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20.  Apologies 
  
 Apologies were received from Councillors J.D. Bernard, D.N. Davies, Mrs. D. 

Grice, Ms J.L. Jones and Mrs. A Spicer. 
  
21. Declarations of Interests of Members in Contracts and Other Matters 

and Restrictions on Voting by Members and Party Whip Declarations 
  
 

Member Nature of Interest Type 

M. Grocott         Agenda Item 4. – ‘Achieving Excellence for Young 
People – Briefing.’ 
 
Wife is a teacher at a high school in the area. 

Personal 

 
  
22. Minutes 

 
RESOLVED: 
 
That the Minutes of the meeting held on 10 December 2013 be approved as a 
correct record and signed. 

  
23. Achieving Excellence for Young People - Briefing 

 
Staffordshire County Councillor M. Sutton, Cabinet Support Member for 
Public Health & Community Safety and the District Commissioning Lead – 
Cannock Chase, were in attendance for this item. 
 
County Councillor Sutton informed the Committee that briefings were taking 
place at Cabinet and Scrutiny meetings of all borough/district authorities 
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within the County and that an engagement process had been undertaken with 
young people in late 2013.  Final proposals for the future of young peoples’ 
services would be developed once all feedback had been received from 
interested parties. 
 
The District Commissioning Lead then delivered a presentation to the 
Committee, covering the following: 
 

• The case for change; 

• Total investment in 13-19 year olds across Staffordshire; 

• What does the County Council know about its young people?; 

• Different types/levels of support provided; 

• Stakeholder engagement exercise priority themes; 

• Work of other local authorities; 

• Consideration of current provision; 

• How is current approach working?; 

• How could things be done differently?; 

• Young person’s pathway; 

• Proposed commissioning model; 

• Staffordshire Council for Voluntary Youth Services (SCVYS) 

• Moving forward 
 
County Councillor Sutton advised that the purpose of the consultation was to 
ensure that Staffordshire was a place where young people could be 
independent, resilient and fulfil their potential, with appropriate support in 
place to meet there needs, but also establish that future funding and 
resources would be targeted to the right areas to ensure value for money. 
 
Councillor Dixon queried how much money would be saved from the Youth 
Services budget through the proposed changes? 
 
County Councillor Sutton replied that the current budget was approximately 
£6m per year, with £3m to be saved in the first year. 
 
Councillor Grocott queried why there was no mention of Cannock youth 
involvement with County services in the presentation. 
 
The District Commissioning Lead replied that in the consultation document, it 
detailed that 17% of young people from the Cannock Chase area were 
currently involved. 
 
Councillor Grocott then queried why Cannock Chase Council was the last 
authority to receive the briefing? 
 
County Councillor Sutton replied that the briefings had to be arranged to fit in 
with already scheduled dates of Cabinet and Scrutiny meetings at each 
authority, but the closing date of the consultation could not be altered. 
 
Councillor B. Todd commented that it was the wrong attitude to focus on 
using the private and voluntary sector to provide services that the County 
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Council no longer could, citing closure of youth clubs as an example. 
 
County Councillor Sutton replied as follows: 

• There were no references in the consultation document/proposals to 
close buildings or youth clubs; 

• Where children came under the ‘vulnerable’ category, the plan was to 
increase support for them, not reduce it; 

• Confident that the voluntary sector can pick up extra work, as this was 
already happening in many areas; 

• Some voluntary organisations were supported by the SCVYS, who 
provided strong support and value for money; 

• There was a need to ensure all young people were catered for; 

• Although there was pressures on finances, it was important to have an 
efficient and effect Youth Service in place; 

 
Councillor Kraujalis commented that he could see what was trying to be 
achieved, however the reality was that big funding cuts were going to happen 
as a result of wider budget cuts by the County Council, so there was concern 
about some of the services being targeted. 
 
County Councillor Sutton replied there was a duty to look at what was being 
provided to ensure best value for people across the County, and that young 
people had already been clear about what they wanted, particularly 
support/guidance and increased employment opportunities. 
 
Councillor Pearson raised that organisations such as the Cubs, Guides and 
Cadets relied on funding from parents in order to continue operating and as 
the voluntary sector also required funding to survive, the County Council 
should not expect the sector to do everything instead.  Furthermore, due to a 
lack of places for young people to go, there had been an increase in anti-
social behaviour. 
 
County Councillor Sutton replied as follows: 

• Aiming to increase the number of places that young people can go to, 
however this won’t be easy to achieve; 

• SCVYS can provide grant funding to clubs; 

• £50,000 of funding was available through the District Commissioning 
Lead, however more direct funding for projects can be available as 
funding can be targeted; 

 
Councillor Freeman raised concern that the consultation and funding were not 
reaching the right people, and that the County Council were not listening to 
what was being said, as had also happened with the consultation of Day 
Centres. 
 
County Councillor Sutton replied that working with the uniformed services 
could be looked into as a way of increasing engagement, and that a lot of 
work had been undertaken for the consultation through speaking to many 
groups and people to help promote it. 
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Councillor Kraujalis advised of a youth club which was originally based in 
Wimblebury but was moved to Heath Hayes to increase its success, but this 
had not happened as the wrong types of young people were attending. 
 
County Councillor Sutton replied that one of the aims of the review was to 
target projects towards the right groups of young people to increase 
engagement and involvement. 
 
Councillor Grocott commented that young people in Rugeley were made to 
feel unwelcome at certain types of youth clubs as the wrong events/projects 
were being put on, and it appeared the consultation was not getting through 
to the right young people; those not already involved in youth activities. 
 
County Councillor Sutton replied as follows: 

• Getting those young people involved was a challenge, but as part of 
this consultation the views of young people had to be sought legally, so 
the County Council had been meeting with schools and going out to 
find the right sort of young people; 

• SCVYS had also reported a lack of interest from young people in 
structured events/clubs, and there was a need to be more flexible; 

• There was a need to follow up on this work by looking at what could be 
done to engage and support such young people. 

 
Councillor Grocott advised that the District Council’s consultation and 
communications teams had been out on Friday and Saturday nights across 
the district to speak directly to those young people who felt excluded, and this 
was something the County Council should also do. 
 
Councillor Morgan queried how young people could be defined as 
‘vulnerable’? 
 
County Councillor Sutton replied that those which fell into the following 
categories would be defined as such: 

• Resilient families; 

• Not in Education, Employment or Training (NEETs); 

• Non attendance at school; 

• Children with disabilities; 

• Involvement with anti-social behaviour 

• Victims of or perpetrators of crime. 

• Also need to look on the fringes of these areas to identify young people 
who may end up falling into one of the above categories. 

 
Councillor B. Todd raised that the County Council was negating its 
responsibilities by hiving off services to other organisations. 
 
County Councillor Sutton disagreed it was the County Council’s responsibility 
to provide all services, instead it was primarily parental responsibility, but the 
County acknowledged support should be provided for the most vulnerable. 
 
Councillor Freeman raised that young people were in fact interested in 
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events/clubs which provided structure, discipline and organisation, as the 
Cubs and Guides etc. had waiting lists for new members. 
 
County Councillor Sutton replied that such organisations would have been 
written to requesting that their members respond to the consultation. 
 
The Chairman then thanked the District Commissioning Lead and County 
Councillor Sutton for their attendance.  They then left the meeting. 
 
Councillor Grocott raised concern that the response from the Leader of the 
Council to the consultation appeared to be on behalf of the whole Council, 
and stated that Scrutiny should have met before Cabinet in order to feed into 
the final response. 
 
The Corporate Director replied that the response sent from the Leader was on 
behalf of Cabinet only, and that the Scrutiny Committee was welcome to reply 
separately if it so wished.  This had only happened due to the limited 
availability of when the County representatives could attend. 

  
24. Scrutiny Work Programme and Working Groups – Update 

 
Air Quality and Industrial Emissions Working Group 
 
Councillor Kraujalis introduced the interim report of the Working Group (Item 
5.1 – 5.3 of the Official Minutes of the Council), noting that the original report 
produced last year was not wide enough in its scope, so thanked the 
Environmental Protection Manager helping to pull together the interim report. 
 
Scrutiny Review Task & Finish Group 
 
Councillor Pearson reported there was no update in respect of the Group’s 
work, as due to other matters he had been unable to attend a meeting of the 
County Council’s Scrutiny Committee in January. 
 
Anti-Social Behaviour Working Group 
 
Councillor Freeman advised there was no update. 
 
Perception of Crime Working Group 
 
No update provided as apologies had been received from Councillor J. 
Bernard, Chairman of the Working Group. 
 
The Chairman raised that following discussions with the Corporate Director 
and Executive & Civic Support Manager, it was proposed to hold an additional 
meeting of the Scrutiny Committee on Thursday, 10 April 2014, to consider 
the final reports of the four working groups. 
 
The Chairman then proposed that for 2014/15 the Committee should focus on 
one main topic rather than four different topics, suggesting educational 
attainment in Staffordshire as a topic, so that time could be used more 
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effectively to conduct a review, but noted that this would be a decision for the 
new Committee to take. 
 
Councillor Grocott noted that in relation to the previous agenda item, a lot of 
work had already been undertaken by the Culture & Sport Policy 
Development Committee regarding children and young people, so this was a 
topic Scrutiny could revisit. 
 
The Corporate Director replied that whilst a lot of work had been undertaken, 
it had now been two or three years since then, so the work covered may no 
longer be relevant. 
 
Councillor Rowley commented that Staffordshire Fire & Rescue undertook a 
lot of work around youth support. 
 
Councillor Kraujalis raised that it may be better for the Committee to look at a 
topical piece of work Cabinet were planning to consider next year and 
scrutinise that instead. 
 
Members then raised concern about a lack of dedicated officer support 
available to the Committee in order to carry out its work. 
 
The Corporate Director replied that although there was no dedicated Scrutiny 
officer in place, the Committee received officer support from a variety of areas 
across the Council, and it should also be considered that the workload of the 
four working groups was too large to manage effectively. 
 
RESOLVED: 
 
That an additional meeting of the Scrutiny Committee be held on Thursday 10 
April to consider the final reports of each of the four working groups. 

  
25. Date of Next Meeting 
  
 Thursday 10 April 2014, 4:00pm 
  
  
 The meeting closed at 5:35pm 
  
  
  
 ________________ 
 CHAIRMAN 
 


