting these are reflected in the many letters and emails received.

Contributors to the People’s Panel workshop were also deeply anxious
about the proposed cuts to the Library, which they saw as too drastic, and
were also concerned about the future of local, community libraries
because of the services they offered in localities to people who could not
or did not go to the city centre often:

There’s a lot of emphasis on centralising everything to the centre of
town and targeting resources away from community libraries. Often,
a lot of people can’t get into town to access the books and the
facilities there. People might rely on these libraries, not only just to
get books, but as a place to meet or for events… also to look for
jobs. If you’re working and you want to improve on your work, they
won’t help you at the job centre. You have to go to the library.

There was also a lack of confidence expressed at public meetings and
through Budget Views submissions and Be Heard questionnaire returns in
the extent to which volunteers could fill the gaps, perhaps best illustrated
by a comment from an attendee of the People’s Panel workshop:

I don’t believe a library can be run by volunteers, I’m sure it needs a
librarian there, that’s what librarians train for. Whether the librarian
can be supported by volunteers, that’s a different matter but you’ve
got to have a librarian in charge.

In addition, an electronic petition signed by 3,500 people, of whom 1,200
were Birmingham residents, 2,100 from the rest of the UK and 200 from
abroad, calling for the proposed cuts to the Library of Birmingham and
community libraries to be reversed has been presented. Many of
signatories added comments which ranged through the cuts wasting the
investment already made, the importance of libraries for access to
learning and particularly for people on lower incomes, the importance of
the LoB for the diversity of opportunities in the city centre and for the
image of the city. A selection of quotes from these comments illustrates
the issues being raised and the strength of feeling:

It is a wonderful new library and we need it in the city.

I’m signing because libraries are so important to peoples’ lives
especially to children, the unemployed, the lonely.

This is complete and utter madness considering the level of
investment and hype already sunk into the library.

A city, our city centre, must have more to it than shops. The library is
a bold and very recent answer to that need. To make such
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debilitating cuts demonstrates an utter lack of commitment and
vision for culture and for the future of Birmingham in general.

These arguments were summarised in a submission from the Friends of
the Library of Birmingham which refers to the huge number of
submissions against the cut in library staff and hours including the
electronic petition (see above), the paper-based petition which was
signed by over 1,500 people and a large public meeting of over 200
people. The submission states that the large cut in staff numbers and
hours of opening will deny access to many people to opportunities to
learn individually and collectively and to connect with the growing
number of services available through the internet. It states ‘the opening
hours and the connectivity and the staff expertise are central to the
modern citizen’s ability properly to engage with not only their community
but with the wider world’ and that the library is ‘an emblematic sign that
Birmingham is open for business, open for ideas and most definitely
open – all of the time – for the future of the residents and their families’.

While all this indicates the level of opposition to the proposed library cuts,
it is also an indication of the positive impact the library has made on the
people of Birmingham.

There was also a great deal of opposition to the proposed cut in support
to Museums and Heritage (LMAH 2) again underlining the popularity of
museums and the art gallery in Birmingham. An electronic petition has
been submitted signed by 4,020 people of whom 1,334 had Birmingham
addresses and 1,877 were from the wider B1-B98 postcode area. A 
paper-based petition with 3,295 signatures has also been handed in. 
The petition asked the Council to reconsider the proposed 15% reduction
in funding to Birmingham Museums Trust. It emphasised the educational
and leisure importance of the trust’s nine venues, the role they played in
attracting visitors to the city, adding an economic value of £30m and their
role in promoting a positive image of Birmingham. It also highlighted the
large number of volunteers involved in the museums. 

Additional comments by signatories covered similar points with many
stressing the vital part Birmingham’s Museums play in Birmingham’s
cultural heritage and some saying they believed that the museums (and
arts more generally) were under-resourced already.

Birmingham Museums Trust makes a genuine difference to people’s
lives and it helps puts our city on the map for international visitors.

I believe that the Birmingham museums’ sites are among the best
‘things to do’ in this city.

I’ve worked at almost all of the Birmingham Museums Trust sites,
either as a volunteer or employee, both front of house or behind the
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scenes. I cannot understate the value of these sites for Birmingham
communities and for the future of our city. A short-sighted plan,
which will impact on the people of this city for generations to come.

Museums help us think about what we were like in the past and what
we might become in the future.

The Birmingham museums give the city depth, knowledge and
heritage, an important alternative to a city of shopping and
entertainment.

I love my city and my museums and places of historical interest.
Please don’t cut funding. The arts are already suffering enough!

I am from Birmingham. Our museums provide an invaluable source of
education to young people in the city. 

Birmingham Museums Trust is an organisation that not only
contributes to the local economy, but also contributes to the
development of museums throughout the Midlands, and nationally.
As a regional hub for development of museums in the Midlands, its
training has been seen as an exemplar for other regional hubs. …
Please recognise the value and potential of your heritage assets and
do not cut the funding to them.

Birmingham museums play a vital role in a thriving, aspirational city
such as mine.

Submissions to Budget Views came from many individuals and
organisations including the British Museum, Museums Association and the
Art Fund. The latter emphasised that the reason it invested so much in the
Birmingham Museum and Art Gallery was because of the security
provided by the Council’s support which may now be undermined by the
proposed cuts. In addition, one submission raised concerns about the
proposed cuts to the Birmingham Museums Trust as this is occurring early
in the life of the new trust and makes it more difficult to find its feet.

The Birmingham Arts Partnership, a partnership of leading arts and
cultural organisations in the city, has made a far-reaching proposal to
develop a new model of arts leadership, provisionally called the
Birmingham Arts Trust. (See summary of letter in Appendix I.)

Parks and Leisure

Over one quarter of respondents to the online Be Heard survey placed
Parks and Leisure within their list of five most important services, more
than twice as many as placed them in their list of five least important
services. These are also the second most used services.
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Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Parks and Leisure 27% 12% 53%

A significantly higher proportion (34%) of respondents disagreed with the
savings proposals under this heading than agreed although two fifths
neither agreed nor disagreed. Judging by the answers to open questions
in the survey, submissions to Budget Views and comments made at public
meetings and the webcast, concerns are around decommissioning cricket
and football pitches, charging for car parking at parks, the importance of
parks and sports facilities for health, the quality of Birmingham citizens’
lives and Birmingham’s image.

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Parks and Leisure 2% 11% 41% 29% 18% -34% 722

The plans to reduce citywide cricket and football pitches (PL 2) were
opposed from a number of quarters including at the public meetings,
issues raised on the webcasts, several submissions to Budget Views and at
the People’s Panel workshop. Some felt that the Council was already
charging quite significant sums for the use of these pitches and there was
scepticism about the extent to which the community could become
involved in supporting the delivery of such services given that much of the
work was seen to be highly skilled.

The need for playing fields was raised passionately at the public meetings
and through the webcasts by both young people and adults.

Attendees at the Stakeholders’ Conference acknowledged that the Open
Spaces Forum and Park Friends Groups together with the decision to
invest in rangers to enable volunteers to do a great deal of work in parks
was a good model.

Plans to charge for car parking at some parks (PL 2) were opposed by a
number of those writing into Budget Views.

One question posed to Cabinet Members at a webcast was why was the
Council spending money on flower displays in the city and at the Chelsea
Flower Show. The response was that these displays were sponsored and
raised the profile of Birmingham positively.
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7. Regulation, Environment and Waste
Key Points

Plans to increase bereavement charges (BDM 1) faced little
opposition but warnings given that these should not be so great
that people stop using Council services.

Particular concerns were expressed around District Services 
(DS 1) through many of the consultation mechanisms on the
future of youth services and the need to have these delivered on
a local basis; potential closures of community libraries; and the
ending of funding for many advice services.

The relative protection of regulatory service budgets and linking
these with Public Health welcomed but noted that there were
many income-generating possibilities within Environment and
Waste that had not yet been exploited.

Waste collection, including the introduction of wheelie bins, and
street cleanliness more generally was raised.

Concern that the proposed ending of live monitoring of CCTVs,
except in emergencies (SE 2), may lead to problems. Suggested
that partnership working might mitigate problems.

Concern that a cut in staff numbers should not prevent the
Council carrying out its statutory duties in relation to community
safety co-ordination.

Specific Proposals

Births, Deaths and Marriages

A small proportion (one tenth) of respondents to the online Be Heard
survey placed Births, Deaths and Marriages within their list of five most
important services, one third of the proportion who placed them in their
list of five least important services. 

Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Births, Deaths and Marriages 10% 30% 9%
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A higher proportion (13% and higher than for any other service area) of
online survey respondents agreed with the savings proposals under this
heading than disagreed although well over half neither agreed nor
disagreed.

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Births, Deaths and
Marriages 5% 24% 56% 12% 4% 13% 726

Plans to increase charges faced little opposition but warnings were given
at the Stakeholders’ Conference that these should not be so great that
people stop using the services.

District Services

A small proportion (an eighth) of respondents to the online Be Heard
survey placed District Services within their list of five most important
services, under a half of the proportion who placed them in their list of
five least important services. These are, however, one of the more
frequently used service areas.

Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

District Services 12% 28% 43%

A significantly higher proportion (32%) of respondents disagreed with the
savings proposals under this heading than agreed. Just over one third
neither agreed nor disagreed.

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

District Services 3% 13% 35% 24% 24% -32% 791
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Particular concerns were expressed through many of the consultation
mechanisms, including a large number completing the online Be Heard
survey, around: 

• the future of youth services and the need to have these delivered on a
local, preferably neighbourhood, basis (see Section 4); 

• reductions and potential closures of community libraries (see Section 6);
and

• the ending of funding for many advice services (see Section 3). 

The concerns for staff pay and conditions in these services, together with
fears of eventual privatisation if the mutually owned social enterprise
route was taken, were also expressed in relation to these services at
public meetings and through the webcasts.

Comments made on these issues are summarised in sections 3, 4 and 5 of
this report.

Concerns around selling local car parks (in DS 1) were raised at the
public meetings as it was felt that these could be local assets.

Environment and Waste

Respondents to the online Be Heard survey view Environment and Waste
services as very important with 47% placing these within their list of five
most important services and only 5% in their five least important services.
These are one of the most frequently used service areas by respondents
to the survey.

Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Environment and Waste 47% 5% 52%

A significantly higher proportion (22%) of respondents disagreed with the
savings proposals under this heading than agreed. Well over one third
neither agreed nor disagreed.
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Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Environment and
Waste 3% 16% 38% 28% 14% -22% 732

The relative protection of regulatory service budgets and their linking with
Public Health was welcomed at the Stakeholders’ Conference which also
suggested that there were many income-generating possibilities within
this area that had not yet been exploited. Pleas were made for the
Council to be more open and less risk averse to such suggestions. Plans
to increase charges faced little opposition but warnings were given that
these should not be so great that people stop using the services. There
was also a need to be clearer with Business Improvement Districts (BIDs)
about the baseline services that would be provided by the Council. 

The Stakeholders’ Conference also suggested that there were many
income-generating possibilities within this area that had not yet been
exploited.

Waste collection, including the introduction of wheelie bins, and street
cleanliness more generally were raised at public meetings and at the
People’s Panel workshop. Some residents regard the new scheme as an
expensive waste of money. However, others at the workshop said that
they had noticed an improvement in refuse services which they felt were
becoming ‘more reliable’ and contributing to a cleaner community.

The Stakeholders’ Conference identified a role for the Council and its
partners in public education and encouraging citizen and business social
responsibility. This approach was also reflected in the ‘Birmingham
Speaks’ suggestion for more community clean-ups. If all areas of
Birmingham looked like the best area in terms of cleanliness because of
citizen and business action, then the Council would save significantly on
its street cleaning budget. Other local partners taking the lead on
promoting citizen and business social responsibility and action, supported
by the Council, was likely to have a greater impact than the Council taking
an initiative by itself, perhaps because people think that “I’m not doing it
with the Council as that’s what I pay my Council Tax for.”
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Markets

A very small proportion (less than one twentieth) of respondents to the
online Be Heard survey placed Markets within their list of five most
important services, while 40%, ten times as many, placed them in their list
of five least important services. They are also used by a sizeable
proportion, over one third, of the respondents.

Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Markets 4% 40% 36%

A slightly higher proportion (6%) of online survey respondents agreed
with the savings proposals under this heading than disagreed although
over half neither agreed nor disagreed.

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Markets 6% 20% 54% 14% 6% 6% 711

Safety and Equality

A small proportion (an eighth) of respondents to the online Be Heard
survey placed Safety and Equality within their list of five most important
services, half of the proportion who placed them in their list of five least
important services. This might reflect the small numbers who perceive that
they used these services in the last year.

Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Safety and Equality 12% 24% 4%
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A slightly higher proportion (5%) of online survey respondents agreed
with the savings proposals under this heading than disagreed although
61% neither agreed nor disagreed.

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Safety and Equality 5% 17% 61% 12% 5% 5% 669

At the Stakeholders’ Conference an expressed concern was that the
proposed ending of live monitoring of CCTVs, except in emergencies,
may lead to problems (SE 2). Similar concerns were expressed by a few
respondents to the online survey who stressed the importance of feeling
safe for community wellbeing although a couple did not see the need for
more surveillance which they saw as an invasion of privacy. It was
suggested that as many different agencies used CCTV, there should be a
meeting between them to share their objectives and concerns and to
explore whether there were opportunities for better collaboration and
prioritisation of areas for live surveillance so that savings could be made
while not losing impact.

West Midlands Police formalised this position in a letter submitted to the
budget consultation process stating that their main concern was the
proposed reductions to CCTV live monitoring as it is a ‘preventative tool
that also enables effective and efficient response’ and also helped in the
collection of evidence. The letter asked for careful consideration of this
proposal and supported a more joined up approach involving ‘the
Council, local enterprise, Centro and ourselves’.

These concerns and the alternative way forward were also reflected in the
submissions by several BIDs and individuals to Budget Views.

The Police also support a move to ‘joined-up functions’, prevention and
targeting resources at greatest need such as the most deprived areas of
the city. The letter: sought clarification of Community Safety and
Equalities team staff reductions; expressed concern over the reduction in
street wardens in Broad Street; did not want to see the building regulation
savings proposal (PD 3) lead to the cessation of the Safety Advisory
Group; expressed caution on further changes to substance misuse
services as this may cause a disproportionate demand for other services -
this was an opportunity to invest to save; and suggested that there is an
opportunity to maintain capability in youth services in the city with a move
into ‘the charitable sphere’.
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There were also concerns that a cut in staff numbers should not prevent
the Council carrying out its statutory duties in relation to community
safety co-ordination. A similar point was made by a handful of online
survey respondents in relation to equalities. A few stressed the
importance of retaining staff to promote equalities as a major objective of
Council policy although one said that equalities was not important.
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8. Running the Council – Support Services,
Contracts
Key Points

Widespread belief remains that the Council could save a great
deal more money by being more efficient, cutting ‘back office’
costs and cutting the number and salaries/allowances of senior
Council staff and councillors. But some said, “There may be more
value in back-office stuff than people give credit for”.

Great deal of debate under this theme concerned outsourcing,
particularly large-scale contracts with private providers.

Some support but much opposition to the proposal to charge for
the Council’s service of collecting the Business Improvement
District (BID) levy (FSS 3).

Specific Proposals

Finance and Support Services

One fourteenth of respondents to the online Be Heard survey placed
Finance and Support within their list of five most important services, while
over a quarter placed them in their list of five least important services.
This might reflect the small numbers who perceive that they used these
services in the last year.

Service Area

One of 5 most
important
services that
Birmingham
City Council
should provide

One of 5 least
important
services that
Birmingham City
Council should
provide

I have used
this service
in the past
12 months

% of respondents

Finance and Support
Services 7% 26% 6%

A higher proportion (6%) of online survey respondents agreed with the
savings proposals under this heading than disagreed although over three
fifths neither agreed nor disagreed.
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A theme that has appeared at budget consultations in previous years re-
emerged this year within almost every consultation route: the Council
could save a great deal more money by being more efficient, which
generally means cutting ‘back office’ costs but also related to cutting the
number and salaries/allowances of senior Council staff and councillors.
This was the general view at the People’s Panel workshop, an issue that
was raised four times at the public meetings, five times through the
webcasts, with a question at the meeting for businesses, and through
many contributions to Budget Views and comments in the online survey.

On the other hand, some contributors, particularly at the Stakeholders’
Conference, pointed out that cutting ‘back room’ and support functions
did not always lead to greater efficiencies in the Council as a whole as a
cut in a support service might mean that a frontline service does not get
the support it needs to be efficient. Also, some ‘back room’ functions may
have a longer term, strategic value as they can develop an organisation’s
capabilities to make efficiencies and continuous improvements. There may
be “more value in back-office stuff than people give credit for”.

A great deal of debate under this theme concerned outsourcing,
particularly large-scale contracts with private providers. This has been
summarised in Section 2 of this report. 

There was a large number of contributions around the importance of the
Council’s procurement policies and Business Charter for Social
Responsibility for stimulating local businesses and local jobs.

A number of Business Improvement Districts (BIDs) expressed concern
over the proposed recharging to them of the costs for collecting the BID
levy (FSS3) although the Colmore Business District accepted this proposal
on condition that the costs were similar to those in other local authorities
and that the BIDs could negotiate over the quality of this service. This was
because if BIDs were paying for the service they felt they could insist it
was improved.

Service Area

View on savings proposals – % of respondents who: Balance of
agreeing
minus those
disagreeing

Response
numbersStrongly

agree
Agree Neither

agree nor
disagree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

Finance and
Support Services 6% 17% 61% 12% 4% 6% 677
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9. Council Tax Options
Key Points

Over four-fifths (81%) of online survey respondents favour an
increase in Council Tax, half (50%) support a 2% increase (the
expected threshold before a city-wide referendum is required)
while almost a third (31%) want an increase of over 2% even if this
triggers a referendum. Less than one in five (19%) want a freeze. 

Appeals were made at public meetings for improvements to
Council Tax collection from non-payers and for a restructuring of
Council Tax so that the wealthier paid more. It was explained that
the Council’s collection rate was as good as, or better than, the
local government average and that the Council Tax structure was
set nationally and could not be changed by BCC.

The online survey reflected the consultation White Paper’s three options
for Council Tax next year, outlined below. 

1. Freezing Council Tax and accepting a temporary government grant.

2. Increasing Council Tax by the maximum amount possible before
triggering a referendum, thought to be a rise of 2%. (This is the option
that the Council’s budget proposals are based on and therefore the
one recommended by the current administration.)

3. Increasing Council Tax by more than 2% which would require a local
referendum. 

The table below provides more details on these options using similar
words as in the survey questionnaires. Over 80% (four-fifths) of online
survey respondents favour an increase in Council Tax, half supporting a
2% increase while almost a third want an increase of over 2%. Less than
one in five want a freeze. (Note that 210, or 19% of the 1108 respondents,
did not answer this question.)

Appeals were made at public meetings for improvements to Council Tax
collection from non-payers and for a restructuring of Council Tax so that
the wealthier paid more. It was explained that the Council’s collection rate
was as good as, or better than, the local government average and that
the Council Tax structure was set nationally and could not be changed by
BCC.
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Options Number of
responses %

1. No increase in Council Tax at its current level

This would mean the Council receives an additional
government grant but would still need to find further
savings on top of those already proposed.

170 19%

2. Increase Council Tax up to the threshold for a
referendum (expected to be 2%)

This will generate a little more money for the Council
and is the basis of the current proposed savings.

451 50%

3. Increase Council Tax by more than the threshold for
a referendum (expected to be over 2%)

This will reduce the amount of savings proposed here
but mean Council Tax payers contribute more.

277 31%



BUDGET  CONSULTAT ION  2015+  F INAL  REPORT

71

Appendix I: 
Responses from Organisations and Petitions
No. Organisation

name
Service
Area

Topics Covered

1 Citizen Lead
Quality Board
for
Assessment
and Support
Planning

Adult Social
Care

Suggests that Birmingham is spending less
on adult social care than comparable
metropolitan authorities.

2 Kinmos
Volunteer
Group Ltd

Adult Social
Care

States the value of Kinmos Volunteer Group
in delivering support to adults with a mental
health diagnosis.

3 Birmingham
Institute for
the Deaf

Adult Social
Care

Opposed to the 50% proposed cut to the
Supporting People service which “will have a
major impact on our clients, leaving a huge
gap in services to one of the most vulnerable
client groups. This in turn will impact on
other services”. Cutting floating support
services will leave many vulnerable people
without adequate support. “By having skilled
support workers offering a floating support
service; it has enabled our service users to
work one to one with staff enabling them to
make informed choices and lead a more
independent life.”

4 Birmingham
Rathbone
Society

Adult Social
Care

Need to continue support for Supporting
People. They sought the views of their
current clients (with learning difficulties) and
there is a great deal of anxiety and
uncertainty about the level of provision
beyond March 2015.

5 Birmingham
Mind

Adult Social
Care

Detailed letter which focuses on the impact
of cuts to Supporting People Mental Health
Services on their clients and more widely and
suggests services are not cut to that extent
plus ways of mitigating the impact. Cuts over
3 years would mean 450 fewer people would
be supported and 170 would be at risk of
losing their tenancy.

6 FOCUS
Birmingham

Adult Social
Care

Response written by all 8 Supporting People
Mental Health Providers suggesting that
1,200 fewer people would be supported as a
result of the cuts over 3 years and that 490
tenancies might fall. Contains more details of
expected impact and case studies.  Calls for
a review of proposed cuts and offers to work
closely with the Council to redesign services
to enable the most vulnerable to continue to
be supported. 
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No. Organisation
name

Service
Area

Topics Covered

7 FOCUS
Birmingham

Adult Social
Care

A registered charity and provider of care &
support services to blind, visually impaired
and disabled people with a number of
services funded by BCC. It is: “concerned
that changes and initiatives already
embarked upon by BCC around assessment
and support planning have resulted in a
deeply flawed system that is confusing and
often unfair and is causing hardship and
distress to the most vulnerable citizens in our
city.” Detailed comments on the other Adult
and Social Care proposals including the
importance of specialist information, advice
and advocacy services and opposition to the
Supporting People cut proposals.  Council
needs to consider the cumulative effect of
the cuts.

8 Thinktank Children and
Young
People

Asks to leave enough funding for Thinktank
to continue to offer education to
Birmingham’s children.

9 UNITE the
Union

District
Services
(Youth
Services)

States that ‘cuts to youth service provision
would be a shattering blow to young people
in Birmingham’. This service makes economic
sense as it is also preventative. Asks Council
to listen to alternative suggestions for a
better youth service; the ring-fencing of
funding for the service; and the maintenance
of a full-time youth worker for every 400
young people aged 13-19 in the city.
Requests a meeting with the Council to take
these issues forward.

10 Selly Park
North Flood
Action Group

Environment
and Waste

It is essential that funding levels for the Flood
Risk Services “do not drop to the point
where contingencies cannot be set aside for
severe weather events.”  Letter also gives an
overview of the most important services  and
that “selling the NEC group seems like
‘selling the family jewels.”

11 Westside BID Finance and
Support
Services

Against reducing investment to BIDs.

12 Kings Heath
BID

Finance and
Support
Services

Proposed cuts will have a direct impact on
the BID affecting how we ourselves manage
our services and local investment moving
forward.  Concerned about ending live
monitoring of CCTV.  In particular, opposed
to recharging collection fees for BID levy.
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13 Acocks Green
BID

Finance and
Support
Services

Against the recharging to the BIDs of the
cost of collecting the BID levy.

14 Erdington BID Finance and
Support
Services

Against the recharging to the BIDs of the
cost of collecting the BID levy.

15 Friends of the
Library of
Birmingham
(FoLoB)

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

An electronic petition signed by 3,500
people, of whom 1,200 were Birmingham
residents, 2,100 from the rest of the UK and
200 from abroad, calling for the proposed
cuts to the Library of Birmingham and
Community Libraries to be reversed.  Text of
petition below. Many of signatories added
comments which ranged through the cuts
wasting the investment already made, the
importance of libraries for access to learning
and particularly for people on lower incomes,
the importance of the Library for the diversity
of opportunities in the city centre and for the
image of the city.

16 Birmingham
Museums
Trust

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

An electronic petition signed by 4,020
people of whom 1,334 had Birmingham
addresses and 1,877 were from the wider B1-
B98 postcode area. Text of petition below. A
paper-based petition with 3,295 signatures
has also been handed in. The petition asked
the Council to reconsider the proposed 15%
reduction in funding to Birmingham
Museums Trust.  It emphasised the
educational and leisure importance of the
Trust’s nine venues, the role they played in
attracting visitors to the city, adding an
economic value of £30m and their role in
promoting a positive image of Birmingham.
Additional comments by signatories covered
similar points with many stressing the vital
part Birmingham’s Museums play in
Birmingham's cultural heritage and some
saying they believed that the museums (and
arts more generally) were under-resourced
already.
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17 Friends of the
Library of
Birmingham

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Refers to the huge number of submissions
against the cut in the Library staff and hours
including the electronic petition (see above)
and the paper-based petition which was
signed by over 1,500 people. Summarises
the arguments against the reduction in
Library hours, primarily that it will deny
access to many people to opportunities to
learn individually and collectively and to
connect with the growing number of services
available through the internet. It states ‘the
opening hours & the connectivity & the staff
expertise are central to the modern citizen’s
ability properly to engage with not only their
community but with the wider world.’ The
Library, it states, is ‘an emblematic sign that
Birmingham is open for business, open for
ideas & most definitely open - all of the time
- for the future of the residents & their
families’. 

18 New Art
Gallery,
Walsall

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Urges that the cuts imposed on Birmingham
Museums Trust should be reduced.

19 York Museums
Trust

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Urges that the cuts imposed on Birmingham
Museums Trust should be reduced.

20 Arts Council Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

There is a real risk that the reduction in the
cultural offer in Birmingham could also
considerably affect the potential for cultural
tourism in Birmingham, a key economic
driver that would have a huge impact across
the West Midlands

21 Sir Whitworth
Wallis Trust

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Urges that the cuts imposed on Birmingham
Museums Trust should be reduced.
(Sir Whitworth Wallis was the first Director of
BMAG.)

22 Wyre Forest
Symphony
Orchestra

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Concerned about the proposed cuts to
library services and the effect on the loan of
music performance sets in particular.

23 Birmingham
Business
Forum/Spitfire
Museum

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Request to reduce the cut to Birmingham
Museums Trust because of the impact on the
Spitfire Museum which is due to open at
Thinktank in March.
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24 Perry Aston
Residents
Association

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Objects to the restriction of our citizens to
the Heritage of Birmingham.

25 Kimbolton
Local History
Society,
Cambridge -
shire

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Concerned over the proposed cuts to the
Birmingham Museums Trust as the Museums
attract visitors from all over the UK.

26 British
Museum

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Urges very strongly that the cuts imposed on
Birmingham Museums Trust should be
reduced. Birmingham is a key partner in the
Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS). Refers to
the Staffordshire Hoard and that the British
Museum stepped back in seeking to acquire
it because Birmingham and Stoke on Trent
were the two places for it to be displayed.
However the British Museum though played
a key role in raising funds and on
conservation and studying the Hoard in
partnership with Birmingham which had the
expertise to do it, an expertise that might be
lost as a result of the proposed cuts. “It
would be a tragedy if all this [partnership
working with the British Museum and
regional leadership] were to be put at risk
through a hollowing out of the expertise of
the staff of BMAG which would be an
inevitable result of a cut of the size
proposed.”

27 Association of
Genealogists
and
Researchers in
Archives

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Urges not to reduce the Birmingham Library
hours and services.

28 Legacy WM Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Urges very strongly that the cuts imposed on
Birmingham Museums Trust should be
reduced

29 National
Portrait
Gallery

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Urges very strongly that the cuts imposed on
Birmingham Museums Trust should be
reduced

30 Birmingham
Civic Society

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Urges very strongly that the cuts imposed on
Birmingham Museums Trust should be
reduced.
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31 Cerebral Palsy
Midlands

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Urges very strongly that the cuts imposed on
Birmingham Museums Trust should be
reduced.

32 Barbar
Institute of
Fine Art

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Urges very strongly that the cuts imposed on
Birmingham Museums Trust should be
reduced. “Here at the Barber Institute of Fine
Arts we regularly work with the Birmingham
Museums Trust in formal and informal
partnerships. We hugely value these
relationships which help us extend the range
of our activities and audience”.

33 Hay Mills
Foundation

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Supports the crucial work undertaken by the
Archive Department and urges the City
Council to ensure it continues to provide the
resources to allow it to engage in projects of
this nature.

34 Museums
Association

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Concerned that the proposed reduction in
funding for the eight museums and country
houses of the Birmingham Museums Trust
puts their very future at risk.

35 Arts Fund Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Against Cuts to the Birmingham Museums
Trust. “Birmingham has the largest civic
museum service in England, with collections
of international significance, a dedicated and
excellent staff and a growing reputation for
combining academic and artistic excellence
with learning, outreach and community
engagement. It is both a national and a
world leader.” Refers to the funding
approaching £3million over the past five
years and states, “we are only able to make
this investment in Birmingham's museums
because the City Council provides effective
and adequate support for the core museums
functions.”

36 Amber Film
and
Photography
Collective

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Reconsider the threat to the photography
collections team in the Library of
Birmingham.

37 The Lunar
Society

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Urges that the cuts imposed on Birmingham
Museums Trust should be reduced.

38 Friends of
Birmingham
Archives and
Heritage

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

The proposed cuts to the Library as a whole
would do severe reputational, economic and
social damage to the city.
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39 Newman
University
History
Department

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Against cuts to the Library of Birmingham,
particularly the archive services.

40 Pugin Society Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Urges that the cuts imposed on Birmingham
Museums Trust should be reduced.

41 Birmingham
Museums
Trust

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Urge the City Council to reconsider the 15%
cuts to Birmingham Museums Trust from
April 2015.

42 Friends of the
Centre for
West
Midlands
History

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Against cuts to the Library of Birmingham,
particularly the archive services.

43 Birmingham
Civic Society’s
Heritage
Committee

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

The scale of the cuts proposed to BMT’s
funding would be highly detrimental.

44 Jewellery
Quarter
Development
Trust

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Against the cuts to the Birmingham
Museums Trust.

45 English
Heritage

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Opposes the cuts to the Birmingham
Museums Trust backed up by quoted
research on the local economic value of
heritage sites. They are “particularly mindful
of the impact that future budget cuts will
have on the large number of listed buildings
and scheduled monuments in the care of
Birmingham Museums Trust, including the
museum buildings themselves, Aston Hall,
Soho House, Blakesley Hall, the Jewellery
Quarter Museum, Sarehole Mill, Soho House
and Weoley Castle.”

46 City of
Birmingham
Symphony
Orchestra
(CBSO) 

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Concerned about the impact that the budget
savings required by the Library of
Birmingham could have on ability of the
music library to continue to lend orchestral
sets to amateur music making ensembles in
Birmingham and the West Midlands.
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47 Birmingham
Metropolitan
College

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Against cuts to the Library of Birmingham.
“Many of our students, (including full-time
16-19s to part-time adults) at all academic
levels use LoB particularly during the
evenings and at weekends when our facilities
are closed.”

48 Contemporary
Arts Society

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Against the cuts to the Birmingham
Museums Trust.

49 Assay Office,
Birmingham

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Against the cuts to the Birmingham
Museums Trust.

50 Birmingham
Conservation
Trust

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Against the cuts to the Birmingham
Museums Trust.

51 New Art
Gallery (Head
of Exhibitions)

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Against the cuts to the Birmingham
Museums Trust.

52 Sutton
Coldfield
Orchestra

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Against the closure of the Orchestral Sets
Service at the Library of Birmingham.

53 Solihull
Symphony
Orchestra

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Urges that BCC maintain the services of the
Music Library in Birmingham.

54 Tinkers Farm
Opera 

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Against the Library's performance sets
service being withdrawn.

55 Chandos
Symphony
Orchestra

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Against the cuts to the Library of
Birmingham.

56 Royal
Birmingham
Society of Arts

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Dismayed by the proposals now being made
for severe cuts in the Library budget that will
irretrievably affect a key collection of historic
photography.

57 ICON Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Concerned that the proposed 15% cut in
funding from April 2015 will affect the ability
of Birmingham Museums Trust to operate.
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58 Birmingham
Arts
Partnership

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

A partnership of leading arts and cultural
organisations in the city, this letter builds
upon their detailed response to the Green
Paper which constitutes a far-reaching
proposal to develop a new model of arts
leadership for the city, provisionally called
the Birmingham Arts Trust.  

59 International
Association of
Music
Libraries

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Against cuts to the music service at the
Library of Birmingham.

60 Lapworth
Museum of
Geology,
University of
Birmingham

Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Concerned that the proposed 15% cut in
funding from April 2015 will adversely affect
the Birmingham Museums Trust with which
this museum works closely.

61 Birmingham
Cricket
League

Parks and
Leisure

Unsure of what pitches will be available for
them to use in April 2015 - need for pitches
to carry on playing - health and wellbeing
advantages.

62 Friends of
Holders Lane
and Pebble
Mill Fields

Parks and
Leisure

Concerns about the de-commissioning of
unattached school playing fields, of which
Pebble Mill Fields.

63 Open Spaces
Forum

Public
Health

Opposition targeting lifestyle services funded
by Birmingham Public Health only on most
needy because it will stigmatise users of
these services and therefore not work.

64 Healthwatch Public
Health

Provides Healthwatch Birmingham’s response
to the overall budget consultation, with
particular details on the work that
Healthwatch does, much of it a statutory
duty, and calls for Healthwatch Birmingham’s
funding allocation to be reduced by no more
than 12% rather than the proposed 30%.
Cautions on cutting Supporting People and
calls for a greater priority to be given to
mental health.

65 Castle Vale
Community
Regeneration
Service 

Public
Health

Opposes proposed cut in their funding.

66 Gateway
Family
Services

Public
Health

Against cuts to the Pregnancy Outreach
Worker Service.
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67 West
Midlands
Police

Various:

Safety and
Equality
+
Planning and
Develop -
ment
+
District
Services

Support move to ‘joined-up functions’,
prevention and targeting resources at
greatest need such as most deprived areas of
the city. Main concern is proposed reductions
to CCTV live monitoring as it is a
‘preventative tool that also enables effective
and efficient response’. Asks for careful
consideration of this proposal; more joined
up approach would help. Seeks clarification
of Community Safety and Equalities team
staff reductions. Concerned about reduction
in street wardens in Broad Street. The
Building regulation savings (PD 3) should not
include the cessation of the Safety Advisory
Group. Caution on further changes to
substance misuse services as this may cause
a disproportionate demand for other
services; it is an opportunity to invest to save.
Believes there is an opportunity to maintain
capability with a move of services into ‘the
charitable sphere’.

68 Jewellery
Quarter
Development
Trust

Various:
Business and
Economy +
Children and
Young
People +
Environment
and Waste +
Finance and
Support
Services

Regrets unequal cuts to Birmingham.
Concerned about savings proposals for City
Centre Management and Marketing
Birmingham as these are important for the
city.  Wants more information on the
Enterprise and Funding Team. Keen to
continue working in partnership on careers
and promoting employment and training.
Can the same policy of leasing as proposed
for unattached playing fields be “extended
to other BCC assets such as The Golden
Square.” Care on increasing waste collection
charges because of competition. Opposed to
recharging cost of collecting the BID levy.
Reconsider cuts in the following areas:
Business & Employment, Children & Young
People, Environment & waste, Finance &
Support Services, Libraries, Planning and
Development, Safety and Equality.
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69 Birmingham
Community
Healthcare
NHS Trust

Various:
All but
especially
Adult Social
Care
Children and
Young
People and 
Public
Health

Consider that “Health Impact Assessments
should be carried out on each of the main
proposals in advance of any implementation
as we consider that there is a significant risk
that potential adverse impacts will not be
identified prior to implementation.”  “There
is great concern that there will be an
increased risk to the city’s children, especially
those who are vulnerable, if it is deemed that
school nursing and health visiting services
should not be universally available.”
Supports vision of integrating health and
social care through the Better Care Fund.

70 Friends of the
Earth

Various:
Business and
Economy +
District
Services
(Community
Libraries) +
Environment
and Waste

Opposition to a number of cuts including the
Library and community libraries because of
importance of local service and reduction in
need to travel.  Suggests making libraries
into community hubs and sceptical about the
extent volunteers can help stave off cuts.
Opposed to cuts in Climate Change staff,
who are needed to further integrate work
across all departments, and Flood Risk
Services.  Support setting up Energy Services
Company and suggest further cut in Local
Enterprise Partnership funding which should
be met by the private sector.

71 Birmingham
Voluntary
Sector Council
(BVSC)

Various:
General on
partnership
and
commiss -
ioning
Adult Social
care +
Children and
Young
people
District
services
Public
Health
Welfare and
Advice

Summary of comments made by BVSC’s
membership of over 1,200 Third sector
organisations. General points re Council
seeing community and voluntary
organisations as “a cost, a budget line,
something else that needs to be paid for,
rather than seeing us as a solution to a
problem”. Cuts in Third sector
commissioning ignore local knowledge and
roots plus leverage of funds from other
sources using Council grants.  Costs of cuts
need to be seen in the round including
‘cascade effects’ on other services e.g.
“Birmingham MIND estimates that a loss of
an SP support contract would ultimately
result in a £3.4m cost to the city created by
an increase in homeless applications.” There
was also a need for greater co-ordination of
budget cut proposals across the Council.   

Concerns re proposed cuts to Supporting
People, General Fund Housing cuts, advice
services, youth service, Children’s Centres,
local organisations delivering public health
services and Third sector infrastructure
support.
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Suggests new way of working with voluntary
sector including:
• Strategic co-location of services 
• More integrated voluntary sector/public

sector services
• Increased sharing of back office services

between voluntary sector providers, but
also between the voluntary sector and the
Council where there is complementarity of
service delivery

• New commissioning models –Council has
much to learn from the Big Lottery Fund’s
recent ‘Fulfilling Lives’ contracting models,
such as Talent Match, Multiple & Complex
Needs, Ageing Better, and HeadStart.

72 Birmingham
Food Council

Various:
Business and
Economy + 
Environment
and Waste +
Public
Health

Stresses the importance of the Food Hub
Zone for Birmingham’s economy. “The social
significance of food and how it is produced,
distributed and consumed cannot be
overstated”.  Supports establishing an
energy services company but much more
could be done out of waste, particularly food
waste. Cautiously welcomes targeting
lifestyle public health services at most needy
but says difficult to identify most needy.
Supports maintenance of environmental
health services but says they are currently
under-funded. Concerned that cuts to
welfare advice would be a false economy.
Supports seeking sponsorship to raise
income but urges caution on who sponsors
as might not be best partner for food health.
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73 KPMG Various:
Business and
Economy +
Children and
Young
people+
General
comments
on
partnership
planning
and delivery.

It applauds the Council’s “commitment to an
honest, open and transparent approach
which clearly sets out the proposed savings
and how these savings align with the
Council‘s agreed priorities.” Supports
priority to child protection services and
vulnerable people, and the complete rethink
of governance structures and how to deliver
services.  Advocates: paying close attention
to operational detail in outcome based
planning for integrated services; pushing
forward on integrating health and social care;
housing, economic regeneration and
education/skills as being critical to the
Council’s fairness, prosperity and democracy
priorities; going “further when it comes to
fully leveraging the value of its assets to
encourage business, to support economic
regeneration, house building and to deliver
savings”; and that “the council has a vital
role to coordinate and ‘broker’ interaction
between public, third and private sectors and
decisively move the skills and housing
challenges the city faces forward.”

74 Castle Vale
Community
Housing
(CVCHA) and
Castle Vale
Community
Regeneration
Service

Various:
Adult Social
Care +
Business and
Economy +
Children and
Young
People
Housing
Public
Health

Supports devolution, need to maintain early
intervention and prevention and priority to
children’s safeguarding.  Concerned about
impact of cuts to the Third sector and urges
closer and earlier planning work.  Concerned
about Supporting People cuts and possibility
of Children’s Centre closures.  Concern over
continuing cuts to Youth Service and changes
in Connexions/Careers services leading to
failure to address issue of NEETs. Committed
to supporting the Social Housing partnership
and the agenda on housing.  Public Health
needs to be delivered by local organisations.



BUDGET  CONSULTAT ION  2015+  F INAL  REPORT

84

No. Organisation
name

Service
Area

Topics Covered

75 Colmore
Business
District

Various:
Business and
Economy +
Finance and
Support
Services + 
Libraries,
Museums,
Arts and
Heritage

Value of City Centre Management and LEP
where strategic leadership could be further
developed.  Opportunity “to sharpen up
working relations and creativity between
BIDs, events teams in BCC and Marketing
Birmingham. States that: “increases in
charges for trade waste collection to be
proportionate to those already made and not
governed by the perceived ‘funding gap’.
Recognises the need to recharge BID levy
collection but “the charges should not
exceed the mode of the range of charges
experienced by other BIDs across the country
and that, once the BIDs start paying for the
levy collection service, they should be able
to negotiate a service that reflects their
needs”. Protect the photographic archive in
the Library.  Comments on a number of other
areas including CCTV monitoring, major
events and city design and conservation.

76 Retail
Business
Improvement
District (City
Centre)

Various:
Business and
Economy +
Finance and
Support
Services +
Environment
and Waste +
Parks and
Leisure +
Safety and
Equality +
Traffic and
Transport

Comments on a number of elements in the
White Paper that it considers would be
detrimental to the city’s economic
development such as proposals on street
warden, city centre management, Marketing
Birmingham and major events.  Opposed to
increasing waste collection and parking
charges, and to recharging BID levy
collection fees.  Calls for careful
consideration of ending live monitoring of
CCTV.

77 Wildlife Trust
for
Birmingham

Various:
Children and
Young
People +
Environment
and Waste +
Parks and
Leisure  +
Welfare and
Advice
Services

The Trust is “very disappointed that the
vision for Birmingham to be an “Inclusive
City”, and the City Council’s aspiration for
Birmingham to be an internationally
important “Green City”, will be severely
compromised by the proposals in the
Consultation White Paper.” Unattached
playing fields could have a nature
conservation role.  Crucial to keep Climate
Change and Environment Team services.
“The decommissioning of sports pitches and
other elements of open space will have a
negative impact on the City’s green
infrastructure should these losses result in
development.”
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78 Advisory
Services
Gateway to
Bhm

Welfare and
Advice

Keen to work with Birmingham City Council
to seek inward investment to develop advice
services and ensure continue to meet the
city’s needs.

79 Freshwinds Welfare and
Advice

Detailed letter, looking at current benefits
and impacts of cuts, opposing proposed
ending of funding of Legal Entitlement
Advice Services (LEAS) after the expiration of
current funding arrangements.

80 Citizens
Advice Bureau
(CAB)

Welfare and
Advice

Detailed letter looking at current benefits
and impacts of cuts to CAB funding. It states:
“the budget proposals in the White Paper
will result in the complete closure of
Birmingham CAB’s drop-in services across
the city as well as the telephone advice line.”
Will have an impact on those with mental
health diagnoses, the homeless and other
vulnerable groups. 
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Text of petition on the Library of Birmingham

Reverse the cuts to the Library of Birmingham

We seek your help to defend the Library of Birmingham (LoB).
Birmingham City Council has proposed in its most recent budget
proposals a massive cut to the LoB of at least £1.5 million for the next
financial year. More damage is planned. In the succeeding year more than
DOUBLE is planned at a huge £3.3 million per year cut.

The LoB is an award-winning, architecture-designed, state-of-the-art
modern library. It is fit for the 21st century and the people of Birmingham.

Here in Birmingham we have invested £188 million in this library and the
future of this great city.

This is a library opened just over a year ago in a glorious fanfare of praise
and loved by the million visitors who have enjoyed its breath-taking
facilities and its views of Birmingham from the wonderful viewing
platforms giving a panoramic take on the cityscape.

This library opened by a Nobel Laureate - Malala Yousafzai who lives in
this city and whose memorable book is lodged inside – will now be a
shadow of its intended glory. This doesn’t have to be the case.

The effects of these proposed cuts will mean:

1. Slashing the hours of the library by 40%. 

2. Stopping new book purchases.

3. Restricting open access to the archives to scholars and researchers of
all sorts.

4. Reducing to nothing library outreach work and in-house exhibitions and
displays.

5. Sacking 100 staff.

6. Limiting the housebound and community library service of expert help.

Is this what we want? A death by a thousand cuts.

We paid in this city for this library. Come what may will pay for it whether
it is reduced or not. This is a nonsense. We cannot allow it to decline
because of short termism and misguided cuts. This is not the way forward
- it is backward looking and wrong. It makes no economic sense.

Support your library!
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The LoB is an investment in our future, our children’s future and the future
of this city’s prosperity.

So for the researchers, the students, the academics and all the public let’s
stand up for the LoB and say this will not happen. We can make the
politicians change. We can register our concerns and our desire for
protecting this service. Once it is gone it WILL be gone.

In a library you are free to wander, to study and to be strong and
independent. Without this service we lose a little bit of what makes us
civilised and lose the power of control. Time to take that power back.

We, the undersigned, call upon Birmingham City Council to REVERSE
your proposed cuts to the Library of Birmingham and our community
libraries. Invest in our city and our futures. 

Signed electronically by 3,522 people and organisations (although there
are only 3,495 on the spreadsheet), of whom 1,197 had Birmingham
addresses, 2,095 were from other parts of the UK and 203 were from
abroad, some as far as Australia, New Zealand, Japan, India, the UAE,
USA and Canada.
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Text of petition on the Birmingham Museums Trust

Please reconsider the proposed 15% reduction in funding to Birmingham
Museums Trust.

Birmingham Museums is one of the leading regional museums in the
country. On behalf of the people of Birmingham, it cares for a priceless
collection of over 800,000 objects and works of art, displayed and stored
in nine remarkable museums and heritage sites located in and around the
city. Birmingham Museums has a long-term commitment to learning and
community engagement and an outstanding track record of working with
children, young people and schools. Since April 2012, Birmingham
Museums has achieved the following successes:

• Over 2.5m people have visited one of their nine sites.

• Over 500,000 people have taken part in events and activities including
circus school, curatorial talks, community-led festivals, science busking,
story-telling and art classes.

• Nearly 300,000 local school children have expanded their knowledge
of art, history, science and technology through engagement with
Birmingham’s collections.

• 500 volunteers have contributed 6,500 days of their time to a value of
nearly £700,000.

• Over 4m people have seen Birmingham’s collections on loan at local,
national and international venues in Europe, Japan, Australia and the
USA.

• 95,000 people follow their social media accounts on Twitter, Facebook,
Flickr, Pinterest, YouTube and Wordpress.

• Each visit to one of Birmingham Museums Trust’s sites is worth around
£30 to local businesses, with an annual economic value of £30m

Birmingham Museums makes a real difference to the lives of the people
of Birmingham and wants to continue to do so. 

Signed electronically by 4,020 people and organisations of whom 1,334
had Birmingham addresses and 1,877 were from the wider B1-B98
postcode area. A paper-based petition with 3,295 signatures has also
been handed in.
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Gender % No. of
responses

Female 50% 556

Male 44% 489

Not answered 6% 63

Grand Total 100% 1108

Ethnicity % No. of responses

White English / Welsh / Scottish / Northern Irish /
British 71% 787

Any other white background 4% 46

Mixed / multiple ethnic group 2% 27

Asian / Asian British 10% 113

Black / African / Caribbean / Black British 3% 36

Other ethnic group 2% 23

Not answered 7% 76

Grand Total 100% 1108

Do you have any physical or mental health
conditions or illnesses lasting or expected to last
for 12 months or more?

% No. of responses

Yes 23% 253

No 65% 715

Prefer not to say 6% 70

Not answered 6% 70

Grand Total 100% 1108

Appendix II: 
Profile of Online Survey Respondents

Sexual
Orientation % No. of

responses

Heterosexual /
Straight 75% 834

Gay or Lesbian 3% 38

Bisexual 1% 15

Other 0% 3

Prefer not to say 13% 139

Not answered 7% 79

Grand Total 100% 1108
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Ward No. of
responses

Acocks Green 10

Aston 10

Bartley Green 17

Billesley 21

Bordesley Green 7

Bournville 41

Brandwood 26

Edgbaston 26

Erdington 15

Hall Green 19

Handsworth Wood 13

Harborne 34

Hodge Hill 8

Kings Norton 9

Kingstanding 14

Ladywood 46

Longbridge 14

Lozells and East
Handsworth 13

Moseley and Kings
Heath 59

Nechells 26

Northfield 21

Ward No. of
responses

Oscott 4

Perry Barr 10

Quinton 10

Selly Oak 17

Shard End 21

Sheldon 7

Soho 41

South Yardley 26

Sparkbrook 26

Springfield 15

Stechford and Yardley
North 19

Stockland Green 13

Sutton Four Oaks 34

Sutton New Hall 8

Sutton Trinity 9

Sutton Vesey 14

Tyburn 46

Washwood Heath 14

Weoley 13

Outside Birmingham 59

Respondents by Ward

TOTAL 955


