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Salford City Council - Request for decision to be called-in

The council’'s Constitution provides that all decisions of the cabinet, a committee of the
cabinet, an individual Member of the cabinet or under joint arrangements, will be made in
accordance with the following principles:

(a) Proportionality (meaning the action must be proportionate to the results to be
achieved)

(b) Due consultation and the taking of appropriate advice from Officers.

(c) Respect for human rights

(d) Presumption in favour of openness

(e) Clarity of aims and desired outcomes

) Due consideration to be given to alternative options

(9) Reasons for the decisions to be given provided there is no breach of confidentiality

(h) Wednesbury reasonableness, i.e. the decisions must be reasonable, having regard

to all relevant matters and in disregard of all non-relevant matters.

All decisions made by the cabinet, an individual Member of the cabinet, a committee of the
cabinet or under joint arrangements, are subject to the call-in procedure. All such decisions
will be published on the Internet and made available for inspection at the council’s offices.
Within a period of five working days from the publication of a decision, a request to call-in the
decision may be initiated by either:

. two Members of the appropriate scrutiny committee to which the decision applies,
or
. three members of the council.

Call-in should only be used in exceptional circumstances, where Members have evidence
which suggests that a decision was not taken in accordance with the principles set out in the
first paragraph on this form.

BEING * Members of the Scrutiny Committee to which the
decision applies / Members of the city council, request that the decision by

dated 6//?/0? in respect of)e (S} lo,\/ /Mﬁ o P

be called-in for reconsideration in accordance with the Rules of Procedure for decision
making contained in part 4, section 9, of the council Constitution, in that such decision was
not made in accordance with principle(s) as set out above.
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[image: image2.jpg]A) The results achieved were not proportionate to the counter proposals put forward
by the residents representative group on the working the working board.

B) Over 3-4 years of challenging the need for regeneration , the goal posts were
moved on more than 1 occasion, with 2 to 3 different plans and leading officers were

secretive with options and proposals.

C) Dismissed at hand and ignored us on advise and our propesals on representation.
Shown no support by Councillors and MP (Labour party) or by Gill Finley and
Edward Sawford (Officers), they followed only one towpath on the view of where the
regeneration for Seedley South was going. Even other proposals i.e.: C.W.I were we
believe, dismissed and residents representatives ignored.

D) Again lead officers and Labour Councillors were not open or transparent on
reasonable alternative proposals which would have achieved the desired outcome for
Seedley South residents in the regeneration area.

IE) Once again no clear vision because over the past 10 years or from 1997 the council
have again moved the goalposts in the various plans and objectives to be mapped out
in co-operation with Seedley South residents in the regeneration area.

F) Alternative options were put forward at the negotiation table but the Councils
position was dismissive the “WOW!” factor as started by Labour leader ] Merry who
delivered this message to local residents working group. So once again the Labour
leadership was determined to drive their single minded options down the route Senior
officers wanted.

G) We believe the reasons for the decisions to be given were kept confidential by the
council management team and at times no breathing space was given to group
representatives to challenge decisions which we feel were rubber stamped and a done
deal.

H} The community representatives of the working group believe the decisions were
not reasonable because all relevant matters i.e.: inclusiveness of all plans proposed
were dismissed and the council show no reasonableness with residents. This was
because plans were already in the pipeline i.e.: Home swap (15) and estimating the
scaffolding fabrication for the regeneration works. This being just days after the
residents were told of council plans for proposed regeneration and also path finder
funding, which we believe to bring in CAPERTER employees to instigate immediate
work is unreasonable and distasteful.




