
MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE 
CORPORATE SERVICES OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY PANEL 

HELD ON MONDAY 6 DECEMBER 2010 FROM 7PM TO 8.25PM 

Present:- Norman Jorgensen (Chairman), Michael Firmager (Vice-Chairman), 
Alisfair Auty and Jenny Lissaman 

Also present:- 
Kevin Jacob, Principal Democrafic Services Officer 
Madeleine Shopland. Senior Democrafic Setvices Officer 

PART I 

36. MINUTES 
The Minutes of the meeting of the Panel held on 9 November 201 1 were confirmed as a 
correct record and signed by the Chairman. 

37. APOLOGIES 
Apologies for absence were submitted from Councillors Alistair Auty, Chris Bowring and 
Stuart Munro. 

Councillor Bowring did not attend the meeting because he had not participated in the 
scrutiny review. 

38. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
There were no declarations of interest. 

39. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 
There were no public questions. 

40. MEMBER QUESTION TIME 
There were no Member questions. 

41. GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS OF LOCAL AUTHORITY COMPANIES AND 
THE EXECUTIVE TRADING AND ENTERPRISE SUB-COMMITTEE 

The Panel considered the draft report of the review of governance arrangements of local 
authority companies and the executive Trading and Enterprise Sub-committee. 

During the discussion of this item the following points were made: 

e Members felt that the tense of the report should be amended in parts to add 
emphasis. 
Various minor amendments were made. 

e With regards to the frequency of updates to Members on the activities of the 
Company the Panel agreed that updates should be provided on a quarterly basis for 
the first two years of trading, subject to a review of this frequency at the end of this 
period. Members felt that this would also be appropriate for any other companies 
that the Council may establish in the future. 

o The Panel decided that any amendments made to the draft report would be agreed 
by email by the Panel members. 



Members agreed that it was appropriate that the reviews recommendations be 
made to the Executive. It was noted that the Audit Committee had expressed an 
interest in viewing the report so as to inform their investigations. The Vice Chairman 
would present the report at the January Audit Committee meeting and answer any 
questions that Committee members may have. 
The Panel felt that their concerns regarding the potential risks that the Council and 
backbench Members acting as Company Directors should be further amplified in 
the report. 

m The Panel requested that their thanks to the Democratic Services Officers and 
Paul Ohsan Ellis, Principal Internal Auditor for their work on the scrutiny review, be 
formally recorded. 

RESOLVED that: 

(1) the Panel's thanks to the Democratic Services Officers and Paul Ohsan Ellis, 
Principal Internal Auditor for their work on the scrutiny review, be formally 
recorded. 

(2) any amendments made to the draft report would be agreed by email by the 
Chairman and the other Panel members present at the Panel meeting on 
6 December 2010. 

(3) Subject to any amendments made to the draft report the report be taken to the 
Executive on 27 January 201 1 and the Audit Committee on 26 January 201 I. 

These are the Minutes of a meeting of the Corporate Services Overview and Scrutiny 
Panel 

If you need help in understanding this document or if you would like a copy of it in large 
print please contact one of our Team Support Officers. 



OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY REVIEW 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 

PROCESSING OF CONSULTATION 

Purpose of Review: 

1. To review the impact of public responses in the Council consultation process, 
how these responses are assessed and acted upon by Officers and 
Wokingham Borough Council and recommend alterations to the process as 

,.:?".., 
appropriate. ",&Z,Y ..*::%:::> 

Key Objectives: 

3. To ensure that all stages o 
of responses are as transp 

Scope of the work. 

d to respond to questions which do not 
ties to express their position. 

.. , , , ,...., 
3. ~o'g$tkiblish , ,... ~........ how co@hltation responses are assessed and to understand ho\n 

value jtidg~ments ~"., .,.,.,, af&&pplied .~ ,... ' ... ,C by officers in deciding whether responses are 
relevant o@;;$~t,o~~t&~~ey should be rejected. To examine how consultation 

,..,.,..,.... :"-.,.. 
responses are:p,ubl~cised, ,,. , ... both before and after aggregation. . . . ,,.,.,, "+,.", .,..~ 

4. To consider the' predicted benefits of consultation against the anticipated cost: 
and whether the cost effectiveness of the process could be improved. 

The proportionality of the process should also be appraised; the resources 
needed to consult appropriately given the issue under discussion. The extent 
to which engagement should be proportionate to the significance of the issue - 
both to the Council and to local people - and to the benefits to be gained from 
involvement will also be discussed. 



can be demonstrated in the process. 

6. To examine the way in which documents are prepared for public comment, 
considering both length (15 pages maximum) and choice of words (avoiding 
use both of acronyms unless included in a glossary and terminology not 
necessarily in common use outside the Council). 

7. Research to ascertain what other local authorities are doing and look at 
examples of best practice. 

8. To report back to the Executive on the findings of the revie@and any 
.$$:;:r.$;y 

recommendations. .,.&si:w%' .A+:,+,..+ 

BACKGROUND: 

" ,<:;:::;$$::$.' ..,,,.. ,...... ,... ~ ~ ~ 

process. Firstly, the cohsultation questions werelqueried, -,!.$! in particular whgf$$[ ,.,.,.-.::., they 
offered respondents an opportunity to offer the~fipersonal . , , . , .,., ,.i:3*w;. ~id%~oints.  The i<~iik$of 
closed questions, which did not allow responde i? f&~of fe . re  varied respo";es or ~:.:.:.:<.!.~ ".;*?::::$<"</ 
justify their views, was also raised. Secondly, the ma,p.ngbln which the Council 

,,d,,..,.,. ,.,. 
appraised responses, and the t r a n ~ ~ ? k n c ~  .,., v,... ,.,,,,.d,.... ,. of that p?X!6,s,s, was questioned. 

Y$$<+*, , 
Councillor Armstrong suggested thaF$b.@$E$.ncil's consultat~on x>+,>>,:." process be reviewed 
at the Overview and Scrutiny ~ana~e@e.nt  @@mi,ttee .. . . . . . . . *~ on 2i$d,,gly 2010. Councillor 
Armstrong raised concerns over the cons~, l ta t ion~6&s~fo r  ,:; :,:,: ;.v:.:.~y,~ $@ial care charges; 
given the overlap betweefl~t~Sse ,t*>:.k,:,>:.:.:z: >:,* areas, if:&as ,:..-..., i...... decrde3Yoj:cg.mbine ,. .. these as one .,.. .i..,.,.,.;.. *:~%v,..,s 

review. On 26 July 201.0iihiY0~q$jiew ,~H,::p,>s and.($$t'yt~ny Mana$ment Committee referred 
the matter to the Cqrp,~rate sed@& Overvic#and Scrutiny Panel. 

,\:,:<<.:<<: ,::A:::, ."..,,, 
VO... . . , . .+~ ..,.,, ,:":.:.!. ,., , . , < 

INFORMATION G 

-,..., .,, ,.,..,.,. ., . 

Performance. Responsible for 

. . .. - . . I regarding online consultation 
Re~resentative from / Police I Involved with Neiahbourhood 

I process 
1 

poiice? 
TBC 

representatives? 
Representatives 
from other best 
practice authorities? 

WBC 

- 
Action Groups 
Officers who have recently 
used the Council's consultation 



lnformation to be obtained from 

. 

Local 
.- -. . ... 

Starting: January 201 1 

Referred by the Management Committee to: 

Terms of Reference agreed by: 

Panel Members involved in 
the review: 

Panel Lead Mem 

Executive Mem I UllaKarin Clark 




