
NOTES OF A MEETING OF THE MEMBER DEVELOPMENT WORKING 
GROUP HELD AT COUNTY HALL, LLANDRINDOD WELLS ON 

 THURSDAY 2 JUNE, 2011  
 
PRESENT: County Councillor Miss S.J. Millington [Chair] 
County Councillors P.J. Ashton, Mrs S.C. Davies, and Mrs K.M. Roberts-
Jones. 
 
Officers in Attendance: Jenny Futcher (Members Secretary), Lisa Griffiths 
(Organisational Development Manager), Carol Johnson (Committee Clerk), 
Wyn Richards (Scrutiny Services Manager) 
 
1. APOLOGIES  
 
Apologies were received from County Councillor Mrs M. Morris and A.G. 
Thomas, Stephen Boyd (Board Business Manager) and Shane Thomas 
(Member Support Manager).  
 
The Working Group agreed that it should consider the appointment of Chair.      

 
RESOLVED that County Councillor Miss S.J. Millington be 
appointed as the Chair. 

 
County Councillor Miss S.J. Millington on behalf of the Working Group 
thanked County Councillor Mrs S.C. Davies for her hard work as Chair over 
the past three years. 
 
2. NOTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 
 
(a) The notes of the previous meeting held on 8 April, 2011 were agreed 

as a correct record. 
 
(b) Matters arising not included elsewhere on the Agenda: 
 

i) Social networking – the draft guidance had been forwarded to HR 
and Communications for comment.  Communications had advised 
that guidance was being drafted for staff and the two documents 
should reflect each other.  Consequently a Member Development 
session on this topic had been added to the Member Development 
Programme for November 2011.   

 
ii) Data Protection Act - Wyn Richards advised that the issue of Data 

Protection registration for individual Members had been passed to 
the Head of Legal, Scrutiny and Democratic Services to consider 
the legal issues.  A report would be made to the Management 
Team.  It was likely that Members would need to register 
individually and would be supported to do this.  Once the position 
had been clarified a Member Development session would be 
arranged. 

 
It was noted that even if a Member was registered and misused 
information they could still be fined.  Members questioned the need 
for registration if this was the case.  Wyn Richards agreed to raise 
Members concerns at the forthcoming Member Development 
Support Officer Network meeting.    
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County Councillor P.J. Ashton advised that he had had discussions in his 
group regarding information Members required on appointments to outside 
organisations.  He advised that Members considered the following information 
should be included: list of appointments from Council, Cabinet etc, time 
commitments, location of main offices, term of office, any recompense for 
time.  The Working Group was shown the Outside Organisation database.  It 
was noted that information was also being collated regarding a members’ 
commitment as a local ward councillor.   Details of outside organisations from 
the database would be included in the Constitution. 
 
Members discussed the suggestions regarding the content of the 2012 New 
Member Induction Pack. 
 

Agreed that details of service structures and the WLGA 
workbooks should be added to the New Members Induction Pack.  
The Working Group would review the 2008 Induction Pack and 
this was included in its Work Programme for 2011. 
Member induction DVD – Lisa Griffiths advised she could support 
this work.   
 

Lisa Griffiths advised that Health & Safety and the Premises Officer were 
looking at the options for Members signing in/out of County Hall.  Members 
noted that such a system had already been introduced in the Member Support 
Unit.  However, it was felt that the signing in/out book should be located at 
Reception.  She advised that health and safety and fire awareness training for 
Members would be provided in June.   
 
3. WORKSTREAM LEADS  
 
 The following Workstream Leads were noted and it was agreed to 

confirm respective roles with those Members not present: 
• Wales Charter for Member Support & Development – Councillor P. 

Ashton [submission of application for the Charter] 
o Member Development Programme – County Councillors 

Miss S.J. Millington and Mrs K. Roberts-Jones 
o Member Support services and Member Facilities -  County 

Councillor Mrs S.C. Davies  
• Personal Development Reviews [PDRs] – County Councillor E.A. 

Jones 
• Member Champion – Councillor Mrs M. Morris 
• Mentoring – Councillor Mrs M. Morris 
 

4. MEMBER FACILITIES AND SUPPORT    
 
County Councillor Mrs K. Roberts-Jones, Portfolio Holder advised that she 
and officers had received numerous emails regarding the development of 
the Member Support Unit and facilities.  She advised she would produce a 
briefing paper for all Members to respond to these emails. 
 
County Councillor P.J. Ashton advised that the Council had agreed to 
apply for the Member Development Charter and one aspect of this was the 
provision of better facilities and support for Members to enable them to 
carry out their functions.  
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5. MEMBER DEVELOPMENT REGARDING THE NEW POLITICAL 

MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE 
 

Members noted that Clarence Meredith, Strategic Director, Law & 
Governance had asked if Members would identify any development 
sessions regarding the new political management structure. 
 
Agreed that when members/committees/political groups identified 
needs these should be considered by the Working Group. 
 
It was noted that a Frequently Asked Question [FAQ] log of questions 
raised by members would be kept by the Member Support Unit. 
 

6. MEMBER DEVELOMENT WORKING GROUP –  
WORK PROGRAMME  

 
The Working Group received the Work Programme detailing the work 
completed and the future programme.  
 
It was noted that a Member was attending an Introduction to 
Counselling course and would report back to the Working Group on its 
relevance for Members, either in the current format or with some 
adaptations. 
 
Members noted that County Councillor Mrs K. Roberts-Jones, Wyn 
Richards and Carol Johnson were meeting, the next day, with Sarah 
Titcombe, Organisational and Personal Development Advisor, Welsh 
Local Government Association [WLGA] to review the Council’s draft 
Charter self assessment and to discuss the peer review process once 
a submission had been made.  County Councillor P.J. Ashton 
considered that the Council was near to being able to make a 
submission and gave his apologies for this meeting. 
 

7. OUTSIDE BODIES 
 
 The Working Group received the shorter draft general guidance and 

agreed that reference should be made to the following 
• Appointments as LEA school governors were included in the list of 

possible appointments but Members undertaking such roles were 
not expected to report back  

• CRB checks. 
 

Agreed to amend the draft in light of the above and consult 
political groups and non-aligned Members. 

  
8. MEMBER DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME 
 
8.1 The Working Group received the evaluation summaries for the Member 

Development sessions: 
i) Leisure and Recreation Services 15 April, 2011 
ii) Social Care 21 April, 2011 
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The Working Group noted the positive responses.  A concern was 
raised about the small numbers attending courses.  However, it was 
noted that the attendance of 33 [45%] and 45 [61%] for the above were 
very good and that similar attendance rates had been achieved at 
previous sessions.  
 
It was noted that a minimum level for attendance at development 
sessions had not been set as it was considered that this level would 
then become the norm.  The Council had however, agreed that 
Members must attend all mandatory sessions.  Regulatory Committee 
Members who do not attend such training were not allowed to sit on 
these Committees until the required training had been undertaken.  It 
was noted that providing extra mandatory training sessions for such 
Members, if the first session was missed, incurred a cost.   
 
Lisa Griffiths advised that Sue Harris should be contacted regarding 
using the Trent system to record Members’ attendance at courses. 
 

8.2 The Working Group noted that officers have access to training in how 
to make presentations etc and to a “Train the trainer“ course.  It was 
also noted that political awareness training was being provided to staff.  
It was further considered that training interested Members in facilitation 
skills would support Member Development sessions.   
 

10. DATE OF NEXT MEETINGS 
 

• Friday 24 June, 10.00 a.m. Committee Room A 
 

It was noted that extra meetings may need to be added to consider the 
Charter submission and peer review. 

 
• Thursday 1 September, 2.00 p.m. Committee Room A 
• Thursday 13 October, 10.00 a.m. Committee Room A 
• Friday 25 November, 10.00 a.m. Video Conference Room 

 
 
 
 

County Councillor Miss S.J. Millington 
Chair 

 
 
 
 



NOTES OF A MEETING OF THE MEMBER DEVELOPMENT WORKING 
GROUP HELD AT COUNTY HALL, LLANDRINDOD WELLS ON 

 FRIDAY 24 JUNE, 2011  
 
PRESENT: County Councillor Miss S.J. Millington [Chair] 
County Councillors, Mrs S.C. Davies, and Mrs K.M. Roberts-Jones. 
 
Officers in Attendance: Carol Johnson (Committee Clerk), Janet Kealey 
(Head of Legal, Scrutiny and Democratic Services), Wyn Richards (Scrutiny 
Services Manager) and Shane Thomas (Member Support Manager). 
 
1. APOLOGIES  
 

Apologies were received from County Councillors P.J. Ashton, Mrs M. 
Morris and A.G. Thomas and Stephen Boyd (Cabinet Business 
Manager) Jenny Futcher (Members’ Secretary) and Lisa Griffiths 
(Organisational Development) 

 
2. NOTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 
 
(a) The notes of the previous meeting held on 2 June, 2011 were agreed 

as a correct record. 
 
(b) Matters arising not included elsewhere on the Agenda: 
 
i) Data Protection Act – Janet Kealey advised that the Information 

Commissioner had written to all Councils stating that Members must 
register as individuals.  She advised that it had been agreed that 
information on the Data Protection Act would be provided at each Shire 
meeting and Members will be asked to complete registration forms at 
these meetings.  Management Team had agreed that the annual fee, of 
£35 per Member, was a legitimate expense to be met by the Council. 

 
Agreed that information on the Data Protection Act be included in 
the New Member Induction Pack and that registration should be 
considered at the annual meetings in future years. 

 
ii) Health & Safety and fire safety training – as the June Member 

Development session was cancelled, this would now be provided in 
July, 2011. 

 
iii) Outside bodies draft general guidance – amendments would be made 

and the revised version sent to the political groups and non-aligned 
Members for comment. 

 
iv) Management structure – at a previous meeting the Working Group had 

agreed that information and photographs of staff in the Management 
Structure should be developed for Members.  Shane Thomas showed 
a draft information sheet which would be sent to all Members and 
displayed in the Member Support Unit etc.  Members asked that the 
information also be included in the staff magazine.  

 
Agreed that Shane Thomas would liaise with the Communications 
Team regarding including this information in the staff magazine.  
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3. MEMBER DEVELOPMENT CHARTER 
 
 Wyn Richards advised that County Councillor Mrs K.M. Roberts-Jones, 

Portfolio Holder Member Development, Carol Johnson and he had met 
Sarah Titcombe, Organisational and Personal Development Advisor, 
Welsh Local Government Association [WLGA] on 3 June, 2011 to 
review the Council’s self assessment for the WLGA’s Member 
Development Charter.   Sarah had advised that she considered that the 
Council was in a position to submit its application once:  

i) the Member Development Strategy [2008] had been 
updated to reflect the recent changes in the 
management of the Council and the work undertaken 
by the Working Group and approved by the Council 
and  

ii) further supporting information be included in the 
application. 

 
The Working Group noted that two dates - 15th and 19th September, 
2011 - had been submitted to Sarah for a possible Peer Review 
meeting.  The Review Team would visit for the whole day and would 
want to speak to the Leader, Chief Executive, Portfolio Holder for 
Member Development and a range of other Members and some 
officers to assess the application.  The Review Team would announce 
its decision, as to whether the Council was successful in its application, 
on the day.  
 

4.  MEMBER DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY  
 
 The Working Group reviewed the revised draft Member Development 

Strategy to reflect the recent changes in the management of the 
Council and the work undertaken by the Working Group and approved 
by the Council.  The revised draft also included an Action Plan for 
2011-2014.   

 
 The Working Group agreed:  

i) the revised draft with some additional 
amendments, 

ii) to forward the revised draft to the political groups 
and non-aligned members requesting comments 
and  

iii) that the revised draft be considered for adoption 
by the Council on 14 July, 2011. 

 
5. MEMBER FACILITIES AND SUPPORT 

 
County Councillor Mrs K. Roberts-Jones advised that in response to 
Members’ emails she had sent a briefing note to Members regarding 
the development of the Member Support Unit and facilities.   She 
advised she would review the facility and support in the autumn.  
Shane Thomas advised that the facility was being well used and they 
had received positive comments.  Janet Kealey advised she would be 
talking to the Cabinet to review their support requirements. 
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6. HALF DAY CONFERENCE 16 JUNE, 2011 PONTYPOOL 
 
 County Councillors Mrs S. Davies and Mrs K. Roberts- Jones attended 

the above.  County Councillor Mrs S. Davies provided a written report  
 

The Working Group thanked the Members for attending.   
 
The Working Group agreed to add the report and papers 
distributed at the conference to the Members Portal. 
  

7. MEMBERS’ COMMUNICATION WITH THE PUBLIC 
 
 The Working Group noted that an issue had been raised by a Member 

whether guidance should be developed for Members in respect of the 
response times to letters/emails from the public.  Members noted that 
correspondence regarding service issues should be referred to the 
service areas.  It was considered that having a minimum response time 
could cause difficulties especially when dealing with persistent 
members of the public.   

 
 The Working Group agreed that there was no need to develop 

guidance in respect of response times to letter/emails and that 
Members could use the Member Support Unit to deal with 
correspondence and seek advice regarding responses as needed.    
  

8. DATE OF NEXT MEETINGS 
 

It was noted that extra meetings may need to be added to consider the 
Charter submission and peer review. 

 
• Thursday 1 September, 2.00 p.m. Committee Room A 
• Thursday 13 October, 10.00 a.m. Committee Room A 
• Friday 25 November, 10.00 a.m. Video Conference Room 

 
 
 
 

County Councillor Miss S.J. Millington 
Chair 
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Notes of a presentation by Mr Andrew Walsh, Director of Investigations at the 
Public Services Ombudsman for Wales’ office, to the Standards Committee and 

Standards Sub-Committee on 7 August 2009  
 

(9.30a.m – 10.50a.m.) 
Preliminaries 
 
(1) The Chair of the Standards Committee welcomed Mr Walsh, who had accepted 

an invitation from the Monitoring Officer to meet members of the Standards 
Committee and Standards Sub-Committee in order to explain and discuss the 
Ombudsman’s procedures for investigating allegations of a breach of the Code 
of Conduct. 

 
(2) Mr Walsh thanked the Monitoring Officer for the invitation and explained that he 

would outline the organisational structure at the Ombudsman’s office and the 
procedure used to investigate allegations, before referring to examples of 
cases which had been considered in accordance with the procedure. 

 
Structure  
 
(3) Mr Walsh noted that each investigator at the Ombudsman’s office was 

competent to investigate all cases, including maladministration complaints, 
Code of Conduct complaints and complaints against N.H.S bodies. There was 
a specialist team within the Ombudsman’s office which dealt with Code of 
Conduct complaints. Mr Walsh advised that the Ombudsman’s office used to 
deal with Code of Conduct complaints in the same way as maladministration 
complaints, but Councillors were increasingly engaging legal representation 
and there had been a move towards a more adversarial approach. On advice 
from Mr Nicholas Cooke Q.C, the Ombudsman’s office had introduced a new 
procedure for Code of Conduct complaints. 

 
Procedure  
 
(4) The first step taken upon receipt of a complaint was to ensure that the 

complainant was prepared to give evidence and consented to the disclosure of 
details to the Councillor in question. The Ombudsman would not investigate 
anonymous complaints or cases where the complainant was unwilling to give 
evidence. 

 
(5) The Ombudsman’s office would then notify the Councillor that a complaint had 

been made and details of the complaint would be forwarded to him/her. Mr 
Walsh noted the importance of providing the Councillor with the available 
evidence at this early stage, so that s/he could take steps to secure his/her own 
evidence. The Monitoring Officer would also be informed at this stage. The 
Ombudsman’s office did not seek comments at this stage as it had not yet 
decided whether or not the complaint would be investigated.  

 
(6) The complaint would then be assessed, with reference to the following two 

stage test:- 
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(i) Did the evidence represent or strongly suggest a significant breach of the 
Code, i.e. if proved, would the complaint lead to a sanction by a reasonable 
Standards Committee? 

(ii) Had the complainant provided substantial evidence in support of the 
complaint? Mr Walsh noted that second hand evidence was not considered 
to be sufficient and the Ombudsman’s office would not embark on a ‘fishing 
expedition’. 

 
(7) If the Ombudsman’s office were minded not to investigate a complaint, there 

were two possible courses of action. If there was likely to be further information 
available, a letter would be sent to the parties to advise that the Ombudsman 
was minded not to investigate the complaint, in order to afford them an 
opportunity to respond. Alternatively, the Ombudsman could decide to reject 
the complaint and inform the parties accordingly. Decisions were made by 
investigators under the Ombudsman’s delegated authority and as such the 
complainant had a right to appeal the decision, although Mr Walsh noted that 
decisions were rarely overturned. 

 
(8) One of the difficulties faced by investigators was to balance robust political 

debate with the requirements of the Code. The Ombudsman took the view that 
the Code should not impede freedom of speech or political debate, but bullying 
or threatening behaviour could amount to a breach. Each case would be 
considered on its merits. 

 
(9) If the above two stage test were satisfied, the Ombudsman’s office would 

investigate and the Councillor would be informed accordingly. The Ombudsman 
would still not seek the Councillor’s comments at this stage, as the investigation 
had not yet started in earnest and full details of the evidence would not yet be 
known. 

 
(10) Once an investigation commenced, the relevant documents would be 

considered and relevant parties would be interviewed. The evidence would be 
reviewed with reference to the provisions of the Code and the Ombudsman’s 
office would then choose either to discontinue the investigation, to conclude 
that there had been no breach of the Code or to continue the investigation. 

 
(11) If the investigation were continued, all the available evidence would be sent to 

the Councillor for consideration and his/her comments would be sought either 
by means of written questions, an interview or a combination of both. 

 
(12) Once a response had been received from the Councillor, the evidence would 

be reviewed. The Ombudsman’s office could decide to discontinue the 
investigation at this stage but it was more likely that it would reach one of the 
findings set out in section 69(4) Local Government Act 2000, i.e. 

 
(i) No breach of the Code of Conduct 
(ii) No further action required 
(iii) Referral to the Monitoring Officer / Standards Committee   
(iv) Referral to the Adjudication Panel for Wales  
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(13) In the case of (iii) and (iv) above, a copy of the Ombudsman’s draft report 
(including his provisional conclusions) would be sent to the Councillor for 
comment before the final version was issued.  

 
(14) Mr Walsh noted that the Ombudsman’s office was conscious of the effect of an 

ongoing investigation on a Councillor and its aim therefore was to complete an 
investigation as quickly as possible, but without compromising on the quality of 
the investigation. Mr Walsh circulated some statistics relating to the number of 
complaints received by the Ombudsman’s office. 

 
Case examples 
 
(15) A Community Councillor was the trustee of a Football Club, which had applied 

for planning permission. The Councillor attended the Planning Committee 
meeting but he was not a member of the Committee. If the Councillor had 
disclosed a prejudicial interest he would have been permitted by the Code to 
speak at the Committee meeting in the same way as a member of the public 
was permitted to do so. The Ombudsman held that there had been a breach of 
the Code, but that a standards committee was unlikely to impose a sanction as 
the Councillor would have been permitted to speak at the meeting in any event 
if he had disclosed an interest. As such, the complaint was not investigated but 
the Ombudsman issued a clear warning to the Councillor to consider in future 
whether or not he had an interest to disclose. 

 
(16) A Community Councillor attended a meeting at which a planning application in 

which the Councillor had an interest was discussed. The application had been 
raised without prior notice and the Councillor failed to disclose a prejudicial 
interest. The Councillor did not take part in the discussion and no decision was 
reached by the Council. The Ombudsman decided not to investigate the 
complaint but issued a warning to the Councillor. 

 
(17) A Councillor was alleged to have made bullying and discriminatory remarks 

prior to a Council meeting to the complainant and the complainant’s associate, 
both of whom were members of a Tenants’ Association. It was also claimed 
that the Councillor had made disparaging remarks about the tenants during the 
meeting. The Ombudsman decided to investigate as the remarks described by 
the complainant were considered to be inappropriate and likely to result in a 
sanction. The Ombudsman sought comments from each person at the meeting, 
none of whom considered the remarks to have been inappropriate and the 
Ombudsman therefore held that there was no evidence of a breach of the Code 
during the meeting. The Councillor denied having made remarks prior to the 
meeting and there were no independent witnesses to corroborate the 
complainant’s version of events. As such, no further action could be taken. 

 
Questions  
 
The following questions were raised during and at the end of Mr Walsh’s presentation  
 
(18) Reference was made to the first limb of the two stage test, which stated that a 

complaint had to be ‘significant’ before an investigation was commenced. 
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Concerns were raised that members of the public would consider any breach of 
the Code to be important and investigating only those considered ‘significant’ 
could therefore demean public confidence in the system. 

 
Mr Walsh noted that it would be inappropriate to commit considerable public 
resources to investigate minor allegations, to the detriment of other complaints. 
In the case of a minor breach, it was made clear to the Councillor that the 
Ombudsman did not condone the behaviour and that a further complaint could 
result in an investigation, which could take into account past conduct. 
 
The Monitoring Officer acknowledged that a filtering mechanism was required 
in order to prioritise resources but queried whether a more straightforward 
approach would be to refer to the Ombudsman’s own view as to the 
seriousness of the complaint, as opposed to that of a ‘reasonable standards 
committee’. Mr Walsh agreed to discuss the issue further with the Ombudsman. 

 
(19) Concerns were raised that if a complaint was not considered to be sufficiently 

serious, then a complainant might be reluctant to report any repeat behaviour. 
Mr Walsh maintained the view that it was more desirable to reach a quick 
decision than conduct a long investigation which resulted in the same outcome. 
It would be impossible to commit resources to investigate every single 
complaint exhaustively and as such it was necessary to implement a filtering 
mechanism. 

 
(20) It was noted that the Ombudsman’s office would not investigate an anonymous 

allegation or an allegation made by a complainant who did not wish to give 
evidence. Concerns were raised that serious complaints could be prematurely 
dismissed in this way and Mr Walsh was asked whether it would be prudent to 
commence an investigation into serious cases, as other witnesses and 
evidence might come to light.  

 
Mr Walsh confirmed that the Ombudsman would not investigate in these 
circumstances, as the Councillor had a right to know who had made the 
allegation and it would not be possible in any event to guarantee anonymity. Mr 
Walsh noted that this did not appear to be problematic in practice as he could 
not recall an occasion when a complainant had been unwilling to give evidence. 
Mr Walsh also noted that serious complaints were likely to involve criminal 
offences and result in a Police investigation in any event. The Code operated to 
a civil standard of proof and only applied to a Councillor’s private life in limited 
circumstances. Mr Walsh agreed to give further consideration to the possibility 
that some complainants might be discouraged from complaining at all because 
they were required to disclose their identity and give evidence. 
 

(21) Mr Walsh was asked whether the disadvantages of sending full details of the 
complaint to a Councillor before deciding whether or not to investigate might 
outweigh the possible benefits. It was suggested that full details could be sent 
to Councillors after a decision had been reached as to whether the complaint 
would be investigated. Mr Walsh noted that the evidence was sent to a 
Councillor at a very early stage for two reasons. Firstly, a Councillor had a right 
to be informed that a complaint had been made against him/her, even if the 
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Ombudsman decided not to investigate. Secondly, it was necessary to inform 
the Councillor at the earliest opportunity so that s/he could take steps to retain 
records, recollect events and be afforded an opportunity to properly defend an 
allegation.  

 
(22) Mr Walsh was asked whether there were any safeguards in place in relation to 

vexatious complaints. Mr Walsh advised that a member of the public could 
make a complaint which was vexatious, but he noted that a fellow Councillor 
might breach the Code by doing so. 

 
(23) Mr Walsh was asked whether complaints could be made by bodies (such as a 

Village Hall) as well as individuals, as it might be difficult in some cases to find 
an individual who was prepared to make a complaint. Mr Walsh confirmed that 
complaints could be made by a body, although he noted that individuals would 
have to be prepared to give evidence in support of the complaint. 

 
(24) Mr Walsh was asked whether lack of resources could impede fair investigation 

of complaints made to the Ombudsman’s office. Mr Walsh advised that the 
Ombudsman was required to consider whether an investigation was a proper 
use of resources, but complaints would not be dismissed solely on account of 
insufficient resources. The Welsh Assembly Government was required by 
statute to provide the Ombudsman with the resources required to discharge his 
duties. 

 
 
Closing remarks 
 
(25) The Chair extended her thanks to Mr Walsh on behalf of the Committee and 

Sub-Committee for the opportunity to discuss the above issues. Mr Walsh 
thanked the Committee and Sub-Committee members for their comments and 
confirmed that he would report details to the Ombudsman. 

 
 



Extract from: 
 

Minutes of a Meeting of the STANDARDS COMMITTEE  
held at Neuadd Cyngor Ceredigion, Penmorfa, 

Aberaeron on 2 October 2009 
 
 
 
S41 Monitoring Officer’s letter dated 17 August 2009 and the Director of 

Investigations’ response dated 27 August 2009 regarding the Public 
Services Ombudsman for Wales’ procedures for investigating 
allegations of a breach of the Code of Conduct 
The Standards Officer referred to the above correspondence and the 
Committee noted that the Ombudsman’s office had decided to retain the 
reference to a ‘reasonable standards committee’ in the second limb of 
the two stage test which was applied during consideration of Code of 
Conduct complaints, rather than referring to the Ombudsman’s own view 
of the seriousness of the matter. The Ombudsman felt that reference to 
decisions made by standards committees ensured a greater level of 
objectivity.  
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NOTES OF A MEETING OF THE CHAIRS AND VICE-CHAIRS OF THE SCRUTINY 
COMMITTEES HELD AT COUNTY HALL, LLANDRINDOD WELLS ON FRIDAY 14th 

JULY 2011 
 
PRESENT: County Councillor J. G. Morris (Chair) 
County Councillors R. G. Brown, J. H. Brunt, Mrs L. V. Corfield, Miss M. Davies, Mrs 
M. Mackenzie, T. J. Van-Rees. 
 
Officers in Attendance: Jeremy Patterson (Chief Executive), Clarence Meredith 
(Strategic Director – Law and Governance), Wyn Richards (Scrutiny Services 
Manager), Lisa Richards (Senior Committee Clerk), Liz Patterson (Committee Clerk). 
 
1. Apologies 

 
Apologies for absence were received from County Councillor Miss A. Holloway. 
 

2. Member Support Redesign 
 
The Chief Executive outlined that the requirements of the Local Government 
Measure and the Council’s move to the Cabinet meant that the role and support 
of Scrutiny Committees needed to be reviewed.  The Chief Executive advised 
the meeting that he had spoken informally to a number of Members involved in 
Scrutiny and two common messages have been identified; Members felt that 
Scrutiny could do much more for the Council and Scrutiny Members needed 
greater support from the Officer Team. 
 

3. Scrutiny aspirations 
 
The meeting discussed the current role and perception of Scrutiny and 
opportunities for the future.  The meeting felt that currently both Board/Cabinet 
Members and Officers view Scrutiny in a negative light.  They see it as a 
process for finding fault and apportioning blame.  The meeting considered that 
although holding to account was important, Scrutiny also had a key role in 
delivering the Council’s objectives.  Scrutiny can support the Cabinet in 
delivering the Council’s objectives by reviewing progress, looking at current 
support mechanisms for the Cabinet and offering possible alternatives to 
Cabinet.   
 
The meeting considered that Scrutiny and their role could be strengthened if an 
approach akin to Parliamentary Select Committees was adopted.  In particular 
the Joint Chairs wanted to develop a process of Scrutiny Officers briefing them 
on reports before meetings and assisting the Committee in developing 
questions.  This process would entail the Chairs and Vice-Chairs receiving 
dedicated briefings from Scrutiny Officers on the Committee work plan and 
agenda.   
 
It was agreed that the new process would be trialled in September by the 
Children, Social Care & Health Scrutiny Committee, but others would also 
follow the model if they chose to.   
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The Chair and Vice-Chair would receive briefings, the reports would be subject 
to analysis and commentary by the Scrutiny Officers and the Committee would 
have a pre meeting prior to the Public meeting to consider questions and order 
of business. 
 
Financial and Performance Management 
 
The Scrutiny Services Manager outlined potential options for providing 
specialist support on performance management and financial management.  
Currently Scrutiny Committees receive either the same or an abridged version 
of the report, which is considered by Cabinet.  The reports are also prepared by 
the same officer.  This practice presents problems and the meeting agreed that 
specialist independent support for financial and performance management was 
essential. 
 
Future Work. 
 
The meeting considered potential areas of work for the Committees which was 
in addition to current work plans but was not exhaustive.  It was agreed that the 
Committees would consider the items listed below at their next meetings.   
 
Environment and Crime and Disorder Committee 

 Highways  
 Waste 
 Welshpool Gyratory System 
 Community Safety Funding Reductions 
 Police Commissioners 

 
Modernisation and Improvement 

 Links between the Change Plan and the Medium Term Financial Plan 
(MTFP) 

 Change Plan Performance Management 
 Timeliness and Robustness of Performance and Financial Management 

Data 
 Local Service Board 

 
Learning and Leisure 

 Brecon High School 
 School Standards 
 Management of school budgets 

 
Children, Social Care and Health 

 Financial Support and Management 
 Standby Arrangements 
 Supporting People pilots 

 
 Joint Chairs Strategic Financial Overview 

 Cross Border Partner Activity 
 Common Scrutiny Themes 
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4. Scrutiny training 
 

Options for Scrutiny training were discussed including the need for bespoke 
Scrutiny Training for administration Members, opposition Members and the 
Cabinet.  It was noted that it was important that the Cabinet understood the role 
and function of Scrutiny.  It was agreed that officers would look at training options 
for the Autumn session. 

 
 

County Councillor J. G. Morris 
CHAIR 

 




