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Public Questions as specified in the Council’s 
Procedure Rules of the Constitution 
 

 
 

Item  (A) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(A) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Strategy and 
Governance, Commercialisation and Disabled Community Liaison 
by Paula Saunderson: 

 
“The Statutory Pay Policy for 2026-2027 refers to a list of Chief Officers which includes 
the Top 3 Management Layers ( excluding Service Director for Public Health) PLUS 
All Service Managers reporting to a Service Director & All Service Leads which 
amounts to about 42 or 43 Positions. However the Constitution at Part 12 Para 4.1 
lists 15 Positions (including the Director for Public Health) as Chief Officers, and it 
does not give a Definition of the Term 'Chief Officer' in the Glossary of Terms. How 
many CHIEF OFFICERS does West Berkshire Council have and how many Positions 
are subject to the JNC Chief Executive Officers or JNC Chief Officers T&C.” 

The Portfolio Holder for Strategy and Governance,Commercialisation and 
Disabled Community Liaison answered: 

Your question has highlighted that there is a discrepancy between the Statutory Pay 
Policy and posts listed in the Constitution. This has arisen as posts have changed over 
time. As a result, we have reviewed the list of posts and identified the following roles 
as Chief Officers in accordance with the definition in the Localism Act 2011 and the 
Local Government and Housing Act 1989: 

 Chief Executive (also known as Head of Paid Service) 

 Monitoring Officer 

 Four Statutory Chief Officers (Section 151, Director of Children’s Services, 
Director of Adult Social Services, Director of Public Health)  

 One Non-Statutory Chief Officer (Executive Director - Place) 

 Eight Service Directors (Children’s Social Care, Education and SEND, Strategy 
& Governance, Transformation, Customer and ICT, Adult Social Care, 
Environment, Community Services, Development and Housing) 

 Five Service Leads (Consultant in Public Health (x2), Financial Management, 
Finance & Strategic Assets, Procurement & Commissioning) 

That is a total of 20 roles. 

As part of the ongoing review by the Constitution Working Group, these references will 
be reviewed and documents updated at the next opportunity 

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

 

Page 3

Agenda Item 15.



 

Public Questions as specified in the Council’s 
Procedure Rules of the Constitution 
 

 

 

Paula Saunderson asked the following supplementary question: 

“That's great that we've now finally got all the documents since the Extraordinary 
meeting which said 23, and then the answers to me, which said 42. We finally come 
up with a number of 20, and that will be reflected in all your documentation. So, thank 
you very much”. 
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Item  (B) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

 

(B) Question submitted to the Leader of the Council by Paul 
Morgan: 

“The report states that it has been “informed by a structured review of progress to date 
and a forward looking assessment of what remains to be delivered as the Council 
enters the final year of the strategy period”. However, there is no reference / mention 
of the plan to commission and build a new Community Sports Stadium between 2025 
and 2026 (with the ambition to open a new Community Sports Stadium in Faraday 
Road in 2027). Is this just an oversight or has this commitment, for whatever reason, 
now been removed from the Council Strategy?” 

The Leader of the Council answered: 

Completion of a new 3G pitch opens up the potential to secure external funding which 
will help guide what else might be delivered at Faraday Road and by when.  Once the 
contract has been let to deliver the 3G pitch, the Council will start exploring external 
funding opportunities and how that would work in respect of a third party managing the 
facility on a long lease.   
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Item  (C) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 
 

(C) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Finance and 
Resources by Alan Pearce: 

“My question relates to Agenda item 7 Slippage of Capital Programme into future years 
(2026/27 and 2027/28). The report (Appendix A) states that £1,137,400 for the Capital 
Scheme for Faraday Road has slipped from last FY (25/26) to this FY 26/27.To clarify 
the situation can the Council please confirm how much was originally put into the 
budget for 25/26, whether this specifically related to the 3G pitch project (as referenced 
in EX4725) and that the full capital amount (then and now) will be 100% funded from 
CIL.” 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources, answered: 

Thank you for your question, Mr. Pearce. A capital budget of £1.25 million was built in 
the financial year 2025-26 in respect of the 3G pitch at Faraday Road. The budget was 
built as fully funded via CIL, developer funding, and remains fully funded via CIL. 

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Alan Pearce asked the following supplementary question: 

“The purpose of a capital budget is so the public can see where money's being spent 
and where it's coming from. The Executive made a decision to put £650,000 into 2026-
27, and that's a key decision that can only be taken by the Executive. Somebody made 
a decision to put the whole budget, £1.25 million, into 2025-26 budget. Can you tell 
me who made that decision and who had the authority to make that decision, in the 
interest of transparency?” 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

During the process of building the budget, we have various meetings where the 
officers propose what the budget is going to look like from a capital expenditure, and 
then comes to executive to either approve or not approve. So, we have a constant 
process of evaluating what the capital budget's going to be and how that funding is 
going to be financed. 

Alan Pearce asked:  

Which officer made that decision? 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources, answered:  

That officer is no longer with us, who was part of that process of proposing what the 
capital budget was going to be 
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Item  (D) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

 

(D) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Strategy and 
Governance,Commercialisation and Disabled Community Liaison 
by Paula Saunderson: 

“Section 3 of the Statutory Pay Policy states The Council does not operate a separate 
bonus scheme for its Chief Officers. With the exception of the Special Recruitment 
Payment mentioned in 3.1.7 and the hybrid working workstyle allowance mentioned in 
3.1.18 above no other charges, fees or allowances or remuneration are payable to 
Chief Officers in connection with their responsibilities. How many positions does the 
statement relating to allowances for New Responsibilities relate to?” 

The Portfolio Holder for Strategy and Governance, Commercialisation and 
Disabled Community Liaison answered: 

Four Chief Officers receive an additional allowance for responsibilities relating to 
statutory roles in addition to their substantive posts.  
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Item  (E) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

 

(E) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Finance and 
Resources by Paul Morgan: 

“My question relates to 2025/26 Financial Performance: Provisional Outturn report. 
The report states that capital expenditure within the Place directorate was lower than 
budget and was driven mainly by delays in large infrastructure and regeneration 
schemes such as the Solar and environmental projects, namely the proposed solar 
farm at Grazeley at £5.8million.  On the basis that the original budget for Grazeley was 
£18.6 million in 2025/26 why has only £5.8million been slipped into 26/27 (£800,000) 
&amp; 27/28 (£5,047,650)?” 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

Thank you for your question. 

In accordance with the Council’s adopted budget monitoring and setting process, at 
Quarter Two, as reported to the Executive via the quarterly financial performance 
report, £10million of the £18.6million budget relating to the Grazeley Solar Farm was 
reprofiled into later financial years.  The reprofiled sum was incorporated into the 
proposed 2026/27 – 2029/30 capital programme adopted by Council in February 
2026.  At outturn the remaining Grazeley Solar Farm budget for 2025/26 was 
£6million, of which £5.8 million is proposed to be slipped into 2026/27 to align to 
planned expenditure.   
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Item  (F) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

 

(F) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Culture, 
Leisure, Sport and Countryside by Alan Pearce: 

 

“My question relates to Agenda item 7 Slippage of Capital Programme into future years 
(2026/27 and 2027/28). If the Faraday Road project does go ahead the bulk of the 
spend will happen at the end of the 2026/27 football season, not the end season 
2025/26. This means the spend will occur in FY2027/28.  As EX4725 was produced 
over 1 year ago please can you provide an estimate of when a revised EX report will 
be provided, for members and the public, covering items such as final construction 
costs, sinking fund costs, business case, operational / management costs, other 
options considered, sources of funding etc.” 

In the absence of the Portfolio Holder, the Leader of the Council answered: 

You make the point here that the bulk of the spend will happen at the end of 2026-27 
football season, not the end of season 2025-26. This means the spend will occur in 
2027-28. That is not necessarily true. We are pressing on with the planning application 
for the 3G pitch and ready to let the contract as soon as possible thereafter.  

I think all the questions you ask here in terms of the final construction costs, sinking 
fund costs, business case, will all come through for final sign-off at an Executive 
meeting, and is not ready tonight So watch this space. 

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Alan Pearce asked the following supplementary question: 

“Can you tell me when this report on Faraday Road will come to Executive, outlining 
all the budget, where the money's coming from?” 

The Leader of the Council answered: 

As soon as possible. 
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Item  (G) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(G) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Strategy and 
Governance,Commercialisation and Disabled Community Liaison 
by Paula Saunderson: 

 
“The WBC Constitution at Part 12 Point 2 list 4 Key Statutory Roles which do not 
include the following roles which do sit at the Top Table: Director of Children's Services 
(DCS); Director of Adult Social Services (DASS); Director of Public Health (DPH). Is 
there a Reason for not including these please as many other Unitary Authorities list 
these Roles as Statutory Roles, thank you” 
 
The Portfolio Holder for Strategy and Governance, Commercialisation and 
Disabled Community Liaison answered: 
 
Thank you for your question regarding the roles identified in Part 12 of the Council’s 
Constitution. 

You are correct that Part 12 currently highlights four key statutory roles that the 
Council is required to designate in law. These reflect the corporate statutory officer 
roles that sit at the centre of the Council’s governance framework, namely: 

 Head of Paid Service 

 Monitoring Officer 

 Section 151 Officer (Chief Finance Officer) 

 Scrutiny Officer 

You have also noted that other roles such as the Director of Children’s Services (DCS), 
Director of Adult Social Services (DASS), and Director of Public Health (DPH) 
are established as statutory roles in legislation. That is correct. 

The reason these roles do not appear in the same section of the Constitution is largely 
one of representation and categorisation rather than status. In many authorities, 
including West Berkshire, these roles: 

 

 are recognised as statutory within their respective service areas, 

 are referenced in relevant legislation and operational arrangements, but 

 are not always grouped alongside the core corporate statutory posts 
within the Constitution. 

Different councils take different approaches to this. Some unitary authorities choose 
to list all statutory roles together for clarity, while others distinguish between corporate 
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governance roles (central statutory officers), and service-specific statutory roles (such 
as DCS, DASS, and DPH). 

Your observation is therefore a valid one, and there is merit in considering whether the 
current constitutional presentation provides sufficient visibility of all statutory roles. 
This is something that can be reviewed as part of the Council’s ongoing governance 
and constitutional maintenance processes, to ensure clarity, transparency, and 
alignment with best practice across the sector. 

Thank you again for raising the point. 
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Item  (H) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

 

(H) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Planning and 
Housing by Paula Saunderson: 

“Agenda Item 7: £23,450 of S106 Monies for Henwick Sports Field: These S106 
agreements can include a requirement for developers to pay financial sums toward 
the provision of new infrastructure or the improvement of existing infrastructure within 
the vicinity of a development, therefore Which Developments are contributing to this 
Amount please, and how much is each contributing?” 

The Portfolio Holder for Planning and Housing answered: 

The development at Sandleford Park West has an obligation to contribute towards 
playing pitches at Henwick Worthy or Faraday Road to the sum of £30,000.  There are 
also other developments with more general S106 obligations to contribute to open 
space facilities – which would include sports and leisure facilities too.  The timing of 
commencement of schemes and projects, and the timing of commencement of 
development, which triggers receipt of the contribution, may impact allocation of 
funds to certain projects. The developer contributions team, in collaboration with the 
finance team will ensure all funds are allocated appropriately.    

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Paula Saunderson asked the following supplementary question: 

“In the infrastructure funding statements issued by South Oxfordshire, Bracknell, and 
Wokingham, there's a lot more detail, and it's much clearer for residents who can see 
what developments are producing what Section 106 and CIL agreements to be 
allocated.  

When you do that funding statement again in December, can you look at doing it in a 
bit more comprehensive way, especially for tables five and seven, which have pretty 
large generic titles in them, like £3.7 million. So that would be my suggestion, for 
transparency”. 

The Portfolio Holder for Planning and Housing answered: 

No problem with doing that at all. Thank you for the suggestion. 
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Item  (I) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

 

(I) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Planning and 
Housing by Paula Saunderson: 

“Re Agenda Item 7. Line Item for FRFG. With the £1,137,400 CIL Allocation for 
Faraday Road Football Ground, which Developments in the Vicinity or other Sources 
in the vicinity are contributing to these Monies please?” 

The Portfolio Holder for Planning and Housing answered: 

The community infrastructure levy is charged in accordance with the adopted CIL 
charging schedule on a significant number of development schemes.  On average, we 
collect around £4m annually.  For the Town Boundary of Newbury, £1.5 million has 
been collected in the last financial year of 2025/26.  CIL is allocated to projects in 
accordance with the CIL regulations, which allows it to be used to support a wide 
range of infrastructure, across the district, including sports facilities such as football 
pitches. 

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Paula Saunderson asked the following supplementary question: 

“It's the government’s wording, ‘In the vicinity,’ which gives rise to the question of how 
far is in the vicinity? But I'm sure that you have it all in hand and all buttoned down on 
where ‘in the vicinity’ is going to help with the £1.13 million for Faraday Road Football 
Ground. So, thank you for answering the question.” 
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Member Questions as specified in the 
Council’s Procedure Rules of the Constitution 
 
 

Item  (A) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(A) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Strategy and 
Governance,Commercialisation and Disabled Community Liaison 
by Councillor Ross Mackinnon: 

 
“Can Cllr Poole explain her statement to the Executive meeting on 11 June that the 
missing Executive Summary of the Procurement Strategy was “the Executive 
Summary from the political statement once the policy has been agreed and so it would 
always be vacant when it came through”?” 
 
The Portfolio Holder for Strategy and Governance,Commercialisation and 
Disabled Community Liaison answered: 
 
So Councillor McKinnon, this is a question that you asked of me at the Scrutiny session 
this week on Monday, and you said that you'd take the question there. Would you like 
me to repeat the answer?. 
 
The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 
 
Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 
 
“Yes please, Councillor Poole”. 
 
The Portfolio Holder for Strategy and Governance,Commercialisation and 
Disabled Community Liaison answered: 
 
So the comment was noted within the executive summary heading has been removed 
as the strategies forward provide sufficient summary of the document, as such was 
not considered necessary. The Think Local Social Value strategy is based on 
significant changes in legislation, especially the Procurement Act of 2023 from the 
Public Contract Regulations 2015, based on European directives, and the change to 
Section 17 of the Local Government Act of 1988. The previous policy still referred to 
COVID and was showing its age. It is more of a paper exercise and a refresh, although 
some elements are similar, admittedly. It reflects the legal changes from the 
Procurement Act of 2023 and establishes a social value grant fund that provides 
greater access to the community to social value commitments.  
 
The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 
 
Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question:  
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Councillor Poole, is it your position then that executive summaries for strategies would 
always be vacant because they involve a political statement, and are you aware of any 
other strategies that have that situation? 
 
The Portfolio Holder for Strategy and Governance, Commercialisation and 
Disabled Community Liaison answered:  
 
No, that is not my position. I think the Executive Summary is typically the foreword of 
the document, and I'm not aware of any documents presently that carry a political 
statement 
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Item  (B) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(B) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Children and 
Family Services by Councillor Dominic Boeck: 

 
“Item 9. The report shows that the proportion of eligible two-year-olds taking up their 
free early education entitlement remained below target throughout the year, with a 
year-end outturn of 61.4% against a target of 75%. What additional action will the 
Council take during 2026/27 to increase take-up amongst eligible families and by when 
do you expect that performance to improve?” 
 
In the absence of the Portfolio Holder for Children and Family Services, the 
Leader of the Council answered: 
 
The reduction in recorded uptake of the disadvantaged two-year-old entitlement (EL2) 
has coincided with the expansion of the Working Parent Entitlement (WPE). A number 
of families are claiming the Working Parent Entitlement but have not applied for EL2, 
despite also being likely to meet the eligibility criteria for the disadvantaged 
entitlement. 

From a parent's perspective, there is little immediate benefit in making a separate EL2 
application when they are already accessing funded childcare through the Working 
Parent Entitlement. However, holding an EL2 eligibility code provides greater security 
for families, as entitlement can continue if a parent's circumstances change, for 
example through loss of employment or maternity leave. 

To address this issue, the Early Years Team has begun raising awareness with both 
providers and parents about the importance of applying for EL2 for the first 15 funded 
hours where families are eligible. As staff capacity increases within the team from 
September more work will be done on this. 

Analysis of the Spring Term data identified 24 two-year-olds who were accessing 
Working Parent Entitlement funding only but were also eligible for the Early Years 
Pupil Premium (EYPP). As the earnings threshold for EYPP is lower than that for EL2, 
these families would be highly likely to have qualified for EL2 had they applied. If these 
eligible children had been recorded through the EL2 route, uptake would have been 
approximately 72% rather than the reported 61%. While this remains below the 75% 
target and demonstrates that further work is required to identify and support eligible 
families, it suggests that current participation is closer to the target than the published 
figures indicate.  

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 
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Councillor Dominic Boeck asked the following supplementary question: 

“What I would really like is an assurance that vulnerable families are not being missed 
by the service.” 

The Leader of the Council answered: 

I'll ask Mr Milum for a response on that in a moment.  

But as a further measure, we're considering adding a consent section to our parents' 
declaration forms to allow the local authority to undertake EL2 eligibility checks 
alongside the EYPP checks. This would enable us to identify and support eligible 
families more effectively and ensure that take-up figures more accurately reflect the 
number of children accessing the entitlement. We anticipate that these actions, 
alongside continued promotion through providers and family support services, family 
hubs, will improve take-up during 2026/27, with progress monitored through the termly 
eligibility and participant data. 

Ashley Milum, Service Director Education commented:  

Thank you Leader. It is an incredibly complex funding arrangement for families to 
understand, and so to your point, how we engage with our most vulnerable families is 
the focus from September onwards.  
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Item  (C) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(C) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Strategy and 
Governance, Commercialisation and Disabled Community Liaison 
by Councillor Ross Mackinnon: 

 
“How many reports or strategies presented to Executive or Council meetings in the 
last 12 months have been created with the use of generative AI tools?” 
 
The Portfolio Holder for Strategy and Governance, Commercialisation and 
Disabled Community Liaison answered: 
 
If I am really honest, I can not give you that number. The Council does not hold data 
that records whether individual reports, strategies or committee papers presented to 
Executive or Council meetings have been created using generative AI tools. 
Consequently, we are unable to provide a figure for the number of reports produced 
with the assistance of generative AI. 

The Council has adopted a controlled approach to the use of artificial intelligence. Staff 
are permitted to use approved AI tools, including Microsoft 365 Copilot, to support 
activities such as drafting, editing and summarising content, subject to the Council's 
Artificial Intelligence Policy. The policy requires that users remain responsible for 
checking outputs, verifying accuracy and exercising professional judgement before 
content is published or submitted as official Council documentation. Human review 
and approval remain mandatory. 

The Council's approved AI tools operate within the Council's Microsoft 365 enterprise 
environment, providing protections around security, governance and data handling 
that are not available with publicly accessible consumer AI services. The Council does 
not rely on AI-generated content without human oversight, and officers remain 
accountable for the accuracy and quality of reports presented to decision-making 
bodies. 

In addition, the Council is bringing forward a formal Artificial Intelligence Policy that 
sets out clear parameters for the safe, secure and ethical use of AI across the 
organisation. The policy establishes requirements around governance, data 
protection, accuracy, accountability and appropriate use, and will be supported by 
officer guidance and training so that staff understand both the opportunities and the 
limitations of AI tools in a public sector context. 

I do know that the officers across the Council have also received advice and guidance 
on how to use 365 for their work purposes. And we also use many tools in the 
production of reports, such as Magic Notes within Adult Social Care 
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The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“There can't be that many reports or strategies that have been to Executive or Council 
within the last 12 months. Each of those reports comes with an author attached, and I 
also can't imagine that it would be very hard to ask those authors if they've used AI. 
So I'm going to ask you, if I put together a spreadsheet of all of the reports that have 
been to Executive or Council in the last 12 months with their authors, would you be so 
good as to ask them if they've used generative AI tools in generating the reports that 
were published?”. 

The Leader of the Council answered: 

No, I am not sure that we would. 
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Item  (D) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(D) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Children and 
Family Services by Councillor Dominic Boeck: 

 
“Ite 9. The report shows that performance on repeat Child Protection Plans remains 
below target but also states that the target itself may need to be reviewed because it 
is lower than the Southeast average. How will the Executive ensure that the focus 
remains on improving outcomes for children rather than simply reviewing the 
performance target?” 
 
In the absence of the Portfolio Holder for Children and Family Services, the 
Leader of the Council answered: 
 
We are absolutely clear that our primary focus is on improving outcomes for children, 
not managing performance against a numerical target. 

Firstly, it is important to recognise the context behind our data. In a small authority 
such as West Berkshire, a single large sibling group can have a disproportionate 
impact on the repeat Child Protection Plan figures. This makes the indicator inherently 
volatile and means it must always be interpreted alongside qualitative practice 
information. 

Secondly, while the report notes that our current target sits below the Southeast 
average and may need review, this is not about lowering expectations. Rather, it is 
about ensuring that any target we set is meaningful, evidence-based, and reflects both 
national learning and local context. We do not want to incentivise practice that is overly 
risk-averse or that avoids re-planning where this is clearly in a child’s best interests. 

We are assured of the strength of practice locally, including: 

 Robust multi-agency decision-making; 

 Improved risk analysis and safety planning; and 

 Stronger step-down and support arrangements to prevent re-escalation. 

At the same time, we fully acknowledge that some repeat Child Protection Plans are 
both inevitable and appropriate. Children’s circumstances can change, and where 
risks re-emerge, a further plan is the right safeguarding response. Our focus is 
therefore on: 

 Understanding the reasons behind repeat plans (through audit and learning);  

 Ensuring timeliness and quality of initial interventions; and 

 Strengthening sustained change within families, not just short-term 
improvement  

Page 21



 

Member Questions as specified in the 
Council’s Procedure Rules of the Constitution 
 

 

 

To ensure this remains firmly outcome-focused, we have completed deep-dive audits 
and quality assurance activity, not just headline data, we know that repeat referrals 
are often associated with domestic abuse as an example.   

Reviewing the target is about making sure we are measuring the right thing in the right 
way. Our ambition remains unchanged: fewer children needing repeat protection 
plans because risks have been reduced sustainably and safely the first time.  

We are also confident that the development of the Multi Agency Child Protection Team 
as part of the Families First Partnerships reforms will strengthen this area further.   

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Councillor Dominic Boeck asked the following supplementary question: 

“I'm pleased to hear the good news from the service in terms of managing the issue, 
and I had no doubt when I posed this question that that wasn't already the case. I 
spent my career in operational roles, and I know that a stretching target is a good 
thing. And when targets are missed, if there's a rationale, if there's an explanation, 
then that is a good thing as well. I'm concerned that lowering the target will have an 
unintended consequence of diminishing the focus”. 

The Leader of the Council answered: 

There is always a balance between what the target is; is it attainable? or is it too low? 
I think we have probably got these about right, but we'll have to monitor them. And that 
is the best as I can do without Councillor Codling in the room.  

Mr Wraight do you have anything to add to that? 

Dave Wraight, Service Lead Youth Justice, Family Hubs and Partnerships 
answered:  

Ultimately, we need to do the right thing by children. If a risk escalates, we need to 
bring those children back onto child protection. That's the really important matter, that 
children are safeguarded. Having stretched targets, I think are, yes, very important, 
but I think as your original answer said, sometimes groups of families, small authorities 
can have quite big statistical changes with actually relatively small numbers. So I think 
the thing I would hold onto is it's about children. We absolutely just need to safeguard 
children. 
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Item  (E) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(E) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Community 
Engagement, Economic Development and Regeneration and 
Devolution and Local Government Reorganisation by Councillor 
Ross Mackinnon: 

 
“The 2023 Liberal Democrat manifesto committed to developing masterplans for 
Theale and Lambourn to help shape the future of the villages and guide investment 
and development.  

Can the Executive Member confirm:  

1. The date on which the masterplans were commissioned;  

2. The budget allocated to their preparation;  

3. The dates of public consultation;  

4. The date on which the final masterplans were adopted;  

5. The projects identified for delivery;  

6. The projects completed to date.” 

 
The Portfolio Holder for Community Engagement, Economic Development and 
Regeneration and Devolution and Local Government Reorganisation answered: 

The Council has taken steps to work with communities in Lambourn and Theale 
to identify local projects and support their delivery in both villages since 2023. This 
includes major local initiatives, such as the Neighbourhood Plan and the approach to 
Nutrient Mitigation to enable development whilst protecting the River Lambourn, in 
addition to supporting local jobs at new developments in Theale and identifying 
potential key local community infrastructure as part of West Berkshire Council’s Local 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  

Further work has been undertaken to establish how a masterplan or action plan for 
each village could be created in a way that is community-led, informed by local 
stakeholder engagement, and which places an emphasis on local deliverables, 
utilising our existing in-house resources rather than commissioning external 
consultants.  We remain committed to exploring and supporting our communities and 
will work with local stakeholders to establish how we can best support the creation of 
these plans. 

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 
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Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“The manifesto specifically promised to commission masterplans for Theale and 
Lambourn. Can you confirm whether they have been commissioned or give a clear 
commitment that they will be commissioned before the end of this electoral term?”. 

The Portfolio Holder for Community Engagement, Economic Development and 
Regeneration and Devolution and Local Government Reorganisation answered: 

Our manifesto promised to produce masterplans and commission work for them. It 
expressed clear support for master planning work. Whilst I accept that no formal 
masterplans have been commissioned or adopted in these villages just yet, without 
wishing to couch my language, to do master planning work, you don't necessarily need 
to call it a masterplan. When we look at some of the stuff that we've done in other 
areas, for example, Thatcham and Newbury, some of those big strategic pieces that 
the masterplan was trying to address were things like housing. It was things like 
planning, community facilities, health and wellbeing outcomes and things like that. If 
you'll bear with me for a moment, I'll give you a flavour of some of the things that we've 
done, in both Theale and Lambourn to support those aims.  

In addition to the Neighbourhood Plan and the Nutrient Mitigation strategy in 
Lambourn, we've supported rural mobile coverage, particularly in Upper Lambourn. 
We've supported new library events and activities. We've got improvements to the gym 
at the Lambourn Centre, which should go live in October of this year. We've provided 
sensory circuits for children with SEND requirements, and we've done a huge piece of 
work through VIA, which supports those dealing with drug addictions at the Lambourn 
Centre.  

Within Theale, we've identified key local community infrastructure to support the 
infrastructure delivery plan. We've done outreach programs through Everyone Active, 
and we've also done that in Lambourn. New library events and activities as well, and 
work to identify improvements to sports pitches through our new playing pitch strategy.  

It's no secret, Councillor Mackinnon, that this Council is in financial distress, and what 
we've chosen to prioritise is those community-led officer resource pieces of work, 
building on those initiatives, to get the best possible return without having to 
commission potentially quite expensive consultants. We absolutely remain committed 
to supporting the development of those locally owned plans with stakeholders to get 
deliverable, tangible benefits for residents. Thank you for your question. 
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Item  (F) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(F) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Finance and 
Resources by Councillor Ross Mackinnon: 

 
“Will the Executive publish a year-by-year DSG reconciliation statement from 2019/20 
onwards showing the opening balance, in-year movement and closing balance as 
recorded in:  
(a) Section 251 returns;  
(b) the DSG note in the Statement of Accounts;  
(c) Revenue Outturn returns; and  
(d) S151 assurance returns, and confirm whether all figures agree?” 
 
The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

Thank you for your question. The Council will publish a year-by-year reconciliation 
and resulting outputs. 

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“Can you confirm that when it is published, whether it will reconcile all four sources 
line by line, and whether any differences will be clearly explained rather than simply 
presented as figures?”. 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

Yes, that is what a reconciliation does. 
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Item  (G) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(G) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Finance and 
Resources by Councillor Ross Mackinnon: 

 
“Has the S151 Officer updated the assessment that the DSG deficit could threaten the 
council's solvency?” 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

Thank you for your question.  The 151 can confirm that risk associated with the DSG 
position and future modelling are under review as part of the MTFS refresh.  

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“So, the DSG risk and future modelling are under review, as part of the MTFS refresh. 
Is the previous assessment still considered sufficient? And does the Council still 
regard the DSG deficit as a potential threat to solvency?”. 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

As you know, the government have announced a refund of the DSG, the 90%. So, 
we've submitted that, and we're waiting that return back. 

Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question 

When are we going to hear that? Do you know? 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered:  

September. 

 
 

 
  

Page 26



 

Member Questions as specified in the 
Council’s Procedure Rules of the Constitution 
 

 

 

Item  (H) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(H) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Finance and 
Resources by Councillor Ross Mackinnon: 

“Has Exceptional Financial Support become a structural feature of the council's 
finances?” 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

Thank you for your question.  The answer is yes.    
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Item  (I) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(I) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Adult Social 
Care and Public Health by Councillor Ross Mackinnon: 

“The Liberal Democrat manifesto promised to ensure care packages are put in place 
as early as possible through earlier initial care assessments.  

 
Can the Executive Member confirm:  
 
1. The average waiting time for an initial adult social care assessment in May 2023;  
 

This was 32 days 
 
2. The average waiting time today; 
  
     This is now 53 days 
 
3. The number of residents awaiting assessment in May 2023 and today; 
 
     In May 2023 this was 426; today it is 558 
 
4. The number of residents waiting more than 28 days for assessment in May 2023 
and today; and  
 

The number of people in May 2023 waiting more than 28 days was 315; today it is 
467 

 
5. The average time between assessment and commencement of a care package.” 
 

We cannot answer this question at this time. After replacing our outdated care 
management software, which was one of the first things we started when we took 
control of the council, we are currently developing reports which will give us better 
insight and understanding. We expect we will be able to provide these figures at a 
future meeting. 

 
The Portfolio Holder for Adult Social Care and Public Health answered: 

I will answer your very straightforward question with a bit of important context.  

I am sure you remember very clearly back from my answer to your question on waiting 
time in February 2025. Waiting times have gone up, and this is a complex area. You 
know that the Council has been working in an extremely awkward financial position. 
The best way of reducing waiting times is to employ more staff to deal with the care, 
but this costs extra money, which we haven't had.  

We have seen an increase by almost a quarter in the number of new requests for help 
since 2023. We have also seen a 36% increase in the number of referrals relating to 
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safeguarding concerns since 2023, and this is some of our most complicated work, 
which quite rightly needs a lot of staff time.  

Finally, we have also dealt with issues created by the insolvency of NRS, who you 
may remember were providing an imported trusted assessor service, providing care 
equipment for people who needed it across West Berkshire. It was a real challenge to 
ensure that people who required care equipment weren't affected by this closure, and 
again, this has diverted resources away from other functions within adult social care.  

These things have meant that we have had to roll up our sleeves and get involved in 
looking carefully at how things are run under the bonnet. But it also means that we 
have not been able to achieve the improvements we aspired to in our manifesto of 
2023, yet.  

In the context of the discoveries we have made on finance, we have done a good job 
of managing the extra demands and challenges. We have also introduced new quality 
assurances to make sure that all cases are now rated according to urgency and risk. 
This means that we can make sure that those at greatest need get the fastest attention. 

Now to the detail you have requested: (As above) 

I would encourage all Members to look, possibly again, at our recently published Adult 
Social Care CQC self-assessment, which goes into more detail about the many 
improvements we have made since taking over the administration, which we can be 
quite rightly proud of.  

We have not yet been able to deliver what we planned in 2023, but I hope I've 
explained clearly why this has not been possible.  

I am pleased to confirm that we have now agreed £150,000 in additional funding and 
will be employing additional social workers to focus on this important area of work. 

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“I've just been doing some quick calculations there. The waiting times have gone up 
from 32 to 53. That's a 66% increase, which seems to be a lot higher than the increase 
in demand that you cited. So, would you not accept that demand alone doesn't account 
for that worsening position? And do you commit to identifying the capacity, process, 
or management factors behind it?”. 

The Leader of the Council answered: 

We are addressing it, as you've been told, through more social workers, £150,000 
invested in that. I think we need to look at this again in Executive in six months' time, 
please, and I am hoping that we will have started to come down with those waiting 
times. 
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Item  (J) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(J) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Environment 
and Highways by Councillor Ross Mackinnon: 

 
“The Liberal Democrat manifesto promised to “phase out the Green Bin Tax” 
(inaccurately referencing the Garden Waste Charge).  
Can the Executive Member confirm:  
1.The number of residents paying the Garden Waste Charge in May 2023;  
2. The annual revenue raised by the charge in financial year 2022-23;  
3. The number of residents paying the Garden Waste Charge as at 31 March 2026; 
and  
4. The annual revenue raised by the charge in financial year 2025-26” 
 
The Portfolio Holder for Environment and Highways answered: 
 
The Number of residents (number of households with at least on active subscription) 
paying for garden waste charge in May 2023 was 33,045.  

The annual revenue raised for the 2022-23 financial year was £1,745,149.00. The 
number of residents paying the garden waste charge as of 31 March 2026 was 32,230. 
The annual revenue raised for the 2025-26 financial year was £2,056,080.00 

 
The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 
 
Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“As I mentioned in my question, you promised to phase out the, as you call it, the green 
bin tax. So three years on, the charge has gone from £58 to £55 for a Band D property. 
So that's a reduction of £1 a year, and as your figures just suggested, the Council is 
raising more for it overall. At a rate of £1 a year, that charge will stay until 2081, which 
I think is about 14 local elections. Is that really what residents understood by phasing 
out?”. 

The Portfolio Holder for Environment and Highways answered: 

I would highlight that the manifesto committed to doing it and targeting the lowest 
council tax bands first. A, B, and C, and as you say, D, are all paying less than they 
were in May 2023. 

 

 
 
 
 

Page 30



 

Member Questions as specified in the 
Council’s Procedure Rules of the Constitution 
 

 

 

Item  (K) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(K) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Finance and 
Resources by Councillor Ross Mackinnon: 

 
“This question relates directly to the 2025/26 Revenue and Capital Financing 
Performance Outturn report, which asks Executive to consider the year-end position 
while noting that the final EFS requirement will only be confirmed through the closure 
of accounts. Why is the Executive being asked to consider the 2025/26 outturn before 
Members know the final amount of Exceptional Financial Support required to close the 
year, and will the final EFS figure be brought back to Executive once known?” 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

Thank you for your question.  

The report was produced prior to completion of all necessary accounting 
adjustments.  Therefore, an indicative position in respect of the management 
accounting impact is included in the report with confirmation of final figures being 
reported through the Treasury Outturn report as per section 2.5. The current projected 
EFS figure for 2025/26 is £16.8 million versus the original £20 million request. The 
exact amount will be confirmed once the accounts have been signed off by our external 
auditors and the EFS amount agreed by MHCLG.  

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“So, if I heard you correctly, the answer gives a final EFS figure of £16.8 million. That 
figure wasn't in the report before Executive tonight, and it wasn't in the report before 
Scrutiny on Monday.  

Do you accept then that Members at both of those meetings are being asked to 
consider the outturn without the key number needed to understand how the year was 
actually closed?”. 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

I've just spoken to my S151 Officer. We feel that the number was in the reports but 
apologies if it wasn't. I'm under the impression it was in there. My understanding it 
was in there. It's in 7.3 of the Financial Performance Report. 
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Item  (L) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(L) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Finance and 
Resources by Councillor Ross Mackinnon: 

 
“This question relates directly to the outturn report’s presentation of the revenue, 
capital and financing position, including capital expenditure, reprofiling and financial 
flexibilities. Why does the outturn report not include the Capital Financing 
Requirement, liability benchmark and borrowing implications, when those are 
essential to understanding the full debt consequences of the capital programme and 
Exceptional Financial Support?” 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

The Financial Performance report was prepared before several key accounting 
adjustments – particularly IFRS 16 – were fully finalised. As these adjustments affect 
the CFR and liability benchmark.  A complete picture of the borrowing implications, 
including CFR and liability benchmark, can be scrutinised at the next Audit and Risk 
Committee when the Treasury Management Outturn Report is presented.   

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“So, I think we've got agreement on this one, that the CFR and liability benchmark 
weren't available at Scrutiny, and are not available tonight. So why are those papers 
being brought to Scrutiny, before we can see the full debt consequences?”. 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

There was the delay in getting external information into those reports, so it was a 
matter of timeline. No other reason but the timeline getting that external information.  

It will come to the Audit and Risk Committee, which is a form of Scrutiny. So, you'll 
have a lot of time to be able to go through that report. 
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Item  (M) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(M) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Finance and 
Resources by Councillor Ross Mackinnon: 

“This question relates directly to the capital section of the outturn report, which 
proposes reprofiling £14.3m of capital expenditure into future years. Can the Portfolio 
Holder provide a scheme-by-scheme explanation for the £14.3m of capital expenditure 
being reprofiled into future years, including the reason for each delay, the impact on 
residents or service users, and whether any delay creates additional cost, lost income 
or reduced benefits?” 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

The schemes with budgets proposed for reprofiling are detailed in appendix A of the 
financial performance report and includes a high level of summary as to why slippage 
is requested.   The financial performance report primarily reflects the level of 
expenditure against the planned capital programme budget and where a project 
manager has requested slippage to support specific project delivery 
in subsequent financial years.  The report is not a project status report.  The Project 
Management Office will be advised of the ask and review project status reporting 
arrangements.    

Members are advised that if a key project slips that has revenue impacts, such as a 
delay in income generation, this is identified and assessed to ascertain impacts on the 
revenue budget as part of the corporate budget setting cycle.       

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“You mentioned just there, I took note of it, the financial report is not a project status 
report. Okay, well, I accept that. But how are, again, at Scrutiny or here, how are 
members meant to scrutinise, was it £14.3 million of capital slippage without knowing 
what went wrong, who has been affected and the cost effects?”. 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

So, within that, there was a detailed list of projects. Obviously, some items were 
regarding the financial impacts are commercially sensitive, because as you've said in 
this chamber, we don't want to disclose to suppliers, et cetera, that particular project. 
We have huge financial dependency upon them hitting their supply contracts. So yes, 
you make a fair point over getting what is the financial impact. But from a member 
prioritisation perspective, I would far rather look at the memorandum and reporting of 
that, whether it's a £5,000 issue, a £50,000 issue, or a half a million pound issue. 
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Item  (N) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(N) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Finance and 
Resources by Councillor Ross Mackinnon: 

 
“This question relates directly to the outturn report’s account of 2025/26 expenditure, 
transformation activity, spend controls and reliance on Exceptional Financial Support. 
Given the 2025/26 outturn position, the use of transformation funding, the reliance on 
Exceptional Financial Support and the introduction of Spend Panel controls during the 
year, can the Portfolio Holder confirm the total amount spent in 2025/26 on 
consultancy, interim management, agency staff, professional advice and external 
delivery support across revenue, capital and transformation activity; and, for that 
spend, how much was supported by a business case setting out the expected saving, 
benefit, and delivery date?” 
 
The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

The Council’s financial records show that total expenditure in 2025/26 on consultancy, 
interim management, agency staff, professional advice and external delivery support 
was £5.3 million in agency costs. This is a material improvement from the previous 
administration's final financial year in office of approximately £12 million. 

The aforementioned £5.3 million includes £0.4 million for senior interim roles, £4.7 
million covering establishment posts, £0.2 million supporting transformation activity. In 
addition, there is a further £2.2 million of expenditure categorized as consultancy, 
comprising of £1 million for general consultancy, £0.1 million for consultancy for 
transformation, £1 million for professional advice, a further £100,000 professional 
advice for transformation. The transformation-funded projects were supported by 
business cases.   

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“We have heard from the Leader and yourself before that the Council is getting a grip 
on agency spend and external consultancy. I think your answer suggests the opposite. 
Can you tell us how much of that spend was approved before the Spend Panel was 
introduced, how much of it went through Spend Panel afterwards, and how much has 
delivered a measurable saving?”. 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

So, a certain element of this is going to be business as usual. From a strategic 
perspective, we were always going to need agency staff to cover sickness. Also, as 
you're well aware, we still have three care homes which cover this area. As far as I'm 
concerned, everything which is for consultancy does have the appropriate approval 
through the PO process. 
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Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“Could you confirm that the savings are measured?”. 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

Yes, savings are measured. 
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Item  (O) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(O) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Finance and 
Resources by Councillor Ross Mackinnon: 

 
“This question relates directly to the 2025/26 outturn report as the culmination of the 
Council’s budget assumptions, quarterly forecasts, mitigations and financial risk 
reporting during the year. Given the Council’s movement in recent years from reports 
referring to historic strong financial stewardship and expected mitigation, to later 
reports warning of depleted reserves, Exceptional Financial Support, Spend Panel 
controls and section 114 risk, does the Portfolio Holder accept that the 2025/26 outturn 
demonstrates a need for clearer financial risk reporting which separates the 
unmitigated forecast position from hoped-for mitigations, so members can see the true 
risk position earlier?” 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

Yes, there is a need for clearer financial risk reporting, especially in Adult and 
Children's Social Care. The quarterly financial report formats are currently under 
review, with a view to providing greater clarity as to the key financial risk area savings 
delivery and the status of key mitigations.  

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“Thank you for that refreshingly honest answer. When you do implement clearer 
financial risk reporting, can you confirm that you're going to show the unmitigated 
forecast position separately from assumed mitigations so that Members can see what 
the true risk is rather than the hoped-for year-end position?”. 

The Portfolio Holder for Finance and Resources answered: 

Yes. 
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Item  (P) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(P) Question submitted to the Leader of the Council by Councillor 
Ross Mackinnon: 

 
“This question relates directly to the Council Strategy Refresh report, which proposes 
changes to the strategic framework three years into the electoral term. In refreshing 
the Council Strategy, will the Executive continue to report publicly against the original 
2023 commitments and baselines, so residents can judge delivery against the 
promises on which the administration was elected, rather than only against a revised 
framework introduced three years into the term?” 
 
The Leader of the Council answered: 

Yearly, the Council Strategy is reviewed in order to remove from the set of measures 
those that have already been delivered. Departments also have the opportunity to 
recommend changes to existing measures. These changes may relate to their 
phrasing, their target, or their removal. In all cases, justification is provided to inform 
the Executive in its decisions.  

Said measures are presented in the first portion of the performance report, as updates 
to the progress made in strategy delivery.   

They are, therefore, different from those measures that refer to the outputs of key 
activities performed by local authorities’ services. Those are presented in a separate 
section and are out of the scope of the Council Strategy Refresh. Defined in 
accordance with official statistics, we classify those measures as KOPIs (Key 
Operational Performance Indicators) and benchmark them against national and 
regional numbers (subject to availability). 

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“Can you confirm that every missed, deteriorating, or persistently off-track measure 
has a named owner, a recovery plan, and a delivery date?”. 

The Leader of the Council answered: 

I think we saw some of that in the performance report. The owner, the recovery plan, 
it's in the performance report. So, I can confirm that we always make sure that as we 
slip them, we know who is owning it and how it's being addressed. 
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Item  (Q) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(Q) Question submitted to the Leader of the Council by Councillor 
Ross Mackinnon: 

“This question relates directly to the 2025/26 Performance Report Q4, which reports 
year-end performance against the Council’s agreed performance framework. Where 
performance measures have missed target, deteriorated during the year, or remained 
off track across more than one quarter, will the Portfolio Holder confirm whether each 
one has a named accountable owner, a recovery plan, a delivery date, and an 
assessment of whether financial constraints, staffing pressures or savings decisions 
contributed to the underperformance?” 

The Leader of the Council answered: 

The methodology for performance reporting in West Berkshire Council requires that 
measures be reported by exception. Therefore, every measure whose target was not 
met is highlighted in the quarterly reports.   

Accordingly, information on context, measures taken to improve performance, 
identification of potential challenges or obstacles, and/or any planned future action, is 
included by the respective department. 

In the Q4 Performance Report, as in other quarterly reports, all information made 
available by services is presented in the comments section of the respective measure. 

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“Thank you, Leader. Again, I'm asking you for a commitment -would you publish a 
separate tracker against the original 2023 commitments, just so that residents can 
see what's been delivered or delayed or dropped or reworded, for transparency?” 

The Leader of the Council answered: 

I don't know. I'll have a think about it. I'll consider it. 
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Item  (R) Executive Meeting on 2 July 2026 

(R) Question submitted to the Portfolio Holder for Adult Social 
Care and Public Health by Councillor Ross Mackinnon: 

 
“This question relates directly to the Prevention report, which proposes a whole-
system approach while stating that there are no financial implications. The Prevention 
report states that there are no financial implications. How can a whole-system 
prevention approach be delivered without new investment, additional staffing, 
consultancy support or a reallocation of existing resources — and if none of those are 
required, what exactly is changing as a result of the report?” 

The Portfolio Holder for Adult Social Care and Public Health answered: 

We would love to be able to provide new investment, additional staffing, and 
consultancy support for this Strategy, along with a whole raft of other things. But that 
would not be looking after our budget responsibly while providing the best service for 
our residents.  

As it is, you know that we have very large budgets associated with Adult Social Care 
and Children's Services, alongside a good budget for Public Health. Part of those 
budgets will be used in a preventative manner within the allowable controls that budget 
managers have. This approach is about making sure that managers recognise the 
benefits of preventative work, giving it their focus, and deploy the resources in their 
control accordingly 

The Portfolio Holder asked: “Do you have a supplementary question arising directly 
out of the answer to your original question. A supplementary should be relevant to the 
original question and not introduce any new material?” 

Councillor Ross Mackinnon asked the following supplementary question: 

“Of course, I've got some sympathy for your budgetary position. But at the same time, 
we're claiming a whole system prevention approach. Now, to my mind, that should, at 
the very least, change where money, staff time, and management focus is directed.  

If the report's got no financial implications, which budgets are going to be reprioritized? 
What activity's going to reduce? And how will Members know whether prevention's 
actually reducing demand rather than just being an unfunded ambition?”. 

The Portfolio Holder for Adult Social Care and Public Health answered: 

The reporting back is a challenge, but as I said earlier on, we will be reporting back on 
this. 
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