AGENDA

For a meeting of the
ENGAGEMENT POLICY DEVELOPMENT GROUP

to be held on

THURSDAY, 6 JUNE 2013

at
10.30 AM
in the
GLEN ROOM, COUNCIL OFFICES, ST PETER'S HILL, GRANTHAM
NG31 6PZ
Beverly Agass, Chief Executive
Group Councillor Ray Auger, Councillor Harrish Bisnauthsing, Councillor
Members: Ibis Channell, Councillor Michael Cook(Chairman), Councillor

Jock Kerr, Councillor Nick Robins and Councillor Rosemary H
Woolley (Vice-Chairman)

Portfolio Holders: Councillor Paul Carpenter (Governance and Communication

Portfolio)
Support Lucy Bonshor 01476 40 61 20
Officer: |.bonshor@southkesteven.qgov.uk

**Please note time and venue of meeting**

Members of the Group are invited to attend the above meeting to consider the
items of business listed below.

1. COMMENTS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC

2. MEMBERSHIP
The Group to be notified of any substitute members.

3. APOLOGIES

South Kesteven District Council

STAMFORD ¢ GRANTHAM « BOURNE ¢ THE DEEPINGS




10.

DISCLOSURE OF INTERESTS

Members are asked to disclose any interests in matters for consideration at the
meeting.

ACTION NOTES FROM THE MEETING HELD ON 21ST MARCH 2013

(Enclosure)

UPDATES FROM PREVIOUS MEETING

QUESTION WITHOUT DISCUSSION REFERRED FROM COUNCIL 18TH
APRIL 2013

To: Councillor Mrs Linda Neal, Leader
From: Councillor lan Selby

If freedom of speech and democracy have any meaningful value to any of us, then as
a local councillor | wish to express the view that after a period of mature reflection, and
after a period of genuine, honest and open debate (in the interests of freedom of
speech), especially for the younger generation to enable them to form their own
opinion, and despite the fact that it is against the wishes of Mrs Thatcher who
expressed the view that she did not want a statue of herself erected here in Grantham,
| therefore ask if the leader of the council agrees with me that the erection of any
statue here in Grantham should not be imposed upon a section of the community who
suffered at the expense of Mrs Thatcher’s policies but instead it should be put to the
vote in a local referendum (in the interests of democracy), for local people to decide on
whether or not a statue should be erected?

MEMBER TRAINING UPDATE

List showing those Councillors who have attended training for quasi judicial
committees (Development Control Committee & Licensing Committee), including those
who have attended training for the Governance and Audit Committee.

(Enclosure)

REVIEW OF GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS

Scoping checklist
(Enclosure)

WORK PROGRAMME

Annual Review 2012/13.
(Enclosure)



11. ANY OTHER BUSINESS, WHICH THE CHAIRMAN, BY REASONS OF
SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES, DECIDES IS URGENT



Agenda ltem 5

MEETING OF THE
ENGAGEMENT POLICY
DEVELOPMENT GROUP

THURSDAY, 21 MARCH 2013 2.30 PM

GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT

Councillor Bob Adams (Chairman) Councillor Jock Kerr

Councillor Ray Auger Councillor Nick Robins

Councillor Harrish Bisnauthsing Councillor Rosemary H Woolley (Vice-
Councillor Ibis Channell Chairman)

PORTFOLIO HOLDER
Councillor Terl Bryant — Good Housing
OFFICERS OTHER MEMBERS PRESENT

Strategic Director — Community and Councillor Paul Wood
Environment Focus (Tracey Blackwell)
Head of Housing & Neighbourhoods
(lan Richardson)

Head of Legal & Democratic Services
(Lucy Youles)

Team Leader Resident Involvement
(Blake Hutchinson)

Community Engagement and Policy
Development Officer (Carol Drury)
Democratic Officer (Lucy Bonshor)

106. COMMENTS FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC
No public present.
107. DISCLOSURE OF INTERESTS

Councillor Jock Kerr declared a personal interest in the item on Resident
Involvement as he was a Council tenant; however, the Head of Legal and
Democratic Services said that as it was not a pecuniary interest no declaration
was needed.

South Kesteven District Council

STAMFORD ¢ GRANTHAM ¢ BOURNE ¢ THE DEEPINGS




108.

109.

110.

ACTION NOTES FROM THE MEETING HELD ON 18TH JANUARY 2013

The notes from the meeting held on 18th January were agreed as a correct
record subject to Councillor Robin’s name being amended.

UPDATES FROM PREVIOUS MEETING

The Community Engagement and Policy Development Officer, Ms Drury,
informed the Group that Member training would be coming back to a future
meeting of the Group. The Chairman said that the information that had been
given previously had not been very intelligible. Members wanted information
that identified individual Councillors training records and individual training
needs. Ms Drury said that she would pass this request on to the Service
Manager for HR & OD.

Another Member referred to the dog fouling issue and indicated that this was
becoming a problem on the High Street in Stamford. The Strategic Director for
Community & Environment Focus, Mrs Blackwell said she would look into the
problem for the Member. She said that the dog fouling issue for the district was
being looked at and was a future item for consideration by the Communities
PDG.

RESIDENT INVOLVEMENT

The Chairman welcomed the Head of Housing and Neighbourhoods, lan
Richardson and the Team Leader Resident Involvement, Blake Hutchinson to
the meeting.

Mr Richardson gave a presentation to the Group on resident involvement and
tenant scrutiny; that is to say, scrutiny of housing services by tenants rather
than scrutiny of tenants. In the past the Audit Commission had carried out a
programme of regulatory inspection of social housing providers; however, the
new regulatory framework operated by the Homes & Community Agency
adopts a lighter touch from the regulator on the understanding that housing
providers would better enable their tenants to scrutinize and influence the
housing service.

This co-regulatory approach, involving provider, tenants and regulator was
enabling a power shift towards local level accountability, transparency and the
promotion of awareness and understanding on the part of tenants. The
adoption of “local offers”, which would be distinct to South Kesteven, would
enable services to be shaped to meet local priorities and provide tenants with
clearer reference points for scrutinizing performance and driving service
improvements with housing providers proactively seeking feedback.

Mr Richardson then spoke about how tenant scrutiny was an approach not a



process; it was flexible in terms of its context and application and required a
reporting structure that was effective and efficient and which enabled capability
and capacity to be built amongst tenants. It was important, said Mr Richardson,
that the priorities and views of the tenants should be at the heart of any
decision making. He then spoke about the requirement of the Localism Act for
there to be a ‘democratic filter’ for future housing complaints. Currently there
was a corporate review taking place on the complaints procedure to streamline
the service and this would need to take account of Housing Services’
requirement for this democratic filter. From 1st April 2013 all housing
complaints referred to the ombudsman would go to a single housing
ombudsman. All other corporate complaints referred to an ombudsman would
continue to be referred to the Local Government Ombudsman but housing
complaints would be referred to the Housing Ombudsman only if referred by a
‘designated person’; such a person being either a Member of Parliament for the
area, a District Councillor for the district to which the complaint related or a
‘designated’ panel of tenants from the district. The expectation was that
complaints would have exhausted the internal complaints procedure before
being referred onwards to the Ombudsman. Implicit in the legislation was an
expectation that every effort would be made to resolve complaints locally rather
than have them referred to the ombudsman. However, if the democratic filter
did not either satisfactorily resolve the complaint or refer it to the Ombudsman
within eight weeks, the complainant would retain the right to refer the complaint
directly to the ombudsman.

A brief discussion then followed with Members asking about timescales and
clarifying how the complaint process would work. It was felt by those Members
present that the democratic filter should in most circumstances be the District
Ward Councillor for the area rather than the MP. Mr Richardson explained that
the way the arrangement was drafted; the tenant could choose any of the
available democratic filters. Currently, SKDC had an appeals panel of Members
to consider unresolved complaints and it was felt that this panel would meet the
requirement. If the panel ceased to exist, alternative arrangements, consistent
with the requirements of the Localism Act, would need to be made. In any
event, the Council would need to publish any revisions to its complaints
handling procedures. Further discussion followed about involving the Ward
Councillor in the complaint from the beginning and about the need to ensure
that any panel of tenants was properly trained and supported.

Having described the possible role of tenants in both scrutiny of housing
services and in providing a ‘democratic filter, Mr Richardson then spoke about
what makes scrutiny work and how tenants could feed in to the scrutiny
process. Where tenant scrutiny is effective, it should result in an improved
service experience for tenants, leading in turn to higher levels of tenant
satisfaction and improved organisational performance and value for money.

Factors critical to making tenant scrutiny work included:
- Aclearly defined remit and real power
- The Scrutiny Panel to be tenant led and independent



Clear roles and responsibilities outlined with capacity to deliver
Decisions based on freely available and commissioned information
Embedding scrutiny in performance management arrangements
Being accessible, encouraging diversity and promoting equality

He then spoke about how the wider body of tenants could feed into the process
through tenant surveys, complaints, compliments and comments, estate
inspections and walkabouts. More transparency would mean that tenants who
were directly affected could have their views taken into account when, for
example, the housing service was appointing contractors. Tenants could also
be involved in performance monitoring and service reviews. Challenges to
overcome included; ensuring equal engagement amongst tenants and meeting
the expectations of those tenants. To ensure that the panel did not fail in its
work, continuity and commitment needed to be built in together with ensuring
fairer representation of a broader range of tenants within the panel and
ensuring that the panel knew what its remit and boundaries were.

Co-regulation and tenant scrutiny was something that was here to stay. An
approach was required that would formally incorporate tenants’ views and
which was accountable. Mr Richardson then spoke about the current tenant
involvement arrangements, how he proposed the new tenant involvement
arrangements might look and how the role of the housing scrutiny panel would
fit into this structure.

Progress had already been made with opportunities being published and
promoted in Skyline and targeted letters. Expressions of interest had been
made with 46 applications completed and returned. External trainers had been
identified in anticipation of assistance being needed in developing the capability
of tenants involved in scrutiny.

Members discussed the response from tenants received to date and what
power the scrutiny panel would hold together with timeframes for developing
and implementing scrutiny arrangements. Reference was again made to who
should provide the democratic filter for complaints and also who could sit on the
scrutiny panel. The question of whether Ward Members would be able to sit as
observers of the tenant scrutiny panel was raised and Mr Richardson replied
that Ward Members would need to be invited by the panel to observe as they
did not have a right to attend. The terms of reference for the panel had yet to
be decided, including whether or not scrutiny panel meetings would be open
meetings. In response to a question about how the panel would be renewed,
Mr Richardson replied that capability and capacity would be built in, in order
that the panel could be sustained, it was suggested that the terms of reference
together with the support provided to the panel would seek to ensure this was
achieved and sustained over a period of years.

The Chairman thanked Mr Richardson and Mr Hutchinson for attending the
meeting and their presentation.



111.

REVIEW OF GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS

The Chairman invited Councillor Wood to put his case. Councillor Wood
thanked the Chairman for inviting him to the meeting. He briefly informed
Members of his background referring to his time as an officer at SKDC at the
time when a committee system was used. He did not propose that the Council
went back to using a committee system like the old one but felt that a more
modern committee system which was politically balanced would make
Councillors feel as if they were part of the decision making process. He
referred to the change that Nottingham County Council had made back to a
committee system and also Newark and Sherwood District Council had recently
decided to go back to a committee system.

He felt that although 58 Councillors were elected, only 6 of those made the
decisions. He felt that Scrutiny did not work well and the majority of Councillors
were not part of running the Council. In his view a Member had two functions

¢ to help run the Council and

¢ to represent the electorate of the district
He felt that good ideas that back bench Councillors had were not getting
through as they were not part of the decision making process. Although he felt
that the Cabinet would object to the change even though it would be likely that
in a committee system the Cabinet would become the Chairmen of the
committees, he appreciated that it would also entail a lot of work to change
back to a committee system; however, Nottingham County Council had made
the change at no extra cost and he felt that it would be of benefit to Members.

A discussion then followed with each Member of the PDG putting forward their
view. One Member who had been involved with both systems and felt that a
committee system was more involved. It was recognised that any change would
need to be justified so put the question: what would be the reason for changing
to a committee system. Other Members felt that the current system was:

not accountable, not transparent and not open.

Members were not able to put their ideas forward

Members did not feel engaged within the system

No feedback was given from the Executive

Members didn’t feel involved in the decision making process

A comment was made that Members were able to get involved, if they wished,
they could attend any PDG and speak on any subject or attend Cabinet and
speak. Members felt that as they could not vote on the topic then they could
not influence the outcome. Further discussion followed with reference being
made to the Musical Chairs' document. The Chairman appreciated all that had
been said but told Members that no case had been given, the points made had
all been emotive and no hard factual evidence had been given, good sound

! Centre for Public Scrutiny document published April 2013



112.

reasons were required. Councillor Wood asked the Group if they would like
someone from Newark and Sherwood District Council to attend a meeting, he
would also circulate the reports from the Council to Members. The Chairman
asked Councillor Wood if he would be a conduit for all the information to which
he replied he would.

In order to help Members Ms Drury gave some background information. The
question before Members was whether there was a need to change the
governance and if so they needed to provide evidence to support the need for
change. The Chairman did advise the Group that amongst the majority of
Members there did not appear to be an appetite for change, therefore hard
evidence needed to be provided. It was proposed that the Council as a whole
be asked if they wished to go down this route, however, it was felt that more
work was required with the evidence to back up the case for change before it
was put before Council.

The Head of Legal and Democratic then gave some factual information.
Currently there were 58 Councillors, of these 6 were on the Cabinet, 11 on
Licensing Committee, 7 on Governance and Audit Committee and 17 on
Development Control Committee that meant 41 Councillors sat on Committees
that made direct decisions. With the PDG’s, Scrutiny and the Constitution
Committee that made 78 seats which were filled by 54 of the 58 Councillors on
the Council.

In order to help Members focus on the main issues a scoping checklist was
then completed by them. Members concluded that more research and hard
evidence was needed to support any change to the governance of the Council
and it was agreed that this would take time, anywhere between 12 and 24
months.

>Action Note
Completed checklist to be circulated to Members of the Group

The Chairman thanked Councillor Wood for attending and asked if Members
had any more points that they wished to make please could they e-mail him or
Ms Drury.

WORK PROGRAMME

Members noted the work of the PDG to date. Ms Drury said that as this was
the last meeting before the Annual Council meeting she would but an over view
into a word document and circulate it to Members. This would be circulated to
Members for noting at the next scheduled meeting.



>Action Note

Ms Drury to circulate an overview of the work undertaken by the PDG at
the next scheduled meeting

113. CLOSE OF MEETING

The meeting closed at 4.50pm.



Decision Makining in

Putting Licensing into

Governance & Audit

Governance & Audit

Dev Control Committee Planning Licensing training Practice Committee training Committee training
25/05/11 20/07/2011 27/05/11 02/06/11 20/06/11 30/06/11
Development Control
Adam Stokes v v v v
Alan Parkin v
Brenda Sumner v v v
Charmaine Morgan v v
David Higgs v v v v
Debbie Wren v v
Helen Powell v v v v v
Jacky Smith v v v v
Judy Smith v
Judy Stevens v
Mark Ashberry v v
Martin Wilkins v v v v
Michael Cook 4 4
Michael King v
Reg Howard v v v v v
Rosemary Kaberry-Brown
Vic Kerr v
Substitutes
Bob Adams v v
Breda Rae Griffin v v v
lan Selby v v v v v
Jean Taylor v v v
John Smith 4
Paul Cosham 4
Rosemary Woolley v v
Licensing
Bob Russell v v
Breda Rae Griffin v v v
Frank Turner v
George Chivers v
Graddon Rowlands v v
Jean Taylor v v v
Pam Bosworth v

Robert Broughton

Susan Sandall

g wajl| epusby



Decision Makining in

Putting Licensing into

Governance & Audit

Governance & Audit

Dev Control Committee Planning Licensing training Practice Committee training Committee training
25/05/11 20/07/2011 27/05/11 02/06/11 20/06/11 30/06/11
Governance & Audit
lan Stokes 4 v
Rosemary Woolley v v
Trevor Scott 4
Substitutes
Bob Adams 4 v
Bob Sampson v 4
lan Selby v v v v v
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POLICY DEVELOPMENT EXERCISE SCOPING CHECKLIST

This form is to assist Councillors to scope topics for consideration by the Engagement PDG in a
focused way and to identify the key issues it wishes to investigate.

Topic: Review of governance arrangements

Key outcomes:

e Anunderstanding of different governance arrangements
e An evidence-based recommendation on the most appropriate form of governance for
South Kesteven

Specific subject areas to be investigated: (key lines of enquiry)

Background
1. What works with the current system and what doesn’t?
2. Will any change in governance improve the way the Council does business?
3. Is the Council failing in its duty under the current Cabinet system?
Investigation
4. Would a committee system deliver greater transparency and accountability?
Would a committee system make for greater inclusion of elected Members?
Is there a danger that elected members could feel less involved?
Would a change in governance add value?
What different models of governance are there?
What are the advantages and disadvantages of each of the different models?
10. Investigate other authorities processes in determining whether to change to a
committee system
Change of Governance (evidence permitting)
11. What do we have to have (which committees — minimum)?
12. Committee sizes and delegation of powers from Council
13. What are the financial implications?

e Y

Carrying out the review...

Should representations be invited from Members not on Engagement PDG?

Yes [X No []

If yes — what format should they take?

Member invited in to give representations for this item only — must have evidence to support
point of view.




What key documents/data/reports will be required?

Musical Chairs
Other Authority information (Notts CC and Newark and Sherwood DC - via Councillor Wood)
Background on the Act — current legislation on scrutiny and committee functions

Should a period of public consultation form part of the exercise?

Yes [ ] No 2

If so, on what should the public be consulted?

Have other authorities carried out a similar exercise?

Yes [X No []

If so, which authorities?

Notts CC, Newark and Sherwood DC

Should invitations be extended to other authorities that have gone through this process?

Yes [X No []

If so, who, and from which authorities? (Members and officers — technical and legal matters
etc)

‘ Newark & Sherwood DC

What do you anticipate the timetable will be for the PDG Review?

Minimum of 12 months — max 24 months
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Annual Review 2012/13: Engagement Policy Development Group

1.1 Members of the Engagement PDG met a total of six times during the municipal year
2012/13. During these meetings fourteen substantive items were considered:

Means of Engagement — Means of Engagement — Question without Discussion

Local Forums and Community | communication with Parish referred by Council:

Drop In and Town Councils

Leader’s Activity Report

Means of Engagement — Members Code of Conduct | Bourne Community Access

Customer Access Strategy Point

Community Focus Forum Means of Engagement — Customer Feedback

Citizens Panels

Protection of Freedoms Act ICT Provision for Members Communications Strategy

Councillor Training Review of Governance Tenant Involvement

Programme Arrangements

1.2 The question without discussion on a Leader’s activity report put to Council on 3" May
2012 was referred to the Engagement PDG for response. This was given in the form of a
letter to the elected member who put the question.

1.3 The items considered by Engagement PDG during this year have, for the most part, been
in the form of reports and presentations for information and not requiring
recommendations to be put forward. The only recommendation made to Cabinet in
2012/13 related to the Members’ Code of Conduct as shown in bold in the table above.

1.4 Engagement PDG has worked closely with the Head of People, Projects and Performance
on a wide range of actions relating to improving and increasing the Council’s means of
engagement with its customers and staff.

1.5 Members have been particularly keen to ensure effective communication channels exist
between the district council and the parish and town councils across South Kesteven and
requested that they be circulated with copies of the newly developed Parish and Town
Council Newsletter.

1.6 Regular updates have been provided by the Head of Finance on the refurbishment of
Bourne Corn Exchange and its development into the South Kesteven Community Access
Point.

1.7 Members received a presentation on the Community Focus Forum — the Council’s

consultation and network group in July 2012. This group was established to help fulfil the
Council’'s commitment to equality and diversity. The Chairman has regularly attended
meetings of the Community Focus Forum and as a result of the information given in the
presentation an additional member of the PDG has begun attending.

10



1.8

2.2

2.2

2.3

24

The Policy Development Coordinating Group was asked to consider a question requesting
a review of Governance arrangements. The Group determined that Engagement PDG
was the most appropriate to carry out this review. This item is ongoing.

Conclusion

It has been a productive year for the three Policy Development Groups. Collectively the
PDGs have considered forty-three substantive items, made thirty-two recommendations to
Cabinet and helped to develop seventeen policies, strategies and schemes for the
Authority.

The work programme for Engagement PDG has primarily focused on items relating to
means of engagement helping to ensure that communication channels both externally and
internally are effective.

Ensuring that reports and presentations were prepared and distributed within the agenda
management timetable Members consistently had the appropriate information to allow for
informed deliberation and subsequent recommendations to officers and Cabinet.

The production and distribution of the work programme within agenda packs further
assists in the Council’s accountability and transparency in the development of policy.
Improved systems for following up action points have ensured that members of the PDG
are fully aware of milestones and achievements throughout the process of policy
development.

It is interesting to note that for the first time since 2010 no meeting of the Engagement
PDG has had to be cancelled due to lack of items.

Moving Forward

Cross-over between Policy Development Groups should be encouraged if we are to work
effectively in the future. A joined-up approach to the development of policies and
procedures has the potential to involve greater numbers of elected members in a policy’s
path from proposal through to recommendation and ultimately decision making. This
approach has been shown to be effective this year with both Resources PDG and
Communities PDG working on the development and implementation of the Car Parking
Strategy. This approach could be further enhanced through the use of joint (cross-PDG)
working groups so that the different components of policy development could be
addressed simultaneously or items that have council-wide implications, such as the
governance review, can be robustly and equitably debated.
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