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Also in attendance: 
 

• Councillor J.T. Kraujalis (Corporate Improvement Portfolio Leader, Observer). 
 

16. Apologies 
 
Apologies for absence were submitted for Councillors M.R. Grocott and D.J. 
Snape (Vice-Chairman). 

  
17. Declarations of Interests of Members in Contracts and Other Matters and 

Restrictions on Voting by Members and Party Whip Declarations 
 
No declarations of interests or party whip declarations were received. 

  
18. Minutes 

 
RESOLVED: 
 
That the Minutes of the meeting held on 5 December, 2016 be approved as a 
correct record and signed. 

  
19. Evaluation of the Financial Recovery Plan Consultation Process 

 
The Chairman advised that any recommendations made by the Committee would 
be submitted to Cabinet for consideration and follow-up actions reported to the 
first meeting of the Committee in the 2017-18 municipal year. 
 
The Policy & Performance Manager delivered a short presentation on the above 
matter, which covered the following: 

CANNOCK CHASE COUNCIL 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 
 

CUSTOMERS AND CORPORATE SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
 

HELD ON MONDAY 27 MARCH, 2017 AT 4.00 P.M. 
 

IN THE CIVIC CENTRE, BEECROFT ROAD, CANNOCK 
 

PART 1 
 

PRESENT:  
Councillors 

 
 

Dudson, Miss M.J. (Chairman) 
 

 

Burnett, G. 
Buttery, M.S. 
Foley, D. 
Freeman, Miss M.A. 
Grice, Mrs. D. 

Johnson, T.B. 
Martin, Mrs. C.E. 
Pearson, A.R. 
Smith, C.D. 
Sutherland, M. 
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Methods 

• Online & Paper Survey 

• Telephone Survey 

• Public Meetings 

• Animated Video 

• Market Stall 

• Stakeholder Meetings 

• Social Media 

• Press Releases 
 
Promotion 

• Animated video: 400+ views on YouTube 

• Website: 1,400 hits 

• Press & Radio Coverage 

• Twitter: 44,000 impressions, 8,900 accounts reached 

• Facebook campaign: 295,000 total reach, 954 clicks, 72 shares, 54 likes 

• Chase Matters feature 
 
Statistics 

• 829 responses in total: 256 online; 172 paper; 401 telephone 

• 86.6% response from residents 

• Over 90 member of public at 4 public meetings 

• 600 businesses contacted 

• 52% of responses were from females and 45% from males 

• 62% of responses came from the 45-74 age range 

• 41% worked full-time; 26% were retired and 17% worked part-time 

• 93% of respondents were White British 

• 70% of respondents had no long standing illness, disability or infirmity.  23% 
did 

• The highest % of responses were from Cannock West with 10% and the 
lowest was Hagley with 4% 

 
Responses broken down by Ward 

• Cannock North: Paper 11; Online 6; Telephone 26 

• Cannock South: Paper 12; Online 12: Telephone 24 

• Cannock West: Paper 25; Online 21: Telephone 25 

• Cannock East: Paper 14; Online 8; Telephone 30 

• Hednesford North: Paper 12; Online 9; Telephone 26 

• Hednesford South: Paper 2; Online 7; Telephone 32 

• Hednesford Green Heath: Paper 4; Online 9; Telephone 24 

• Hawks Green: Paper 5; Online 7; Telephone 30 

• Heath Hayes East & Wimblebury: Paper 4; Online 4; Telephone 25 

• Brereton & Ravenhill: Paper 8; Online 11; Telephone 28 

• Western Springs: Paper 11; Online 7; Telephone 26 

• Hagley: Paper 2; Online 3; Telephone 25 

• Etching Hill & The Heath: Paper 6; Online 8; Telephone 28 

• Norton Canes: Paper 6; Online 9; Telephone 26 
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• Rawnsley: Paper 3; Online 4; Telephone 26 

• WS11: Paper 4, Online 6 

• WS12: Paper 9; Online 6 

• WS15: Paper 9; Online 4 

• Out of District: Paper 6; Online 25 
 
Responses broken down by Gender 

• Male: Paper 69; Online 105; Telephone 199 

• Female: Paper 89; Online 141; Telephone 202 
 
Responses broken down by Age 

• Under 16: Paper 0; Online 1; Telephone 0 

• 16-24: Paper 7; Online 8’ Telephone 53 

• 25-34: Paper 9; Online 30; Telephone 64 

• 35-44: Paper 19; Online 37; Telephone 24 

• 45-54: Paper 22; Online 63; Telephone 90 

• 55-64: Paper 37; Online 60; Telephone 85 

• 65-74: Paper 46; Online 41; Telephone 67 

• 75+: Paper 18; Online 3; Telephone 16 

• Prefer Not To Say: Paper 4; Online 11; Telephone 2 

• No reply: Paper 10; Online 2; Telephone 0 
 
Responses broken down by Employment Status 

• Full-time: Paper 43; Online 114; Telephone 183 

• Part-time: Paper 29; Online 53; Telephone 62 

• In education/training: Paper 1; Online 4; Telephone 10 

• Unemployed: Paper 1; Online 4; Telephone 11 

• Long-term sick or disabled: Paper 12; Online 0; Telephone 9 

• Retired: Paper 62; Online 54; Telephone 98 

• Not working; Paper 6; Online 0; Telephone 17 

• Prefer Not To Say: Paper 7; Online 13; Telephone 2 

• Other: Paper 4; Online 4; Telephone 9 

• No reply: Paper 10; Online 11; Telephone 0 
 
What went well? 

• Telephone Survey – even response across the wards 

• Public Meetings – being able to ask questions direct 

• Online presence 

• Financial Recovery Plan group involvement & buy-in 

• Engagement-Stakeholder Meetings 
 
What didn’t work so well? 

• Timings – very quick turnaround for results and analysis 

• Lack of public understanding – jargon, difference between capital and 
revenue 

• Difficulty reaching ‘hard to reach’ audience (not online and no free paper) 

• Consistent understanding of the law of consultation and the purpose of 
consultation 
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What could we do differently? 

• Contingency plan – delay on Government decision on funding delayed the 
Financial Recovery Plan process 

• Increase engagement and publicity – short notice for public meetings 

• Contact all residents? – cost and resources 
 
Members raised the following comments in respect of the consultation process: 

• Methods used for conducting the consultation were broad in scope, which was 
a positive outcome of the process; 

• The cost of carrying out such consultations needed to be considered against 
the response rate and ‘value’ of responses received; 

• Some of the questions were difficult for residents to answer if they didn’t 
understand how the Council functioned; 

• Consideration should be given to contacting residents by email for views on 
such matters (subject to consent being given) as most people now used this a 
standard communications tool; 

• The consultation was publicised at too short notice for people to be fully 
engaged with it; 

• Limited detail was provided about each proposal, therefore it was difficult for 
residents to give an informed response; 

• The overall scope of the consultation was too large; 

• Of those who did participate, it would be useful to know what the top 3 areas 
of concern were, and whether those concerns had been addressed since; 

• Residents should be able to expect Members to help guide them through 
completing consultations, as such, Members may need to rethink what their 
own role was; 

• The response rate was indicative of how residents viewed the Council and 
what impact it had on them; 

• ‘Hard to reach’ people was not a valid concept, the issue was hard to reach 
organisations and  services; 

• Criticism was received as the part of the consultation process which focussed 
on the draft budget was open over Christmas and New Year, thereby given 
people less opportunity to respond; 

• Explaining to people what the impact of each proposal would be was difficult 
for Members to do; 

• Whilst holding public meetings was a good thing to do, more should have been 
held at evenings and weekends to capture a wider audience; 

• There was a need to address people’s perceptions of whether it was 
worthwhile taking part in such consultations and the need to do so; 

• Residents had  a perception that decisions were already made on financial 
matters, therefore completing the consultation was pointless; 

• Engaging people in such matters was difficult to do, so the team had done well 
to achieve over 800 responses; 

• In future, such consultations should take place over a longer period of time, 
but be broken down into smaller sections with more detail included, and focus 
on priorities rather than funding cuts; 

• Many people knew about the consultation but weren’t interested in taking part.  
More time should have been spent with those people who were interested. 
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The Policy & Performance Manager replied that in respect of consultation costs, 
the Council was statutorily obliged to achieve ‘best value’, and it was also 
considered good practice to gauge public opinion on council services.  In respect 
of email contact, the team had a database of residents who had given consent to 
being contacted for consultation purposes, but that database did not include email 
addresses provided to other departments as consent had not been given to share 
such information. Responses and rankings of concerns raised were included as 
part of the post-consultation report to Cabinet, and directly affected some of the 
budgetary decisions made.  A balance had to be made between the number of 
questions asked and level of background information provided, but this would be 
given further consideration if the exercise was repeated in future.  The 
introduction to the survey, information online and presented at public meetings 
explained the background to the consultation and rationale for the process 
followed.  The Consultation & Engagement Officer had spent time working to build 
relationships with organisations and services across the District to increase 
consultation opportunities.  The Head of Governance further replied that issues 
also arose as people felt their comments wouldn’t be listened too and there was 
confusion as a result of the funding cuts being proposed separately by 
Staffordshire County Council. 

  
20. External Communications Trial - Review 

 
The Policy & Performance Manager delivered a short presentation on the above 
matter, which covered the following: 
 
Background 

• Key channel for public communications and information 

• Chronicle wraparound: £2,100 

• Reached approximately 79% of District households 

• Also available electronically 
 
Chase Matters 2016 

• Cabinet approved trial version of printed magazine 

• 32 pages, mix of Council news and advertising 

• Published and distributed in October and November: cost £3,100 

• Promoted via social media and website 

• #ChaseMatters2016: reached over 38,000 people 

• Over 10% increase in registrations for email edition 
 
Lessons learned 

• No negative feedback received on magazine 

• Distribution issues – 5 reports on non-delivery, including 2 from Members 

• Timeliness of deliveries 

• Telephone sample from distributer to identify issues 
 
Committee’s views 

• Content 

• Style 

• Format 

• Value for Money 
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• Frequency 
 
Possible options to Cabinet 

• Magazine x 1 per annum 

• Return to Chronicle wraparound 

• Other options? 
 
Members commented that the magazine was well presented, educational, 
information and contained a good balance between articles and advertising.  One 
edition per year should be published as a ‘reference guide’, which would include 
key contact telephone numbers, useful websites etc.  The website version should 
be re-formatted to include web-friendly adverts and ‘turnable’ pages.  
Consideration should also be given to including content from local community 
organisations and providing free advertising space for third sector bodies which 
provided specialised support services. 
 
Members were keen to see the publication continue, but wanted assurances that 
issues regarding distribution and deliveries would be rectified.  It was also 
requested that production of the magazine should be made cost neutral rather 
than incur a cost to the Council. 
 
The Policy & Performance Manager responded that Members comments would 
be included as part of the review, and advised that the current cost was cheaper 
than other methods available but Officers would certainly look into whether a cost 
neutral position could be achieved.  The Head of Governance further replied that 
a survey would be circulated for Members to suggest future content for the 
magazine. 

  
21. Quarter 3 Performance Report 2016-17 – Customers Priority Delivery Plan 

 
Members noted the latest performance information (tem 6.1 – 6.12 of the Official 
Minutes of the Council). 
 
The Head of Governance reported that progress of some actions had been put on 
hold pending the commencement of the revised senior management structure 
from 1 April, 2017, but it was expected work would continue once the changes 
had been embedded.  Those actions where completion was not expected by the 
end of 2016-17 would be rolled over into 2017-18 instead. 
 
Members raised concern that expanding the number of councils within the 
Building Control Shared Service could impact on the level and quality of service 
provided to residents, especially when local authority Building Control teams were 
facing increased competition from private providers. 
 
A Member commented that for 2017-18 the Committee should scrutinise in more 
detail the strategic review of the Depot; Asset Management Plan; work of Public 
Sector Plc Ltd and the Building Control Shared Services proposals as these were 
areas which had high financial value for the Council. 
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Another Member commented that the Direction of Travel indicators for customer 
contact data, e-payments and telephone payments should be reviewed as to 
make the targets more challenging as for each quarter of the year to date 
performance had surpassed the targets set, which had remained static throughout 
the year.  The Head of Governance replied that the indicators were due to be 
reviewed as part of the work on refreshing the Customer Services Strategy. 

  
  
 The meeting closed at 5:10pm 
  
  
 _______________________ 
 CHAIRMAN 
  
  

 


