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MINUTES of the meeting of the SCRUTINY MANAGEMENT BOARD held on          17 November 2009 at 10.30 am in the Elisabeth Room, Endeavour House, Ipswich. 
Present: Councillor Mark Bee (Chairman), John Field, James Finch, Colin Hart, Beccy Hopfensperger, Judy Terry, Anne Whybrow and David Yorke-Edwards. 
Also present: There were no other Councillors present at the meeting. 
11. apologies for absence

There were no apologies for absence received. 
12. declarations of interests and dispensations

Councillor Anne Whybrow declared a personal interest in Agenda item 4, Review of Public and External Engagement and Involvement in Scrutiny, by virtue of the fact that she was a member of the Physical and Sensory Disability Partnership Board.
13. minutes OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING

The minutes of the meeting held on 17 September 2009 were confirmed as an accurate record by the Board and signed by the Chairman with one alteration to Agenda item 6 “Disability Equality Scheme” to read as follows: 
“Alison Berry advised that it would be helpful to have a blackberry as part of her work.”

14. review of public and external engagement and involvement in scrutiny 
The Board received a report at Agenda item 4 which included information on how scrutiny had contributed to the new statutory “duty to involve” which came into effect on 1 April 2009. 
Eric Whitfield, the Monitoring Officer gave the Board information about possible changes to the scrutiny function from the Government. He advised the Board that The Rt Hon Rosie Winterton MP the Minister for Local Government had set out her vision for changes to scrutiny arrangements in Local Government. Scrutiny had been introduced in 2000 and required councils to set up at least one committee to examine decision-making across the council. In 2007 County Councils were also required to establish Health Scrutiny Committees. The process changed in 2009 to make scrutiny more outward-looking, examining how councils worked with their Local Area Agreement (LAA) partners on agreed priorities. The Government intended to build on the success of the scrutiny function with a new area-based approach promoting a sharper focus on the key issues within the locality. She indicated that individuals concerned about service providers such as the police, utility companies or transport companies would be able to raise matters of concern with the relevant scrutiny committee. These Scrutiny Committees would be given greater powers to enable them to hold service providers to account. Mr Whitfield also pointed out that the scrutiny function should consider taking advantage of the advancements in technology which would enable the Council to communicate via social networking sites such as Facebook and Twitter along with the use of on-line polls which could be set up to gage public opinion on a wide range of topics.  
The Board considered a number of ways that the scrutiny process could be made more widely available to the general public. This included an increased use of working parties, holding meetings at different locations and the possibility that some meetings could be held in the evening. The Board recognised that this could cause an increase in cost and have staffing implications. 
Sue Morgan, Scrutiny Team Manager advised the Board that she had received some feedback from witnesses that had attended the 15 July 2009 meeting for the item on the Council’s Disability Equality Scheme. The witnesses had indicated they had found the meeting to be too formal in style, didn’t like being referred to as witnesses and would have preferred a more relaxed approach to the meeting. 
Sue Morgan went on to advise the Board that local people and groups were being given opportunities to have their say through the Local Involvement Networks (LINKs). The LINKs had powers to investigate health and adult social care services and were able to refer issues of concern to the appropriate scrutiny committee. 

Recommendation:  The Board agreed that:
a. Scrutiny Officers keep a record of members of the public involved in scrutiny and provide summary information in scrutiny reports to Council;

b. Scrutiny Committee Chairmen continue to encourage involvement of appropriate local representatives in scrutiny items planned and give consideration to taking meetings out into the community where appropriate;
c. the Director of Resource Management be asked to ensure that development of the County Council’s website include a dedicated area for scrutiny with appropriate information to promote understanding of what will be scrutinised how and when, what the outcomes of scrutiny are;
d. there should be access to scrutiny forward work programmes made available on the Council’s website to provide current information on what scrutiny is planned, and when and how people can get involved;
e. the Scrutiny Review Scrutiny Working Party should be asked to further develop roles and ways of improving the involvement of Suffolk LINKs, and the LAA Joint Scrutiny Panel in relation to forward planning of scrutiny items to improve engagement in scrutiny and prevent duplication of work;
f. that scrutiny of services should include seeking answers to the questions in paragraph 31 (a) to (e) of the report; and
g. Scrutiny Committee Chairmen are actively involved in promoting the work of their respective committees. 
Reason for the Recommendation:  

a. the Board wanted to show the increases of members of the public attending and giving evidence at scrutiny committees so it could assess how well the Council was meeting its “duty to involve” obligations in the future;    

b. the Board wanted to improve the mechanisms for engaging with members of the public and making meetings more accessible in local areas; 
c. the Board recognised that the County Council’s website was due to be further developed and felt this would be a good opportunity to look at how access to scrutiny information could be improved. The Board expressed a concern that at present it was difficult to narrow down information on the website that related to the work of scrutiny;
d. the Board recognised that as part of the development of the Council’s web site it would be helpful to include a web page which gave the public instant access to the Committee’s forward work programmes. This would enable members of the public to plan their visits to the Committee or offer themselves as potential witnesses; 
e. the Board felt that this would help improve the opportunities for local people and groups to have their say through LINKs whilst reducing the risk of duplicating work;
f. the Board recognised that it would be helpful to ask the questions listed in Paragraph 31 (a) to (e) of the report when scrutinising services as it would help scrutiny to support and promote public involvement and engagement in the scrutiny process; and 
g. the Board felt it would be helpful for the respective Committee Chairmen to actively promote the work of their individual committees through the local media, council publications and the council website. This would help members of the public to build up a greater knowledge and become more familiar with the scrutiny process. 
Alternative options: There were none considered. 
Declarations of Interest: Councillor Anne Whybrow declared a personal interest, by virtue of the fact that she was a member of the Physical and Sensory Disability Partnership Board. 
Dispensations: There were none reported.
15. forward work programme 
The Board received a copy of its Forward Programme together with a copy of the Cabinet Forward Plan. 
Recommendation: The Board agreed that:
a. an item be added to its Forward Work Programme to look at the number of people that sleep rough in Suffolk and to consider ways of improving working arrangements with the borough and district councils to help elevate the problem; and

b. that the meeting scheduled for the 14 December 2009, be cancelled. 

Reason for the Recommendation:  
a. the Chairman of the Customer Services Scrutiny Committee had expressed concern about the growing number of people sleeping rough in Suffolk; and

b. The Board recognised that it would be possible to postpone the business for the 14 December 2009 meeting until the next scheduled meeting due to take place on 8 February 2010. 
Alternative options: There were none considered. 
Declarations of Interest: There were none declared. 
Dispensations: There were none reported. 
16. urgent business 
There was none considered. 
The meeting closed at 11.42 am.
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