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Summary  

 
Good administration and effective decision-making is dependent upon successful 
Member/Officer working relationships. In this vein, and mindful of the need to 
encourage constructive and positive behaviours, the Town Clerk (with the support of 
the Chief Commoner and the Policy Chair) made an approach to the Local 
Government Association (LGA), in order to commission an independent review of 
Member behaviour and inform actions that might be taken to support a commitment 
to learning and improvement within the organisation, in the context of a strong desire 
to ensure that the City Corporation is an inclusive and respectful place for people to 
undertake their work and other duties.  
 
Your Member Development and Standards Sub-Committee (MDSSC) were involved 
from the outset and were provided with an overview of the intended independent 
review proposed and, following some suggestions around timescale and scope, 
approved its progression. 
 
The Review is now complete and the report presenting the draft findings in full has 
now been shared with the full Court membership. Your Sub-Committee first 
considered the recommendations therein, posed their own further questions and 
directed that the views of all Members then be sought informally. A brief covering 
report drawing out some key questions upon which the Sub-Committee wanted all 
Members to reflect was submitted to the February Informal Court of Common Council 
meeting and the meeting itself afforded all the opportunity to discuss the proposals in 
greater detail, ahead of anything formal being put by this Sub-Committee to your 
Policy and Resources Committee and, ultimately, the Court of Common Council, for 
adoption.  

 
Recommendations 
Members are asked to note and consider the points raised (both at the Informal Court 
meeting in February and by direct response to the Town Clerk) in relation to the 
specific questions posed by the Reviewer and this Sub-Committee as set out at 



paragraph 7 and instruct the Town Clerk as to necessary next steps to help best 
address these.  

 

 

Main Report 
Background 

1. The City of London Corporation has 125 elected Members (100 Common 
Councilmen and 25 Aldermen). Under the Localism Act 2011, the City 
Corporation must promote and maintain high standards of conduct by 
Members and co-opted Members and must adopt a Code of Conduct that is 
consistent with the Seven Principles of Public Life. The City Corporation has 
also adopted a Member/Officer Charter that is designed to ensure positive 
and appropriate working relationships. 
 

2. Notwithstanding the arrangements in place, it has been observed that 
improvements could be made to the way in which elected Members engage 
with their peers, as well as with officers and with partner agencies. 
 

3. In an attempt to enhance this area, to promote an inclusive and respectful 
working environment and support ongoing improvements to Member culture, 
the LGA was approached to conduct an independent review to assess 
Member/Member and Member/Officer relationships and behaviours within the 
City of London Corporation. The LGA responded with a proposal and a 
timetable for its delivery which was considered and formally endorsed by the 
Member Development and Standards Sub-Committee.  

4. The review took place throughout October 2023. The reviewer’s approach 
was to conduct a number of structured interviews as well as a total of seven 
focus group meetings to which all elected Members were invited (two in-
person and five virtually). Where Members responded to indicate that they 
would prefer not to raise issues within a group setting, they were encouraged 
to submit any observations to the reviewer in writing and a number opted to 
do so. 

5. The reviewer also conducted desk research of relevant policies (e.g., the 
Member Code of Conduct, Member/Officer Charter), the Member 
Development Programme with attendance stats, webcasts of public 
meetings, staff survey results, external media articles relating to City of 
London Corporation culture, communications regarding wellbeing/culture/ 
staff engagement, grievance/whistle-blowing statistics, and other relevant 
documentation, to assist in the conclusions reached. 

 
Current Position 

6. The review has now concluded. This Sub-Committee had the opportunity to 
review the findings in the first instance at their December 2023 meeting and, 
whilst reflecting on the questions posed therein, offered their own 
thoughts/additional points that would benefit from wider input. Thereafter, the 
Town Clerk was instructed to share the outcomes with all elected Members, 
asking that they reflect specifically on the questions set out and highlighted 
below so as to direct Officers as to any potential next steps that they may feel 
are now necessary to help address them. 



7. In summary, and in an attempt to help focus subsequent discussion, the Sub-
Committee sought the thoughts of all Members on the following points. Below 
is a summary of the feedback received on each both at the February Informal 
Court meeting and also those made separately to the Town Clerk:- 

a. What does “good” look like, could this benefit from the creation 
of a behavioural framework with worked examples? Who would 
be best placed to feed into such a document? 

• Many were against the introduction of a framework defining ‘good’ and felt 
that more of a cultural shift/common sense approach was needed versus 
further formal documentation; 

• The idea of a City Corporation ‘Mission Statement’ was put forward, clarifying 
the organisation’s underlying values; 

• Members underlined the need to be mindful of undertakings made to their 
electorate; 

• Words in existing policies and procedures should be put into practice by all in 
terms of working to create a truly inclusive environment and demonstrating 
good behaviours; 

• It was felt that training for all on cultural competency and non-apparent 
differences would be helpful e.g. – class/social standing, neurodivergence, 
mental health – important to expand Members’ education beyond the visible; 

• It was suggested it may be helpful to define ‘bad’ as opposed to ‘good’ 
behaviours to clearly set out those behaviours that were to be discouraged 
and called out. 

 

b. How can the existing messaging around expectations and 
standards of behaviours be reinforced within the induction 
process? 

No substantive comments. 

 

c. Should the introduction of a “buddying” system for new 
Members be considered – would Ward Deputies (not necessarily 
your own Ward Deputy) be best placed to offer this? 

• Many were in favour of a buddying system; 

• Many felt that this did not necessarily have to fall to Ward Deputies and that 
this role should be considered entirely separate to any sort of buddying 
system; 

• It was noted that some Ward Deputies themselves were newly elected 
Members that would therefore require their own tailored support/mentoring; 

• Whilst Ward Deputies were often well placed to advise on generalities, it was 
noted that Committee specific training/mentoring would be of most value to 
new Members; 

• It was felt that a skills audit should be undertaken when onboarding new 
Members to any Committees; 

• It was felt that any buddying system should not be overly formalised. 

 

d. Should the introduction of mandatory training for Committee 
Chairs be introduced – how best could compliance with this be 



encouraged/enforced, through the Code of Conduct/Standing 
Orders for example? 

• City specific training for Chairs should be offered on a regular basis but not 
made mandatory, ever mindful of the time demands already placed on 
Members; 

• Some queried what the sanction might be for those not undertaking such 
training were it to be mandated; 

• It was noted that Chairs were elected annually and that, ultimately, if 
Members were unhappy with their performance, they could cast their votes 
accordingly at this juncture; 

• It was noted that the natural journey of a Chair was to serve as a Member of a 
certain Committee first, then as Deputy Chair and finally Chair – this was felt 
to be the ideal ‘training ground’ for the position; 

• The idea of an annual appraisal or other suitable process by which formal 
feedback could be received by Chairs from their Committee membership was 
put forward – this should be a confidential exercise; 

• The suggestion of a ‘carousel session’ hosted by different Chairs, setting out 
their approach to managing meetings with an opportunity for Q&As was 
made; 

• It was highlighted that clarity around the roles of various Chairs was required. 

 

e. How might we identify measures of success around the role of 
the Chief Commoner in supporting informal resolutions to 
potential complaints? Does the recent change to the Complaints 
Process and the introduction of a Pre-Complaint Protocol for all 
Member-on-Member matters requiring consultation with the 
Chief/a past Chief still on the Court or the Aldermanic Chairs go 
far enough? 

• It was felt that poor behaviours reported outside of any formal process was an 
important means by which the organisation could and should build up a 
picture of the issues emerging and individuals involved; 

• It was underlined that cultural changes could not be achieved by simply 
implementing procedures. Communication and common sense/courtesy was 
key; 

• It was noted that there would be certain incidents, those involving 
discrimination around protected characteristics for example, that would simply 
require a laid down process; 

• Some warned against the weaponisation of the formal process; 

• The introduction of the Pre-Complaint process for Member/Member 
complaints was welcomed; 

• A Member queried whether a similar informal process could be championed 
for Member/Officer complaints; 

• It was noted that the Chief Commoner could not be held accountable where 
Members indicated that they were not open to using the Pre-Complaint 
process. 

 

f. How do we encourage “allyship” in calling out bad behaviour? 
How and where best might “allyship” be defined? 

• Many felt that this was about common sense and creating environments 
where all felt confident in calling out bad behaviours, in Committee meetings 



for example, where it could often be helpful to pause and re-set the tone of 
certain debates; 

• It was important to underline that ‘allyship’ was not about ‘ganging up’ or 
singling out. Behaviours could be corrected without personalising matters – it 
was about both behaviours and impacts (albeit sometimes unintended) and 
emotional intelligence; 

• It was noted that the Police Authority Board had recently been offered training 
which may be of relevance/use to the wider Court in this respect;  

• Speaking out was key - important not to be an active bystander; 

• Some felt that those on the EDI Sub-Committee could be acting as 
‘champions’ in this respect and had a duty to remind all of behavioural 
expectations; 

 
Corporate and Strategic Implications  

8.  The main objective is to foster an environment of professionalism with an 
expectation that all Members and Officers will be treated courteously and 
with dignity.  The now completed LGA Review and any next steps in terms of 
addressing the findings here would demonstrate the drive of the Corporation 
to ensure high standards of conduct and to embrace best practice.   

 
Financial Implications 

9. Any ongoing financial implications will be dependent upon next steps 
determined by Members in responding to recommendations coming forward. 
This may, therefore, require subsequent bids to be made in due course; 
however, there are no additional funding implications at this stage. 

 
Resource Implications 

10. As above, additional resources may be required to establish any potential 
action plan and deliver any subsequent learning and development events 
arising from the points highlighted within the review and directed by this Sub-
Committee. Subsequent reports may be required to set these out in greater 
detail.  

 

Legal Implications  
11. The legal implications of the proposal are contained within the body of this 

report. Members are asked to specifically note the City Corporation’s duty, 
under the Localism Act 2011, to promote and maintain high standards of 
conduct by Members and co-opted Members. 

 
Risk Implications  

12. Member conduct represents a potential reputational risk to the organisation, 
together with a practical risk associated with a failure to attract and retain 
high quality Members and Officers should there be a negative working 
environment. It is, therefore, in the interests of the Corporation to take such 
steps as are required to foster a positive and inclusive working environment 
for its Members and Officers.  

 
Equalities Implications  

13. Public bodies have a duty under the Equality Act to have due regard to the 
need to eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any 



other conduct prohibited by the Act; advance equality of opportunity between 
people who share a protected characteristic and people who do not share it; 
and foster good relations between people who share a protected 
characteristic and those who do not. The proposals contained in this report 
do not have any potential negative impact on a particular group of people 
based on their protected characteristics, rather they seek to actively foster 
good relations between all. 

 
Climate Implications:  

14. There are no climate implications arising from this report.  

 
Security Implications:  

15. There are no security implications arising from this report.  
 

Conclusion 
16. The independent review of Member behaviour conducted by the LGA has 

now concluded and is part of a wider commitment to learning and 
improvement within the organisation, in the context of a strong desire to 
ensure that the City of London Corporation is an inclusive and respectful 
place for people to undertake their work and other duties. 

 
17. The review clearly highlights that there is much for the Corporation to be 

proud of but it is obvious too that some challenges still persist.  All Members 
have now had the opportunity to consider these initial findings. We ask that 
your Sub-Committee now discuss further and direct Officers as to any 
potential next steps now required to address the points highlighted here. 
 

 
 

 


