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7. Apologies

Apologies for absence were submitted for Councillors Mrs. H.M. Sutton, Miss S.
Whitehouse and P.T. Witton.

Councillor D.J. Snape was in attendance as substitute for Councillor Mrs. Sutton.

8. 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.

9. Minutes

Minute No.4 – End of Year 2016/17 Customers Priority Delivery Plan
Performance Update

A Member raised concern that the strategic review of the Depot appeared to be
an ongoing issue which had no signs of being resolved in the near future.  The
Head of Finance replied that an options appraisal had been undertaken, business
cases produced as necessary and part of the site had been identified for
development.  Members were also advised that this matter now sat within the
remit of the Economic Development and Town Centres Scrutiny Committee.

RESOLVED:

That the Minutes of the meeting held on 29 June, 2017 be approved as a correct
record and signed.

CANNOCK CHASE COUNCIL

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE

CUSTOMERS AND CORPORATE SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

HELD ON TUESDAY 14 NOVEMBER 2017 AT 4.00 P.M.

IN THE CIVIC CENTRE, BEECROFT ROAD, CANNOCK

PART 1

PRESENT:
Councillors Foley, D. (Chairman)

Cartwright, Mrs. S.M.
Cooper, Miss J.
Grocott, M.R.
Johnson, T.B.
Martin, Mrs. C.E.

Snape, D.J. (substitute)
Snape, P.A.
Sutherland, M.
Woodhead, P.E.
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10. Quarters 1 and 2 2017/18 Customers & Corporate Priority Delivery Plan
Update

Members considered and noted the latest performance information for the
Customers & Corporate Priority Delivery Plan (PDP) 2017/18 (Item 4.1 – 4.4 of
the Official Minutes of the Council).

The Head of Governance and Corporate Services reported that of the seven
actions included in the PDP, progress was delayed on the following for the
reasons given in the update report:

· Development of the Customer Access Strategy – it was now expected that
completion of this action would happen in 2018/19;

· Review of call-handling operation between the Contact Centre and Social
Alarms Service – transfer of the Social Alarms team was due to happen in
January 2018, with delivery of this action now expected to commence in
2018/19 instead.

A Member queried why reduced opening hours for the Hednesford and Rugeley
Area Offices had been included in the PDP when the changes had already been
made.  The Head of Governance and Corporate Services replied that this action
had been included as it would be necessary to review what impact the changes
had on residents and the Council.  Linked to this, another Member queried what
was happening with regards future planned use of the Rugeley Office.  The Head
of Finance replied that a decision was awaited from Staffordshire County Council
about its intentions for the part of the building which it currently occupied before
any final options could be determined.

A Member asked for clarity as to what operational arrangements were in place for
usage of office space at Hednesford Library for the four days a week the Council
did not require access.  The Head of Finance replied that as the library was run by
volunteers, access was dependent on their availability each week, but he would
check with the appropriate manager as to what the arrangements were.

A Member asked for information about what strategy had been agreed for
implementation of the Apprenticeship Levy.  The Head of Governance and
Corporate Services replied that this strategy was to be implemented over two
years, with the first year targeted at existing Council staff in team
leader/supervisory positions and the second year focussed on succession
planning and wider recruitment of apprentices.

11. Scrutiny Review of the Financial Recovery Plan

The Chairman outlined that the purpose of the review was for the Committee to
look at: the changes made to Financial Recovery Plan (FRP) proposals as a result
of the consultation process, including the comments made by the Customers &
Corporate Scrutiny Committee; progress made in delivering the savings outlined
in the FRP; and the impact/consequences of the savings proposals.
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Members considered the documents circulated with the agenda (Item 5.1 – 5.13
of the Official Minutes of the Council) and raised the following comments and
queries, to which Officers responded in turn:

· Was this an actual review or just a paper exercise as a number of the savings
options included in the FRP had already been completed, and other options
included/withdrawn in contrast to whether or not they had public support, e.g.
the reduction in operational costs of the Parks and Open Spaces Service and
the reduced staffing budget in Environmental Health?

The Head of Governance and Corporate Services responded that it had not
been expected Cabinet would agree with all of the responses received,
however they needed to agree on which options to put forward for the 2017/18
Budget in order that the required savings could be achieved.

The Head of Finance further responded that the consultation survey could
only provide limited information on each of the options proposed in order to
make it as easy as possible to complete.  Furthermore, of those options
included which had either been or were about to be actioned, it was
necessary to ask the question in order that an audit trail was in place.

· There was a need to learn for future consultations about how to phrase the
questions asked and the relevance of each question to ensure they were
appropriate and could be understood by consultees.

The Head of Governance and Corporate Services responded that at the time
of the consultation more detailed information about each of the proposals was
available to read on the Council’s website, although it was accepted not all
respondents could access it.

The Policy and Communications Manager further responded that the Council
had a statutory duty to consult on any proposed service changes which would
impact on residents.

· The consultation should only have included issues on key service provision
which directly affected the public; matters of a day-to-day nature were not
relevant.

The Head of Finance responded that each policy option included was
assessed for how the public would be affected if the option was implemented.
Of all the options proposed, only 10 were not considered to have a public
impact.

· Withdrawal of funding for Christmas lights.  This matter had a particularly
adverse affect on non-parished areas as no consideration was given as to
what alternative arrangements could be put in place.

The Head of Finance responded that as per the Committee’s recommendation
on this matter, a request was put to the MGDOV developers to provide
funding/sponsorship for Christmas lights in Cannock town centre and
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Chadsmoor.  The developers had advised that due to putting necessary
resources into delivering the S106 agreement for the project they were unable
to provide such funding at the present time.

· The consultation was undertaken due to the early closure of Rugeley Power
Station (RPS) and the Council needing to seek views on what services could
be reduced or cut entirely, regardless of whether those services had to be
delivered or were nice things to provide (e.g. stopping floral displays in the
town centres and on traffic islands).

· In spite of the reductions made, the Council had still managed to maintain
services at a good level when compared to council areas of a similar size.

· What was the current position with regards to relocating the Cannock Citizens
Advice Bureau (CAB) office?

The Head of Governance and Corporate Services responded that discussions
were ongoing with CAB representatives to move their office into the Civic
Centre which would help to reduce their considerable property costs.

· Was the savings option question for the Revenues and Benefits receptions in
Hednesford and Rugeley asked of residents in just those areas or across the
whole District?

The Policy and Communications Manager responded that as it was a District-
wide consultation none of the questions had been targeted towards specific
areas.

· A follow-up review of the changes to the Countryside Services resources
should be undertaken to assess the financial and reputational impact on the
Council as well as the impact on enjoyment of the District and quality of life for
the public.

The Head of Governance and Corporate Services responded that a
preliminary review was planned to take place at the end of 2017/18, but a full
detailed review may be difficult to achieve.  It would be for the appropriate
Scrutiny Committee to decide if such a review was necessary.

· Once the Mill Green Designer Outlet Village (MGDOV) was open and
redevelopment of the RPS site underway, it may be possible to reverse some
of the cuts made as the Council’s funding levels would start to increase again.

The Head of Finance responded that there was still great uncertainty about
the future of local government finance, particularly in respect of Business
Rates and receipts available from 2021/2022, which could be directly
impacted by the MGDOV.  Issues also continued to exist about potential
changes to New Homes Bonus monies which the Council would continue to
lobby the Government on.
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· As sponsorship of traffic islands by local businesses was an easy way of
securing income, why did this no longer seem to be happening?

The Head of Finance replied that traffic islands were liable for Business Rates
charges, which for the entire District came to approximately £27,000, therefore
any such sponsorship raised would be negated by having to pay the charges.

· What impact would the proposed HS2 Depot on the RPS site have on the
Council’s Business Rates income?

The Head of Finance responded that as HS2 was a national project, the
Depot would be placed on the national rating list rather than the local list,
meaning no income would be received directly by the Council.

· Why was the review of the Local Strategic Partnership (LSP) withdrawn as a
savings option?

The Head of Finance responded that the proposal would not have delivered
sufficient savings to make it worthwhile being implemented and the LSP
continued to play an important role for cross-partnership working.

The Policy and Communications Manager further responded that although
nearly 50% of survey respondents had agreed with this option, it was
important to note that the final options included in the budget were not based
solely on the consultation feedback.

(Councillor P.E. Woodhead left the meeting at this point and did not return.)

· Were there any expectations from the forthcoming Autumn Budget in respect
of local government funding?

The Head of Finance responded that at present it was difficult to know what to
expect, however the situation would become clearer upon publication of the
post-Budget Local Governance Finance Statement.

· What was the current income position for the Cannock Indoor Market Hall?

The Head of Finance responded that income was currently down compared to
the 2016/17 outturn figure and the 2017/18 budget position.  A report was due
to be considered by Cabinet in December about the current financial position
of the Market Hall and its future use.

· Were the agreed savings on track to be delivered?

The Head of Finance responded that most of the agreed options had been
implemented; however the document did highlight those areas where further
work was needed and impact reviews required.  A report on Shared Services
savings was going to be considered by Cabinet on 16 November.
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· If the RPS site was due to be used as a base for building of HS2 then the
Council should seek compensation from the Government for loss of income as
a result of development of the RPS site being delayed.

The Head of Finance responded that the Officers would pursue this course of
action where appropriate to do so.

Members then agreed that the option to no longer fund or install Christmas
illuminations be reviewed after 12 months to assess its impact on the areas
affected.

It was also requested that for future consultations consideration be given to
including questions targeted to specific residents/areas where appropriate.

12. Work Programme Update

The Head of Governance and Corporate Services advised that the review of
Electoral Registration and Polling Stations would commence at the next meeting
of the Committee scheduled for 12 March, 2018.

The meeting closed at 5:30pm

_______________________
CHAIRMAN


