
 
 

(Established pursuant to section 103 of the Local Democracy, Economic Development  
and Construction Act 2009 as the Halton, Knowsley, Liverpool, St Helens, Sefton  

and Wirral Combined Authority) 

 
MEETING OF THE LIVERPOOL CITY REGION  

OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
 

Supplementary Agenda  

 
To: The Members of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
 
Dear Member, 
 
You are requested to attend a meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
to be held on Tuesday, 12th April, 2022 at 2.00 pm in the Authority Chamber, 
Mann Island, Liverpool.  
 
The meeting will be live webcast. To access the webcast please go to the 
Combined Authority’s website at the time of the meeting and follow the 
instructions on the page. 

 
If you have any queries regarding this meeting, please contact Lisa Backstrom 
on telephone number (0151) 330 1079. 
 

Yours faithfully 

 
Chief Executive 

 
WEBCASTING NOTICE 

 
This meeting will be filmed by the Combined Authority for live and/or 
subsequent broadcast on the Combined Authority’s website. The whole of the 
meeting will be filmed, except where there are confidential or exempt items.  
 
If you do not wish to have your image captured or if you have any queries 
regarding the webcasting of the meeting please contact the Democratic 
Services Officer on the above number or email 
democratic.services@liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk.  
 
A Fair Processing Notice is available on the Combined Authority’s website at 
https://www.liverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/Fair-Processing-
Notice-CA-Meeting-Video-Recording.pdf 
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LCR OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
 

At a meeting of the LCR Overview and Scrutiny Committee held in the 
Authority Chamber - No.1 Mann Island, Liverpool, L3 1BP on Thursday, 20th 
January, 2022 the following Members were 
 

P r e s e n t: 
 

Councillors 
 

Steve Radford 
Chair of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee 

(in the Chair) 
 
J Abbott, D Burgess-Joyce, E Dourley, E Finneran, J Hansen, C Howard, A Jones,   
T Long, J McManus, J Morgan, G Pearl, A Teeling, M Uddin and C Waterfield. 
 
Also in attendance – Metro Mayor Steve Rotheram.  
 
23. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
 Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Pat Moloney, Kai 

Taylor and Sir Ron Watson CBE.  

24. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
There were no declarations of interest received.  
 
25. MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 3 NOVEMBER 2021  
 

The minutes of the meeting of the Committee held on 3 November 2021 were 
agreed as a correct record.  
 
26. COMBINED AUTHORITY BUDGET REPORT 2022/23  
 

The Committee considered the report of the Portfolio Holder for Policy, 
Reform and Resources and the Executive Director of Corporate Services, which 
provided the Members of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee with an opportunity 
to consider and make recommendations on the 2022/23 budget for the Liverpool City 
Region Combined Authority prior to its approval at the meeting of the Combined 
Authority on 21 January 2022. 
 
 The Metro Mayor, Steve Rotheram, introduced the proposed 2022/23 
Combined Authority Budget and thanked John Fogarty and his team for the 
tremendous work that had been undertaken in the preparation of the budget 
proposals.  
 
 The Metro Mayor advised the Committee that this budget reflected where we 
were as a public body in the aftermath of Covid, the impact on Local Government 
Finances, uncertainty in levels of patronage on the public transport system, souring 
inflation, rises in supply chain costs, reductions in revenues and a growing gap 
between income and expenditure.  
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 The Metro Mayor highlighted some of the key challenges and changes within 
the Liverpool City Region Combined Authority Budget 2022/23 to the Members of the 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee:- 
 

 Ensuring the safe running of services to the public, given the economic 
challenges; 

 Organisational efficiency and modernisation; 

 Handling money was very inefficient as it generated transaction costs;  

 A proposal to increase the tunnel tolls for the first time in five years in 
response to budget pressures and increasing maintenance costs; 

 A proposal to increase the transport levy by 2%; 

 A freeze in the Mayoral precept to avoid putting further financial pressure on 
residents; and 

 A proposal to bring an amendment to the Combined Authority meeting to 
incentivise the rate of take up of Fast Tag to non-City Region residents.  

 
 The Metro Mayor concluded his statement and invited John Fogarty, 
Executive Director of Corporate Resources to make his budget statement. 
 
 John Fogarty advised the Committee that Covid continued to cast a big 
shadow over the financial situation and the Combined Authority’s involvement in 
public transport meant it was very exposed to that financial impact of the pandemic. 
In setting a budget this year there had been four related, but quite distinct, challenges 
to consider:- 
 

 How to return the Combined Authority to a position of financial sustainability 
where reserves were no longer needed to prop up the revenue budget which 
had been the case through Covid; 

 How to maintain and grow the passenger transport network in an environment 
where passenger revenues had fallen off significantly; 

 How did the Mersey Tunnels fit into this picture in balancing the financial 
benefits of tunnels with some of the negative aspects, particularly reliance of 
cars for cross river journeys; and 

 How to deliver a package of investment (over £1bn) with limited revenue 
funding and the budget gap.  

 
John Fogarty explained that the budget gap that currently existed had 

predated Covid, but the pandemic had made the situation worse. The transport levy 
had reduced over time and was now significantly less than it had been five years 
ago, but costs had not reduced correspondingly. A lot of costs had been fixed, 
particularly around concessionary travel, but the reality was that the costs and the 
demand for services had not reduced by the same degree. Whilst there was no 
intention that the transport levy should go back to its prior levels, the link between 
prices and the transport levy needed to be restored otherwise that gap would 
increase further. Therefore the budget proposed a 2% increase in the levy for the 
following year. The figure of 2% had been arrived at in consultation with Local 
Authority Finance Directors and Chief Executives. Setting the budget had been a 
consultative and collaborative process and it was considerably less than the likely 
inflation level next year. The intention was that the 2% would cover things which 
could not be avoided e.g. pay awards and that other inflationary pressures would 
need to be managed within existing budgets through business transformation, 
efficiency and value for money.  
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 John Fogarty highlighted further key points from the budget proposals:- 
 

 The freezing of the Mayoral precept as the Authority had continued to receive 
some external funding from Government which would assist in offsetting a 
Combined Authority running costs and together with the levy would set a 
positive direction of travel as the Authority emerged from the pandemic;  

 

 The need for economic growth to be inclusive in the City Region and in order 
to benefit all communities an effective and affordable public transport network 
that linked communities with opportunities was required; 

 

 Specific updates and challenges in relation to Bus, Rail and Ferries; 
 

 Whilst Mersey Tunnels had remained resilient and journeys had increased 
towards the end of each lockdown period this had translated into additional 
costs of operation.  Addressing this would mean that Tunnel tolls would need 
to rise by 20p.  Increases had been deferred for a number of years due to 
Covid but maintaining those historic low levels of tolls in the current 
environment was not sustainable or possible.  

 
 Finally, John Fogarty referred to the challenge of how the vast capital 
programme would be managed. It would require a very strong pipeline of schemes 
and significant amounts of resources directed at delivering project management in 
particular and finding that capacity, with very limited revenue available for growth, 
would be a challenge. To address that it would be necessary to capitalise project 
management costs. The Combined Authority would work with Local Authorities as in 
some cases the project management resources would be better placed locally 
depending on delivery of the scheme. As more information was received from 
Government around the value and the timing of funding awards further reports would 
be brought to Members in order to address that capacity issue.  He added that 
assumptions around price increases were a risk to the budget and cost escalation 
would also be a big challenge in the capital programme. Construction industry prices 
were increasing along with the cost of materials and that had already started to have 
an effect. 
 
 The Chair, Councillor Radford invited questions/comments from the 
Committee. 
 
 Councillor David Burgess-Joyce raised some concerns regarding the budget 
proposals. He asked what plans were being proposed to support those people on 
very poor incomes as a result of the loss of a cash payment system which would 
cause them some difficulties. He also asked whether it was proposed to revisit any of 
the big ticket spends that were not necessarily related to infrastructure.  In particular, 
£3.6m on a training plan which seemed to be directed towards Merseyside,  which 
did not seem to have any race equality issues against the potential loss of staff on 
the front line. He also asked why did we not just close the Queensway Tunnel? 
 
 The Metro Mayor confirmed that it was not proposed to do away with cash 
payments completely but rather to incentivise the move towards more electronic 
payments. Throughout the pandemic people had got used to using their debit card to 
pay for goods and services and it was necessary to modernise and to make savings. 
It was proposed to see whether people could be encouraged, even on low incomes, 
to preload electronically onto a card which would enable a faster transaction thereby 
causing less congestion and kinder to the environment. In respect of the second 
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point around the £3.6m that it was proposed to invest in trying to respond to what 
happened with Black Lives Matter, the Metro Mayor felt that was the appropriate way 
to level the playing field. The Combined Authority wanted to provide opportunities for 
all and the report had identified that there were communities who had much more 
difficulty in accessing some of our funding, therefore it was proposed to make it 
easier for people by specifically targeting some funding to black businesses and 
engaging people in those left behind communities.   The Metro Mayor stated that 
Councillor Burgess-Joyce would be aware in respect of his own Local Authority there 
was a separate fund from Central Government which had been specifically 
earmarked for business support and could not be used for other capital projects.   
 
 Councillor Christine Howard stated that there were significant budget 
pressures across all Local Authorities, and asked what, if any, alternatives had been 
considered as opposed to increasing the transport levy? 
 
 The Metro Mayor stated that it was necessary to look at what was possible. 
Costs could be passed on to the passengers but that would mean that fares would 
need to be increased which would be counter-productive in the long term, particularly  
as low income families would be less likely to use public transport due to the fact that 
it would be more expensive. The Authority had looked at ways to improve contract 
costs, but many had been entered into prior to the Combined Authority being set up. 
The Metro Mayor indicated that some of those current contracts did not always 
provide value for money, but it had been necessary to abide by the legalities. The 
Authority would look to retender those contracts on renewal. Consideration had also 
been given to all alternatives. In addition, investment was proposed in the Bus 
Services Improvement Plan (BSIP). The Authority was doing what it could to secure 
funding from Central Government, but it wouldn’t be enough to fill the gap. He noted 
that the Combined Authority had not increased charges for eight years. However, in 
that period Council taxes had risen in all Local Authorities and in a lot of cases by the 
maximum amount. He felt that it was fair and right to invest in a poor public transport 
system by looking at all of these different mechanisms. If there was a genuine desire 
for a ‘London style’ integrated transport system then it would be necessary to have 
significant funding to invest which would then achieve savings in the long term. The 
Metro Mayor stated that if he could find a different way of doing it without passing on 
costs he would certainly choose that route. He added that the Authority had already 
taken £4m out of the transport system in savings. The most unpalatable alternative 
would be cuts to services which no-one wanted to see.  
 
 Councillor John Abbott was hopeful about the future of the Combined 
Authority but felt that it was still a work in progress. However, he felt that more could 
be done by the Combined Authority to publicise what people were getting for their 
money.  
 
 The Metro Mayor agreed with the comments made by Councillor Abbott and 
he had made reference to that in his presentation. He said that Halton Council got 
more per capita than any other in the City Region but there were specific issues in 
Halton. Halton had never felt that it was part of the Liverpool City Region as it was 
part of Cheshire. The Concessionary Travel Scheme had not yet found its way into 
Halton as they were in a different scheme. The Metro Mayor agreed that there were 
issues which still needed to be resolved. He also referred to some of the major 
schemes and in particular the Halton Station Quarter. He added that it would take, 
from what was collected from the residents in the Halton area, about 40 years just to 
pay back the element that had been provided in funding support for the Halton 
Station Quarter. The Mersey Gateway Silver Jubilee Bridge had cost around £12m. If 
the Combined Authority had not provided funding for that, there would have been no 
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other sources of funding available. The Metro Mayor said that it was for all 
Councillors to better push devolution as a benefit to the City Region which London 
had benefitted from for over 20 years. He hoped the ‘Levelling-up’ White Paper would 
be published soon which might provide better powers and resources so that true 
devolution could be achieved. The Metro Mayor acknowledged that there was 
definitely a communications issue which needed to be addressed.  
 
 Councillor David Burgess-Joyce commented that in the last year, a large 
number of the workforce had been working from home and this had benefits for both 
sides. He asked had any work been done on home working and whether that had fed 
into a rationalisation of the estate .  He also asked what the numbers were for 
releasing staff back into the workplace? 
 
 The Metro Mayor referred to the strategic picture and fortunately, funding had 
been secured from Government to undertake more projects in the City Region so 
more staff were needed, not less. He added that Katherine Fairclough, Chief 
Executive was undertaking a full appraisal of the structures within the Organisation 
and as the priorities changed so would some of the staffing requirements. There 
were efficiencies to be made in respect of the working practices, not just on numbers 
of staff. The Authority were fortunate that in winning that level of funding, some of it 
could be top sliced so any additional staffing requirements could be paid for as part 
of the programmes. One of the lessons which had been learnt was that working 
collectively through the Combined Authority, creates the best opportunity to get a 
fairer slice of national Government funding. 
 
 The Chair drew the item to a close and thanked the Metro Mayor and Officers 
for their contributions.  
 

RESOLVED - That: 
 
(i) the contents of the report be noted; and 
 
(ii) the proposals contained within the appendices be noted and the comments 

raised by the Committee be considered by the Liverpool City Region 
Combined Authority as part of the formal approval of the Budget for 
2022/23. 

 
27. LCR COMBINED AUTHORITY CORPORATE PLAN 2021-24 - 

BIANNUAL/Q2 PERFORMANCE REPORT 2021/22  
 

The Committee considered the report of the Executive Director for Corporate 
Services which provided an overview of performance for the Liverpool City Region 
Combined Authority Corporate Plan 2021-24 as at the end of Quarter 2 (July to 
September) 2021. This was part of the bi-annual cycle of strategic performance 
reporting. 
 
 Stephen Littler, Corporate Performance Manager advised that the Quarterly 
Performance Monitoring Report included the following elements: 

 
(a) performance summary against the Corporate Plan Priorities up to the 

end of Quarter 2 2021/22 (30 September); and 
 
(b) performance data for the Corporate Performance Measures to the end 

of Quarter 2 2021/22. 
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The report outlined the 2021/22 half year delivery progress against the 5 
priorities in Combined Authority’s Corporate Plan 2021-24 which had been agreed in 
July 2021.  
 
 Stephen Littler confirmed that from his point of view all of the priorities were 
being delivered very well in accordance with the framework and commitments that 
had been set out in the Corporate Plan. There were no priorities or activities which 
were causing a huge concern at this point in what was a three year plan. The 
Combined Authority was six months into a 36 month programme and therefore it was 
still very early days.  
 
 He added that there was no doubt that Covid-19 had impacted on delivery in 
a lot of ways, not only in delivering the projects and the way officers worked in the 
Combined Authority, but also in the way we had performed. The way in which 
information had been managed had continued in a consistent and well governed 
format so that Members could have confidence in what was being reported as 
information was based on evidence and intelligence that was collected on a regular 
basis.  
 
 Looking forward into 2022/23 following the budget discussions the authority 
was already planning for next year’s plan which would include new strategies, for 
example equalities, people and social value, as well as any other projects and 
levelling up funds etc. that came through. These would start to appear in in the 
reporting throughout the year to reflect exactly what was being delivered. 
 
 Stephen Littler informed the Committee that a lot of the narratives were in a 
summary format but that he was open to answer any questions. One of the main 
aspects of the report was for Members to flag any areas they wished to know a little 
more about. At the previous meeting there had been quite a few questions around 
the Low Carbon Agenda and Priority 3 which was in the Corporate Plan and 
consequently a report was being brought to this meeting in relation to the launch of 
the Net Zero Strategy. He hoped that Members were supportive of this concept in 
terms of presentation of the report.  
 
 The Chair indicated that he had found it quite difficult to read the report as the 
print was very small on some pages particularly when using a screen and he asked if 
a larger font could be used in future reporting.  
 
 Councillor Christine Howard stated that she had got a bit confused with the 
RAG status because the individual workstreams were also coloured. She noticed in 
the ‘Cleaner’ workstream that there was mention of the green bus routes and in 
particular the 86 and 53. The 53 ran through her ward and she would be interested to 
understand to what extent there had been co-operational conversations with the 
Local Authorities about the bus routes that were going to be considered to be a green 
bus route and what plans there were for the future as it was something she would 
really like to support and work with the Combined Authority on.   
 
 Stephen Littler confirmed that he would address the presentational issues 
within the report which had been raised. In terms of the bus services he would take 
that back to Matt Goggins, Assistant Director for Bus, and would get back to 
Councillor Howard with a response on engagement on the green routes project.  
 
 John Fogarty, Executive Director of Corporate Services explained that there 
had been high levels of collaboration and joint work with all of the Local Authorities in 
respect of the green bus corridor routes. It was quite a formal process because it was 
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part of the package of CRSTS funding which had been agreed as a Combined 
Authority, including representatives from each of the Local Authorities. The bus 
corridors that would be taken forward were following collaboration with the relevant 
Local Authorities and Officers. 
 
 Councillor David Burgess-Jones referred to page 91 of the agenda and the 
‘myriad’ of colours. He noticed that there was a ‘red’ in Priority 1 as well as a ‘red’ in 
Developing our Organisation. He asked what the ‘reds’ referred to?  
 
 Stephen Littler, again took on board feedback in relation to the format and 
presentation of the data. 
 
 Jason Roberts, Transformation Manager, advised that the Priority 1 ‘red’ was 
to do with the ‘Community Renewal Fund’ which was in line with Government 
requirements and there had been a delay in Central Government releasing the 
paperwork so feedback was awaited on that.  In respect of the ‘red’ in Developing 
Our Organisation Jason Roberts confirmed that he would look into it and provide the 
information to the Committee separately.   
 

RESOLVED - That: 
 
(i) the contents of this report be noted; and 
(ii) any requests for further information be made as required. 
 

28. APPOINTMENT OF SUBSTITUTE SCRUTINY MEMBER TO THE LCR 
AUDIT AND GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE 2021/22  

 
The Committee considered the report of the Chief Legal and Monitoring 

Officer which sought a nomination from the Committee for a Liberal Democrat 
Councillor to sit as a substitute Member on the Combined Authority’s Audit and 
Governance Committee for the remainder of 2021/22.  
 
 Louise Outram, Deputy Chief Legal and Deputy Monitoring Officer explained 
that the Committee required the appointment of two Labour Councillors, one Liberal 
Democrat Councillor and one Conservative Councillor and to appoint substitute 
members on the same basis.  Following a change in the Membership of the 
Committee approved by the Combined Authority in November 2021, a replacement 
substitute Member needed to be appointed. 
 
 RESOLVED – That Councillor Geoff Pearl be appointed as the substitute 
Liberal Democrat Member on the Audit and Governance Committee for 2021/22. 
 
29. LIVERPOOL CITY REGION PATHWAY TO NET ZERO - OVERVIEW AND 

PROGRESS UPDATE  
 

The Committee considered the report of the Executive Director of Policy, 
Strategy and Government Relations which updated on progress to address the 
Climate Emergency declared by the Combined Authority in 2019. The report 
highlighted that the production of a net zero carbon pathway and action plan was one 
of the key objectives of the Corporate Plan (Priority 3: A Cleaner City Region) and 
outlined progress on meeting this objective and the proposed next steps. 

 
Rachel Waggett, Principal Environment Officer advised that since the last 

meeting in November 2021, an update had been made to Corporate Plan priorities. A 
number of questions had been raised around Priority 3, the Cleaner priority stream 
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and in particular around the plan for achieving Net Zero Carbon and what this meant 
for Liverpool City residents. So on that basis the Performance Team had been asked 
to present progress on this particular plan activity in more detail.  

 
Rachel Waggett explained that the report set out a summary of progress 

together with two additional appendices. The first appendix was a Pathway to Net 
Zero document which was scheduled for approval at the Combined Authority meeting 
the following day. The second appendix provided an overview of the key 
stakeholders consulted whilst preparing the document.  

 
The Committee were informed that section 4 of the report highlighted some of 

the great progress that had already been made in a number of areas, fundamental in 
achieving the Net Zero goal. Examples of initiatives included the Community 
Environment Fund which supported grass roots environmental projects, the energy 
efficient retrofit of homes, steps to encourage people out of private cars.  

 
The pathway document also provided a brief summary of the excellent work 

being undertaken by each of the six local authorities. The aim was to show the 
breadth and the scope of actions that were already being undertaken so the excellent 
progress being made in moving towards our goal could be seen. However, in order to 
meet the ambitious target and the challenges set at COP26 it would be necessary to 
move even more quickly in the future. It was clear that in order to do that the 
participation of all the communities and businesses in the City Region was required.  

 
Appendix two of the report detailed the wide public engagement exercise 

undertaken to understand the thoughts and opinions of people in the Liverpool City 
Region on this matter.   Rachel Waggett advised that a fuller report was available if 
anyone wished to see it.  

 
In conclusion, the Pathway to Net Zero document set out a clear direction of 

travel for the Liverpool City Region. It tried to set out where we were now, where we 
needed to be in the future and the broad actions needed to achieve Zero Net Carbon 
in each of the five areas. The document had been designed by a community supplier 
with the aim of delivering this very complex information in a simple accessible format 
and was an attractive document to read. For those people who did want to drill into 
the detail there were hyperlinks throughout the document which would be available 
on the website in an electronic format.  

 
The Chair welcomed the report and agreed that it had been a visually attractive 

report and easy to read.  He commended the team who had provided support in 
writing it as people would be able to navigate the report effectively.  

 
Councillor John Abbott referred to page 178 of the agenda and in particular 

paragraph 3.3. He was pleased to see that socio-economic status would be included. 
He stated that socio-economic status in his mind meant social ‘class’ but it normally 
meant ‘income’, The deprivation and exclusion that many working class people suffer 
from was not just a lack of money it was education, housing, health, life chances etc 
and he asked if there was any way of indicating that we meant ‘class’.  

 
Rachel Waggett responded that it had been very strongly felt by the Climate 

Partnership that we should tell it as it was. Poverty was an area that was considered 
within all of the Authority’s Policies and Strategies and underpinned everything it did. 
The affordability of some of the aims was going to dictate how achievable they were, 
and it was something that we had been very aware of throughout this process. The 
Equality and Diversity appraisal undertaken meant that as we started to bring forward 
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projects it would be possible to see how affordable those particular interventions 
were and what support needed to be put in place for the people who could least 
afford them.  

 
Councillor David Burgess-Joyce referred to page 168 of the agenda where it 

specifically talked about some people still needing to drive a car either privately or via 
car hire clubs. He asked if a date had been set for when a congestion charge was 
being introduced.  

 
Rachel Waggett reported that there had been no determination as to whether a 

congestion charge or clean air zone would be necessary at this stage. It was hoped 
that people would voluntarily choose to use their own cars less. Included in the 
document was the realisation that for some people owning their own car, either 
throughout their lives or for a portion of their lives, was necessary. In the future those 
cars would likely be electric vehicles and it was hoped that the majority of people, for 
some or part of their lives, would not need to own a car at all and would move around 
using public transport, active travel or shared models of car ownership.   

 
Councillor David Burgess-Joyce felt that there would need to be a congestion 

charge as people would not give up their cars voluntarily. He had recently ordered an 
electric car but some people may not be able to afford it due to the high cost.  He felt 
that a congestion charge in Liverpool would be inevitable and he just wanted to know 
when.  

 
The Chair clarified that the Metro Mayor did provide an answer that it was an 

open option to be looked at but no decision had been made.  
 
Councillor John Morgan said that the only way to meet the aspiration of this 

report in terms of transport into the city was to have a fully integrated affordable 
transport system which was deregulated to the Combined Authority. In respect of the 
issue around a congestion charge it was way beyond what needed to be discussed 
today.  

 
The Chair clarified that the subject of a congestion charge was an issue which 

would not go away, but it was not an immediate issue which needed to be discussed 
at this point.  

 
Councillor John Abbott commented that he was under the impression that any 

question that was thought to be relevant by Members could be raised. A congestion 
charge would impact on the poor, but the answer to the question was that a decision 
had not yet been made but it would have an impact on equality. 

 
RESOLVED That: 
 
(i)  the progress made to achieve the climate commitments of the Combined 

Authority be noted, with particular reference to the Corporate Plan 
objective to create a net zero carbon pathway and action plan; 

 
(ii)  the need for collective action referenced throughout the report on reducing 

net carbon emissions by all partners and communities across the Liverpool 
City Region, be recognised and supported; and 

 
(iii)  the Combined Authority’s proposal to develop a Year 2-5 Climate Action 

Plan that recognises the contribution of all stakeholders be supported. 
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30. EQUALITY STRATEGY DRAFT VISION AND OBJECTIVES  
 
 The Committee considered the report of the Executive Director for Corporate 
Development and Delivery and the Portfolio Holder for Policy, Reform and Resources 
which provided an update on work to develop a four-year Equality Strategy for the 
Liverpool City Region Combined Authority. The strategy would set out the vision and 
objectives for equality, diversity and inclusion and would include a delivery plan to 
demonstrate how the ambition set out within the corporate plan in relation to 
equalities would be achieved. 
 
 Olly Martins, Fairness and Social Inclusion Policy Lead advised the 
Committee that performance would be reviewed regularly against the delivery plan 
and considered by this committee in addition to the Combined Authority. The draft 
vision and objectives were set out within the and the finalised version of the Strategy 
and delivery plan was due to be considered by the Combined Authority at its meeting 
on 4 March 2022. 
 
 Olly Martins explained that the report provided an update on the work to 
develop a strategy to ensure that this was encased across all activity of the 
Combined Authority. Since consideration of the Strategy by the Committee at its 
meeting on 3rd November 2022, it was at the point where the equality vision had been 
set and an objective had been developed in relation to each one of the three defined 
roles. Beneath each objective sat a descriptor and then some of the initial priorities 
that would be pursued.  The next stage would be to develop a detailed delivery plan 
which would be presented to the Combined Authority for consideration at its meeting 
on 4 March 2022. 
 
 Olly Martins explained that the Committee now had an opportunity to 
undertake some activity via a Task and Finish Group to look at the Strategy in more 
detail.  A proposal had been put forward to look into disability and this was detailed in 
section 3.7 of the report.    
 
 Councillor John Abbott asked for clarification on the make-up of the Task and 
Finish Group 
 
 Trudy Bedford, Statutory Scrutiny Officer advised that Task and Finish 
Groups were open to all Members of the Committee. There were no upper or lower 
limits and the group and it was not bound by any of the usual quorum issues. The 
process would start with an introductory session where a scoping document would be 
presented to Members and then three or four sessions would take place where 
evidence would be gathered from various witnesses and then formal report would be 
brought to Members for consideration together with a set of recommendations. If the 
recommendations were agreed by this Committee then they would go to the 
Combined Authority for final approval.    
 
 Councillor John Abbott explained that he was the Chief Executive of a 
disability Charity and would very much like to be involved. 
 
 The Chair asked if the Committee were in agreement with the focus being on 
disability or whether there were any other areas that Members would like to consider.  
 

 Councillor Christine Howard commented that she was not opposed to looking 
at disability as a topic but it would need to be narrowed down. It needed to be well 
defined rather than an overarching topic.  
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 Olly Martins responded and suggested that one of the roles he had described 
e.g. the Combined Authority’s role as an employer would be an obvious way of trying 
to break down the subject.  
 
 The Chair wondered if it would be worthwhile doing all three roles as part of 
the process. He asked if Councillor John Abbott would be interested in chairing the 
Task and Finish group given his interest on the subject of disability. Councillor John 
Abbott confirmed that he would be willing to Chair the group provided that there was 
more than one Member on it. The Chair asked if any other Members would like to 
support Councillor Abbott on the Task and Finish group and names were taken of all 
those expressing an interest. Any Members not in attendance at the meeting would 
also have the opportunity to participate.    
 
 Councillor David Burgess-Joyce said that it was not clear in the report what 
would be undertaken in the future that was not happening now.  
 
 Olly Martins explained that the Combined Authority would be doing a better 
job as an organisation of looking like the communities that it served. As an employer 
there were distortions which meant that the organisation did not look like the 
communities it served in relation to disabilities, ethnic minorities and gender. He 
added that it was difficult to measure as specific data wasn’t collected in that area.  
The process was changing to ensure that we were maximising the contribution made 
to building a fair and socially representative region.  
 
 Councillor Eddie Dourley commented that 20 years ago he had worked on a 
Supported Employment Team which had consisted of 20 people. The work had been 
aimed solely at people with disabilities and health issues and supported roughly 375 
people in Halton, but that team did not exist anymore. He felt that there was a 
massive gap in terms of support as a result of austerity and lack of financial support.  
 

RESOLVED - That: 
 

(i)  the draft Equality Vision and Objectives provided at Appendix 1 and the 
further detail provided on the approach to developing the Equality Strategy 
be noted; 

 
(ii)  that the proposal to include socio-economic status as part of the equality 

strategy as described at paragraph 3.2 of the report, be noted; 
 
(iii)  it be noted that the Combined Authority Equality Strategy Delivery Plan 

would be presented to the Combined Authority on 4 March 2022; 
 
(iv)  the proposal to conduct a task and finish scrutiny review on disability in 

support of developing the Equality Strategy delivery plan as described at 
3.7 below be agreed; and 

  
(v)  further consideration be given as to how the Equality Strategy and Delivery 

plan could inform the Committee’s Work Programme and future scrutiny 
reviews. 
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Minutes 23 to 30 received as a correct record on the 12 day of April 2022. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Chair of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
 
 

(The meeting closed at 3.40 pm) 
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LIVERPOOL CITY REGION COMBINED AUTHORITY 
 
 
To:  Chair and Members of the Overview and Scrutiny 

Committee 
 
Meeting:     12 April 2022 
 
Authority/Authorities Affected:  All 
 
EXEMPT/CONFIDENTIAL ITEM: No 
 
KEY DECISION   No 
 
 

REPORT OF THE STATUTORY SCRUTINY OFFICER 
 

APPRENTICESHIP TASK AND FINISH GROUP REPORT 
 

 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to consider the review by the Apprenticeship Task and 

Finish Group for ahead of submission to the Combined Authority. 
 
 
2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 It is recommended that the Liverpool City Region Overview and Scrutiny 

Committee: 
 

(a) Review and endorse the attached report from the Task and Finish Group on 
Apprenticeships; and 

(b) Request that the recommendations are considered at a future meeting of the 
Liverpool City Region Combined Authority. 

 
 
3. BACKGROUND 
 
3.1 There is significant benefit in the process of providing task and finish groups on 

occasions to consider issues in more detail on behalf of the Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee.  This provides Members with the opportunity to focus on particular 
issues, hear from experts in the field and identify a range of options and 
suggestions for consideration and implementation.  This task and finish group 
focused on a short review into Apprenticeships undertaken in April 2021, at a time 
when there was a great deal of uncertainty as Covid restrictions were easing and 
economic circumstances looked unclear. 

 
3.2 The report of the Task and Finish Group is attached as Appendix One.  It draws 

together the discussions, contributions and potential recommendations from three 
meetings where a range of views were heard on apprenticeships.  At that time (April 
2021), there was significant concern about the number of apprentices who were at 
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risk of losing their jobs, although it is heartening that the feared scale of 
redundancies was not seen.  The number of apprenticeship starts had reduced 
significantly, but this has now increased again. 

 
3.3 There are two major areas of conclusions and recommendations: communications 

and data.  
 
 Communications and promotions 
 
3.4 Despite the best efforts of many people and teams over many years, there are still 

many residents and employers who do not understand or appreciate what 
apprenticeships are, how they could help them and the beneficial impact of 
employing an apprentice.  There have been local and national campaigns on this, 
and there are a series of Apprenticeship Ambassadors (both employer and learner) 
whose role it is to promote apprenticeships.  There is a nationally funded service 
which engages with secondary schools to promote apprenticeships, which has been 
supplemented in recent years locally by the Liverpool City Region Apprenticeship 
Support Team. 

 
3.5 The specific recommendations from the Task and Finish Group are: 
 

 Ensure a streamlined approach to communications from the Combined Authority 
across all constituent authorities and ensure that residents are reached across 
different communications streams set out in a clear communciations plan;  

 Develop a bespoke and targeted campaign regarding apprenticeships for older 
groups (especially those aged 50 and over) including those who had 
experienced redundancy or were seeking a career change; 

 Produce differentiated communications approaches to apprentices and 
employers; 

 Create defined routes to communicate to those who are harder to reach such as 
school refusers, digitally excluded people and those with SEN; 

 Support colleges and training providers to access funding to enable them to 
have up to date equipment and facilities where apprentices can learn; 

 Create discussions between local authorities and employers regarding routes 
from the Kickstart programme into apprenticeships to create sustainable 
opportunities for young people; and  

 Promote earlier engagement between large local employers such as and school-
aged children, in order to inspire young people and ensure that girls can develop 
career aspirations in science, technology, engineering, maths and digital roles. 

 
3.6 The additional local support on apprenticeship promotion delivered through the 

Combined Authority by the team based in Halton Council is provided up to 
September 2022, enabling support in the coming months: future large scale 
promotional activities will depend upon funding being sourced to undertake these 
activities (e.g. apply for Shared Prosperity Funding).  There is support in place 
through national programmes (such as Amazing Apprenticeships and the ASK 
promotional programme), and Members may wish to see a greater proportion of 
these national programmes delivered locally. 

 
3.7 Members may also wish to consider whether any additional target groups could or 

should be identified as the recipients of the communications activity.   Task and 
Finish Group members identified targeting communications for young people who 

Page 14



have Special Educational Needs and adults who were looking to retrain, and this 
may be enough.  Communication and promotion with employers tends to be done 
best by employers talking to employers, as there is greater credibility, and this is 
normally done through the Ambassador programme: Members may wish to 
consider this level of support. 

 
Data and Monitoring 

 
3.8 There are significant amounts of data produced on apprenticeships, and these tend 

to get focused upon apprenticeship starts by age, subject, level and curriculum.  
Completions are also reported although it is harder to track back from 
apprenticeship starts in one year to completions in another year, as there can be a 
range of different factors which explain why an apprentice may delay completing 
their study programme.  The quality of support is measured by Ofsted through their 
regular inspections. 

 
3.9 The specific recommendations produced by the Task and Finish Group are: 
 

 The need for monitoring and evaluation of engagement events and activities to 
ensure that they were directly contributing to the continued and increased 
employment of apprentices; 

 Explore the incentivising of apprenticeship completions in addition to the 
encouragement of new starts, and increased monitoring and evaluation of data 
relating to starts and completions; 

 Work to bring agencies together to provide improved support to both the 
apprentice and the employer where the apprentice is identified as a care leaver; 
and 

 Monitoring and improving gender equality within the digital sector.  
 
3.10 The data collection on the current additional local activity has tended to focus upon 

the activities and engagement undertaken rather than the impact of these.  It is 
possible to track whether engagement has changed the view of those who took part 
in terms of their views on apprenticeships but not necearily whether this has led to 
them applying for an apprenticeship: this can be because there can be a number of 
years between a promotional session or activity and people being ready or able to 
apply for an apprenticeship.  Members may wish to consider how these impact 
measures could be collected in future activity. 

 
3.11 There is employment support available for care leavers and this is provided by each 

Local Authority to meet the needs of their care leavers.  There is not always clear 
understanding of the position of care leavers by employers and the challenges that 
they can face.  The issue of declaration of a care leaver’s status is a personal one, 
and there can be occasions when the care leaver is not prepared to do this.  That 
said, there are good examples locally of Local Authorities securing ringfenced 
apprenticeships for care leavers through their additional social value activity, which 
are shared through existing officer networks.  If agreed by the Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee, the recommendations will be considered by the CA in due 
course.  If agreed, then the work of the task and finish group can be revisited by the 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee to determine progress.  At this juncture further 
work could be undertaken to review the position and any improvements to the 
inclusion, take up and outcomes for care leavers. 
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3.12 The recommendations of the Task and Finish Group are set out above and 

members of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee are requested to consider and 
endorse these, with the opportunity to tailor recommendations for the Combined 
Authority. 

 
 
4. RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 
 
4.1 Financial 

  
There are no specific financial implications arising from the implementation of the 
recommendations in this report.   

 
4.2 Human Resources 

 
There are no specific human resources implications arising from the implementation 
of the recommendations in this report.   

 
4.3 Physical Assets 

 
There are no specific physical assets implications arising from the implementation 
of the recommendations in this report.   

 
4.4 Information Technology 

 
 There are no specific information technology implications arising from the 
implementation of the recommendations in this report.   

 
 
5. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
5.1 There are no specific legal implications arising from the implementation of the 

recommendations in this report.   
 
 
6.  RISKS AND MITIGATION 
 
6.1 There is a risk that the recommendations produced by the Overview and Scrutiny 

Committee are not implemented by the Combined Authority.  This will be mitigated 
by developing implementable and actionable recommendations for the Combined 
Authority to consider. 

 
 

7.  EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY IMPLICATIONS 
 
7.1 Additional focus is placed upon race, disability and sex performance differences, 

with employment and skills providers required to articulate their contribution towards 
narrowing these performance gaps.  The remaining protected characteristics are 
also highlighted for action and focus by service and training providers.  
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8. PRIVACY IMPLICATIONS 
 

8.1 There are no privacy implications associated with the implementation of the 
recommendations in this report. 

 
 
 
9.  COMMUNICATION ISSUES 
 
9.1 Recommendations around communications and promotions will be implemented in 

line with the broader Combined Authority Communications Strategy. 
 

10.  CONCLUSION 

10.1 This report has tabled the report of the Apprenticeships Task and Finish Group for 
consideration and endorsement by the Overview and Scrutiny Committee ahead of 
submission to the Combined Authority for consideration. 

 
 

TRUDY BEDFORD 
Statutory Scrutiny Officer 

 
 
Contact Officer: 
Rob Tabb, Policy Lead: Employment and Skills (07795 497441) 
 
 
Appendix: 
Appendix One – Report of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee Task and Finish Group 
review into Apprenticeships 
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1. Introduction by Councillor, Chair of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee  
 
It is with great pleasure that I present the findings and recommendations of the 
Committee’s review into assessing the impact Covid-19 has had on apprenticeships 
in the Liverpool City Region (LCR).   
 
Members chose to undertake this review to understand the experiences apprentices 
had gone through when made redundant and also why businesses were choosing 
not to create an apprenticeship programme and to identify what was required to have 
apprenticeship programmes which would deliver the skills required for future 
employment opportunities.  
 
Through the three evidence gathering sessions we had an opportunity to speak 
directly with training providers, employers who had apprenticeships, and LCR 
Combined Authority, Local Authority and Growth Platform officers.  
 
In making our recommendations, we recognise the essential role the Apprenticeship 
programme will continue to have to support the City Region’s recovery from the 
pandemic. By ensuring that the programme provides the right skills and employment 
opportunities for our residents.  
 
We have agreed the following recommendations which are grouped as follows: 
 
Communication 
 

 Ensure a streamlined approach to communications from the Combined Authority 
across all constituent authorities and ensure that residents are reached across 
different communications streams;  

 Develop a bespoke and targeted campaign regarding apprenticeships for older 
groups including those who had experienced redundancy or were seeking a 
career change; 

 Produce differentiated communications approaches to apprentices and 
employers. 

 Create defined routes to communicate to those who are harder to reach such as 
school refusers, digitally excluded people and those with SEN; 

 Help create discussions between local authorities and employers regarding 
routes from the Kickstart programme into apprenticeships; and  

 Promote earlier engagement between local employers such as Unilever and 
Santander and school-aged children, in order to inspire young people and ensure 
that girls are able to develop stem career aspirations. 

 
 
Data and Monitoring 
 

 The need for monitoring and evaluation of events and activities to ensure that 
they were directly contributing to the employment of apprentices; 

 The incentivising of apprenticeships completions in addition to the 
encouragement of new starts, and increased monitoring and evaluation of data 
relating to starts and completions; 
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 The requirement of a mechanism to provide disclosure of a care leavers status to 
employers to ensure that specific needs were met, and to bring agencies together 
to provide support to both the apprentice and the employer; and 

 Monitoring and improving gender equality within the digital sector.  
 
Before I finish, I would like to thank: 
 

 Members of the Task and Finish Group for their active contributions to the 
Review.  
 

 The various witnesses who attended our evidence gathering sessions and 
gave up their time to share their experience and insight. From the information 
they shared we have been able to develop recommendations which are 
evidence based. 
 

 The LCR Combined Authority officers, who have directly supported the 
review, organised our activity, responded to our requests for information and 
provided the evidence upon which we have based our recommendations. 

 
Membership of the Task and Finish Review  

 

Councillor Tom Crone  
(Chair) 

Councillor Edna Finneran 

Councillor Christine Howard Councillor John Morgan 

Councillor Michelle Sweeney Councillor Carran Waterfield 

Councillor Louise Whitley  Councillor Bill Woolfall 

 Councillor Trish O’Brien   

 
 

2. Background to the Review  
 
The economic impacts of the pandemic were of great concern to the Committee and 
at their first meeting on 9 September 2020, agreed to the establishment of a task and 
finish group to consider the impact Covid-19 has had on apprenticeships in the City 
Region.   
 
However, as a consequence of the covid-19 pandemic the Committee had a slightly 
later start in the municipal year, which resulted in this being the only review 
conducted during the 2020-21 municipal year 
 
In identifying this review, Members wanted to understand how the apprenticeship 
programme had been impacted by the pandemic and suggest measures which the 
LCR Combined Authority could implement to support the City Region’s economic 
recovery. Particularly as pre pandemic the City Region had a strong retail and 
hospitality sector and as young people were a large cohort employed in this sector 
they were being particularly affected by the economic crisis and were 2.5 times more 
likely to be unemployed as a consequence of working in the hospitality and leisure 
sector.     
 
 

Page 22



 
 

 3. Developing the scoping document  
 
At a meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee on 4 November 2020,  
Members considered a report which provided an overview of youth unemployment in 
the City Region together with examples of key initiatives being delivered and 
managed locally to support young people to be successful in the labour market. As 
part of the consideration of this item, the Committee reviewed the initial scoping 
document for the Task and Finish Review. 
 
Members agreed that the Task and Finish Groups evidence sessions would focus on 
the following themes: 
 

 focus on the experience of apprentices who had been made redundant, what 
support they had received and any additional support which they would have 
found helpful.  

 To understand the benefits and barriers employers had experienced with 
recruiting apprenticeships, in particular to understand whether employers 
found the process too complicated or had concerns regarding cost.  

 
It was agreed that the aim of the review would be as follows: 

 
The aim of the review is to examine the impact COVID-19 has had on the 
apprenticeship programme across the City Region and identify what future actions 
are required.  
 
 
4. Who did we speak to? 
  
As set out in the scoping document, the review involved three evidence sessions. 
 
Evidence Session One  
 
The aim of this session was to understand the experiences of apprentices who had 
been made redundant during the pandemic. This considered how they had been 
supported by training providers and what other support had been available to them.  
 
The Group heard evidence from: 
 

 Brian Quinn, Director, Training Plus Merseyside 

 Melissa Gresswell, Team Leader, Skills and Apprenticeship Hub, LCRCA 

 Rob Tabb, Policy Lead Officer,  
 

Evidence Session Two  
 
This session sought to understand what factors influenced a business to create 
apprenticeships and what more could be done to encourage those businesses who 
did not.  
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The Group heard evidence from: 
 

 Helen Ward, Group Organisation Development Director, Torus 

 Christine Vaudrey, Torus 

 Gill Mason, Head of Training and Development, Kids Planet Training 
Academy 

 Craig Shaw, Operations Director, Shaw Solutions  

 Joe Keegan, Skills Brokerage Team Leader, Growth Platform 

 Jacqueline Burns, Planning Manager, Post-16 Planning for Adulthood, St 
Helens Council  

 
Evidence Session Three 
 
The final evidence session sought to identify what activities were being undertaken 
to ensure future apprenticeships could adapt and be responsive to future skills and 
employment opportunities in the City Region.  
 
The Group heard evidence from: 
 

 Chris Eriksen and Samantha Metcalfe, LCR Apprenticeship Support Team 
 

What did we hear and from whom? 
 
Evidence Session One  
 
In advance of the evidence session, Members received a briefing note which 
provided an overview of apprenticeship performance for the 2019/20 academic year. 
The briefing note explained that young people were particularly vulnerable to 
suffering disproportionately negative effects of Covid-19 due to their greater 
likelihood of being on skills programmes, including Apprenticeship programmes.  
 
In the context of the Covid-19 pandemic, the Liverpool City Region had 10,040 starts 
in 2019/20, compared to 12,190 in 2019/19 which represented an 18% drop in 
apprenticeship start numbers, This was in comparison of 67,130 fewer starts 
nationally (17% drop) and the North West region having 11,220 fewer apprenticeship 
starts (19% drop).   
  
Brian Quinn, Director, Training Plus Merseyside provided Members with a summary 
of the impacts the pandemic had had on the current cohort of apprentices within his 
organisation.  
 
He reported that since March 2020 to March 2021, TPM had dealt with 7 
redundancies, which was as a consequence of their employer either closing or 
uncertainty about the Furlough Scheme. 6 had been supported, coached and 
prepared for interviews and had found employment withing 3 months.  
 
Lockdown and the ongoing pandemic had required training to be delivered online 
and several factors had affected this method of training. Firstly, digital poverty and 
the other being the practical nature of having somewhere to study. TPM had loaned 
all of its laptops to its city-based trainees, to counteract the effects of digital poverty.  
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Brian also explained that from his experience care leavers had little support when 
they left care and as a consequence were often overrepresented in unemployment 
and homelessness. 
 
From the evidence provided, Members were concerned that there appeared to be no 
mechanisms to identify care leavers and ensure that they received the same 
opportunities and support. As such, they requested to speak with a Local Authority 
Leaving Care Team to understand the current provision.  
 
Members discussed the issues of how to engage young people in an Apprenticeship, 
particularly ensuring the inclusion of care leavers. Members recognised that the 
provision for older apprentices needed to be part of a broader communication 
strategy, as this demographic maybe unaware that they could access relevant 
qualifications. It was suggested that case studies could be provided to prospective 
leaners which gave examples of apprenticeships for 21-23year olds, and case 
studies could also be promoted through social media and the ‘Be More’ website.  
 
Melissa Gresswell, Team Leader, Skills and Apprenticeship Hub explained the 
actions the hub had undertaken during lockdown. It was reported that a total of 9 
service users had registered with the ‘Be More’ website and of these six had been 
made redundant from engineering and hair and beauty apprenticeships. Two of the 
service users had been successfully supported either into a new apprenticeship or 
secured a place at college, the others had not responded to support offered by the 
Hub.  
 
During the pandemic, the Hub had acted as a conduit between the apprentice and 
the provider and as such was acting as a safety net for apprentices. The small 
uptake in those seeking support from the hub indicated that most apprentices were 
receiving support from their training providers.  
 
In considering the evidence presented to them, Members recognised the Hub 
provided a responsive resource to people who were seeking support, however, they 
suggested that the Hub should also undertake a proactive approach to those who 
were at risk of redundancy. This could be through a strengthened promotion and 
engagement campaign, coinciding with the end of the furlough scheme. The strategy 
could also be directed at employers through the Growth Hub.  
 
Members identified that training providers required the correct and contemporary 
equipment to ensure apprentices would be able to enter a modern workplace. 
Members welcomed the evidence from Rob Tabb who advised that the Combined 
Authority had received £50m of skills capital funding and a significant proportion had 
been invested into premises and infrastructure improvements and equipment. Noting 
that this funding was accessible to colleges but not independent providers  
 
Evidence Session Two  
 
During this evidence session, Members heard from Helen Ward, Gill Mason and 
Craig Shaw about their experience of operating an apprenticeship programme and 
how this had been impacted during the pandemic.  
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Helen Ward, Torus, explained that their apprentices were predominately within the 
construction sector but there was an intention to expand this further. The apprentices 
tended to be aged between 16-21 years old. She provided a helpful insight too 
Members regarding the potential barrier’s businesses may face in creating 
apprenticeships. Helen explained that it was important to consider what would make 
an apprenticeship attractive to applicants and businesses may not be aware of how 
to creatively use apprentices, such as graduate apprenticeships or for senior officers 
using the apprenticeship levy. Furthermore, in a saturated market there was a need 
to ensure flexibility in what was provided and to tailor this provision. There was also 
a need to develop specific qualification standards in specialist areas such as the 
environment and renewable energies.  
 
Helen also suggested that some businesses may lack an understanding of what was 
involved in offering an apprenticeship, such as relationship building, transparency 
with providers and the size of the commitment. It was suggested that the language 
and semantics surrounding apprenticeships could be improved and made more 
accessible.  
 
Members heard evidence from Craig Shaw, Operations Director at Shaw Solutions. 
Craig explained that Shaw Solutions employed 32 staff members and of those 85% 
had started their careers as apprentices, including himself. He advised Members that 
the Company’s ethos was to grow from within and when advertising vacancies to 
consider whether they could be as an apprenticeship in the first instance. It was the 
Company’s ambition to create more business administrative apprenticeships, 
including procurement and they were in the process of creating three five-year 
apprenticeships to include two at Level 3 and one at Level 4.  
 
Craig suggested that shorter courses should be offered, and the End Point 
Assessment should also be incentivised to ensure that equal emphasis was placed 
on maintaining a high standard of continued learning and successful pass rates. 
Craig also reflected on those businesses who may have not had a positive 
experience with the apprenticeship programme and were now reluctant to    
 
Evidence Session Three 
 
The final evidence session saw input from Chris Eriksen and Sam Metcalfe from the 
LCR Apprenticeship Support Team.  Members heard that the team had continued to 
engage with school and jobcentres during the various lockdowns and restrictions, 
moving to virtual events and recorded presentations.  The theatre productions had to 
adapt to live presentations rather than physical engagement and activities.  Support 
had been provided to all jobcentre plus offices in the City Region, with 642 residents 
engaged through 61 sessions. 
 
Apprenticeship vacancies were advertised on the Be More website, with over 7,000 
advertised to date.  The team also organised the Apprentice Graduations, with 
another event planned for November 2021 at Grand Central Hall, Liverpool.  These 
were seen as important in promoting apprenticeships as an equal option to academic 
study. 
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Members were keen to understand which events and activities were the most 
effective in converting contacting to apprenticeship applications.  Chris and Sam 
replied that the team did not record this information in detail, noting that it can take 
many years between young people hearing about apprenticeships and them 
applying for one.  There are opportunities to use apprenticeships to address some of 
the historic imbalances in skills and engagement in the City Region (e.g. in digital 
where a minority of roles are occupied by women) and in creating new jobs and skills 
(e.g. renewable energy, construction and retrofit).   
 
In responding to questions about support for SEND pupils, Sam and Chris reported 
that engagement took place with SEN settings and Referral Units, informed by an 
expert steering group.  Additional support could be provided to young people after 
they had made decisions to reinforce their decision or provide additional information 
in case they thought they had made the wrong decision. 
 
 
5. What conclusions did we reach? 
 

 The provision of advice, guidance and support on apprenticeships must be 
available for all young people, with specific targeted activity for those who are at 
risk of exclusion, care leavers or in non mainstream settings; 

 The equipment and facilities used to train apprenticeships needs to be of the 
highest quality, and colleges and training providers need to be able to access 
funding to support them with this; 

 Despite the best efforts of many people over many years, there were still a 
section of employers and residents who were not aware of the scope and 
benefits of apprenticeships; 

 The metrics used to measure the effectiveness of apprenticeship outreach and 
engagement needs are not clear and focus on activities rather than outcomes; 
and 

 There were further opportunities for Local Authorities to promote and use 
apprenticeships as part of their own management and demonstration of social 
value. 

 
 
6. What recommendations are we making? 
 
Communication 
 

 Ensure a streamlined approach to communications from the Combined Authority 
across all constituent authorities and ensure that residents are reached across 
different communications streams;  

 Develop a bespoke and targeted campaign regarding apprenticeships for older 
groups including those who had experienced redundancy or were seeking a 
career change; 

 Produce differentiated communications approaches to apprentices and 
employers. 

 Create defined routes to communicate to those who are harder to reach such as 
school refusers, digitally excluded people and those with SEN; 
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 Support colleges and training providers to be able to access funding to enable 
them to have up to date equipment and facilities where apprentice can learn; 

 Help create discussions between local authorities and employers regarding 
routes from the Kickstart programme into apprenticeships; and  

 Promote earlier engagement between local employers such as Unilever and 
Santander and school-aged children, in order to inspire young people and ensure 
that girls are able to develop stem career aspirations. 

 
Data and Monitoring 
 

 The need for monitoring and evaluation of events and activities to ensure that 
they were directly contributing to the employment of apprentices; 

 The incentivising of apprenticeships completions in addition to the 
encouragement of new starts, and increased monitoring and evaluation of data 
relating to starts and completions; 

 The requirement of a mechanism to provide disclosure of a care leavers status to 
employers to ensure that specific needs were met, and to bring agencies together 
to provide support to both the apprentice and the employer; and 

 Monitoring and improving gender equality within the digital sector.  
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LIVERPOOL CITY REGION COMBINED AUTHORITY 
 
 
To:  The Chair and Members of the Overview and Scrutiny 

Committee 
 
Meeting:     12 April 2022 
 
Authority/Authorities Affected:  All 
 
EXEMPT/CONFIDENTIAL ITEM: No 
 
KEY DECISION   No 
 
 

REPORT OF THE STATUTORY SCRUTINY OFFICER 
 
 

OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE SELF ASSESSMENT 
 

 
1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 
 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to seek approval to conduct a self-assessment of the 

function, activities and impact of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee.  
 
 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1. It is recommended that the Overview and Scrutiny Committee:  
 

(a) Approve the proposed self-assessment process;  
 

(b) Provide comments and suggestions on the proposals;  
 
(c) Delegated authority be granted to the Statutory Scrutiny Officer, in 

consultation with the Chair and Vice-Chair, to develop the self-assessment.  
 
 
3. BACKGROUND 
 
3.1 The Overview and Scrutiny Committee was established as part of The Combined 

Authorities (Overview and Scrutiny Committees, Access to Information and Audit 
Committees) Order 2017 and held its first formal meeting on 26 July 2017.  
 

3.2 Since this time the role and responsibilities of the Combined Authority has grown, 
which is evidenced by the successful and significant funding it receives from 
Government to deliver improvements to transport, housing, education, 
apprenticeships and economic growth.  

 
3.3 Since the inception of the Committee its role, function and effectiveness has not 

been reviewed. With the publication of the Levelling Up White Paper and the 
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increasing important decisions the Combined Authority is making, it is vital that the 
role and purpose of the scrutiny function is reviewed to ensure it delivers effective 
scrutiny.   

 
3.4 During the tenure of the Committee it has undertaken a number of Task and Finish 

Group reviews which have resulted in recommendations being presented to the 
Combined Authority and approved. However, the impact of these reviews has not 
been measured and so the ability to demonstrate the value and impact of the work 
of the Committee is limited.  

 
3.5 Furthermore, the Combined Authority continues to deliver at pace, which often 

creates challenges in allowing the Committee to undertake timely scrutiny activity. 
As such the self-assessment would provide an opportunity to learn lessons and 
identify improvements to support the scrutiny function.  

 
 
4. PROPOSALS  
 
4.1 To undertake the self-assessment there are a number of publicly available 

documents which can be used. These documents are available from the Centre of 
Scrutiny and Governance and the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and 
Accountancy.  

 
4.2 It is envisaged that the outcome of the self-assessment will be reported to the 

September Committee meeting. This will provide sufficient time for preparatory work 
to be undertaken ahead of the Committees first meeting of the new municipal year 
in July.  

 
4.3 Recognising that there could be potential changes to the Committee’s membership 

following the forthcoming local election’s and Annual Meeting, it is proposed that 
Members be approached on a one to one basis to participate in a short exercise to 
provide initial views on the role of the Committee.  

 
4.4  To inform the self-assessment discussions will also be undertaken with the 

Combined Authority’s Executive Leadership Team.  Furthermore, resources from 
across the Combined Authority will be utilised were appropriate.  

 
 
5. RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS 
 

 
5.1. Financial 
  There are no financial implications arising from this report.  
 
5.2. Human Resources 
  There are no Human Resource implications arising from this report.  
 
5.3. Physical Assets 

There are no Physical Asset implications arising from this report. 
 
5.4. Information Technology 

There are no Information Technology implications arising from this report.  
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6. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
6.1 Undertaking a self-assessment of the Committee will support the decision making 

and governance of the Combined Authority.   
 
 
7. RISKS AND MITIGATION 
 
7.1  There are no risks or mitgiations arising from this report.  
 
 
8. EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY IMPLICATIONS 
 
8.1 The outcome of the self-assessment will be supported by an Equalities Impact 

Assessment.  
 
 
9. PRIVACY IMPLICATIONS 

 

9.1 There are no privacy implications arising from this support.  
 
 
10. COMMUNICATION ISSUES 
 
10.1 The self-assessment process will be communicated through the appropriate internal 

and external channels.  
 
 
11. CONCLUSION 
 
11.1. Having an effective scrutiny function is essential to support robust governance and 

decision making of the Combined Authority.  
 

TRUDY BEDFORD 
Statutory Scrutiny Officer  

 
Contact Officer: 
Trudy Bedford, Statutory Scrutiny Officer  
Email: trudy.bedford@;iverpoolcityregion-ca.gov.uk 
Tel: 07803 630124 
 
Appendices: 
Appendix One – Centre for Governance and Scrutiny – The Scrutiny Evaluation 
Framework  
 
Background Documents:  
None  
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INTRODUCTION

Local government is changing. Major changes to the way that services are planned and delivered 
(including devolution), the financial challenge and increased demand on issues like social care mean 
that elected councillors are making increasingly important decisions which will have a profound 
impact on local people’s lives for many years. Effective decision-making demands good governance. 
Good governance demands good scrutiny. 

How can scrutiny arrangements be reviewed and improved to meet these challenges? In short, how 
can scrutiny be engineered to add value, make a difference to local people’s lives and  central to 
streamlined and responsive local decision-making?

This framework provides a mechanism for local authorities to address and answer these questions. 

Our thanks are due to the scrutiny practitioners who provided comments on a draft of this document.

Background: where does this come from?

This framework is based on a number of earlier documents:

 Our “Accountability Works for You” framework (2011) and our scrutiny self-evaluation framework  
 (2006), both earlier iterations of this new model;

 The fifteen “characteristics of effective scrutiny” developed following comprehensive research  
 alongside the Wales Audit Office;

 Measures and principles relating to the impact and influence of Parliamentary select committees,  
 based on research carried out by the Constitution Unit and the Institute for Government;

 Recent CfPS publications, in particular:

 Tipping the scales (2012)

 Our “Practice Guide” series (2014 / 2016)

 The change game (2015)

 Social return on investment (2016)

 Other models chosen and designed by local authorities for the evaluation of scrutiny. 

In recent years, the amount of resource available for carrying out scrutiny in local government 
has lessened. Posts have been made redundant, and responsibility moved to officers, and parts of 
councils, who may not have had a background in working with members to support them in such 
a unique council function. While our early framework was designed with the “professional scrutiny 
officer” in mind, this framework has deliberately been drafted for officers and members who may 
not have a detailed understanding of scrutiny theory and practice. As such, it is more directive in 
its approach than previous versions. Despite this, it remains the case that councils must reflect and 
review their scrutiny arrangements on their own terms.
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PREPARATORY WORK

Setting up a group to take responsibility for this work

Reviews of scrutiny must be led by scrutiny councillors, and the outcomes of those reviews must 
also be driven by what scrutiny members have concluded. Cabinet and senior officers are important 
stakeholders, but the process and its conclusions are not theirs to define. For a meaningful, scrutiny 
member-led process to work, members need to agree principles within which they are prepared to 
work, and need to commit to recommending pragmatic solutions to problems which might even 
challenge the accepted wisdom in the authority about what scrutiny does, and what it is for. 

A project group, chaired by a scrutiny councillor, may carry out the bulk of the research and analysis 
we describe below, but this is likely to put a substantial onus on councillors. 

In practice we think it more likely that officers – or a single officer - will provide support to the 
group, reporting back periodically. If this is the case, we would recommend that this officer maintains 
regular, informal contact with members, to ensure that their expectations are being met. Additionally, 
we have suggested “checkpoints” at the end of every stage – points at which we think information 
and evidence would be considered in detail by the project group, and possibly shared with the wider 
member corps and other interested parties. 

Importantly, this works to ensure buy-in to the eventual recommendations. In our experience, reviews 
which are conducted largely in private, and which then report back their findings to a wider member 
group which has not been part of that review process, can find it very difficult to secure buy-in 
and agreement to those recommendations from that wider group of members – especially if those 
recommendations are contentious. 

Agreeing some basic design principles

For some time we have suggested that areas conducting reviews like this agree a set of “design 
principles” to help them to build consensus about what their governance systems will look like. 

Design principles are important. They keep you focused on the way you will work under new 
arrangements, and help you to avoid fixating exclusively on governance structures (like the number 
and terms of reference of committees). 

We think that local areas embarking on this work are likely to be able to come up with their own 
design principles, but we present some below to provide some ideas.
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Principle

Members leading and owning

Flexibility

A focus on adding value, 
outcomes and prioritisation

Some prompts

1. How should members direct the work programme?

2. Which members should be involved in leading the  
 scrutiny process, and how?

3. What should the relationship between members and  
 their support officers look like? What about the  
 relationship between members and officers in service  
 departments?

4. How does the member role influence how scrutiny  
 and its work is presented to the wider authority, and  
 to the area?

1. How will the work programme be flexible to account  
 for unexpected issues emerging during the year?

2. What resource exists to support scrutiny’s work, and  
 how can it be best used?

3. How effective do members need to be in working  
 together, and working with others, to achieve their  
 objectives?

1. How should members build an understanding of the  
 impact of their work?

2. What are the most significant priorities affecting the  
 local area, and how should this affect scrutiny’s work?

3. How does scrutiny evaluate, review and improve the  
 way it works?
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THE EVALUATION

Step 1: taking stock

How do we do things now?

They are two aspects to this. The first is to look in -  at scrutiny’s current processes and systems. The 
second is to look out - at the context for the council, the area, and the area’s inhabitants. 

Looking in

This part focuses on key characteristics of effective scrutiny, and invites you to reflect on how 
you measure up. This isn’t a tickbox exercise – it’s an invitation to think about your current ways 
of working, to make it easier for you to consider improvements at later stages. As such, the 
characteristics and prompts we have listed below should be seen as the framework for a conversation 
and a way to make sure you don’t miss anything, rather than a list, requiring answers to every issue 
and question. 

This stage is important for two reasons – firstly, it helps you to build up an accurate picture of how 
scrutiny works at the moment, and secondly it ensures that you have a common understanding of 
those characteristics, and why they are important. 

You might wish to consider these characteristics in some of the following ways – depending on the 
resource you have at your disposal. 

 A quick desktop exercise carried out by members and/or officers;

 A single meeting of scrutiny councillors (say, an evening session to work through the  
 characteristics and the prompts);

 A more wide-ranging, but informal, set of discussions – for example, informal meetings with  
 cabinet members, senior officers, partners and other key stakeholders;

 Conversations with members of the public who have engaged with scrutiny (as well as those  
 who haven’t);

 More formal evidence taken at committee meetings. 

This should be a challenging and reflective process. It may identify shortcomings with scrutiny; it may 
lead to despondency that those shortcomings are significant and cannot be overcome. It could also 
be seen as organisationally risky for scrutiny to take a look at its strengths and weaknesses in this 
way. However, it is the only way that improvement can happen. 

The characteristics themselves

See Good scrutiny? Good question! (WAO, 2014) - https://www.wao.gov.uk/publication/good-scrutiny-
good-question-auditor-general-wales-improvement-study-scrutiny-local 

Accountability works! (2010) - http://www.cfps.org.uk/accountability-works/ 

Page 37



6

Characteristic

Overview and scrutiny has a clearly defined and valued role in the council’s improvement and 
governance arrangements.

Overview and scrutiny inquiries are non-political, methodologically sound and incorporate a wide 
range of evidence and perspectives.

Overview and scrutiny councillors have the training and development opportunities they need to 
undertake their role effectively.

Overview and scrutiny meetings and activities are well-planned, chaired effectively and make best 
use of the resources available to it.

Decision-makers give public account for themselves at overview and scrutiny committees for 
their portfolio responsibilities.

Overview and scrutiny is characterised by effective communication to raise awareness of, and 
encourage participation in democratic accountability.

Overview and scrutiny operates non-politically and deals effectively with sensitive political issues, 
tension and conflict.

Overview and scrutiny builds trust and good relationships with a wide variety of internal and 
external stakeholders.

Overview and scrutiny enables the “voice” of local people and communities across the area to be 
heard as part of decision and policy-making processes.

The process receives effective support from the council’s corporate management team who 
ensures that information provided to overview and scrutiny is of high quality and is provided in a 
timely and consistent manner.

Overview and scrutiny is councillor-led, takes into account the views of the public, partners and 
other stakeholders, and balances the prioritisation of community concerns against issues of 
strategic risk and importance.

Overview and scrutiny is recognised by the executive and corporate management team as 
an important council mechanism for community engagement, and facilitates greater citizen 
involvement in governance.

Overview and scrutiny provides viable and well evidenced solutions to recognised problems.

Overview and scrutiny has the dedicated officer support it needs from officers who are able to 
undertake independent research effectively, and provide councillors with high-quality analysis, 
advice and training.
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How are scrutiny councillors involved in influencing major decisions, and in considering and 
evaluating performance, finance and risk information?

Good practice: Evidence of decisions being altered consensually as a result of scrutiny’s 
involvement.

Good practice: Evidence of tangible impact resulting from this sort of joint working, such as 
aligned work programmes and an elimination of duplication, and improvements in substantive 
joint working between the council and its partners, directly facilitated by scrutiny.

Average practice: Some limited joint working – usually reactive, in response to an external 
pressure like a substantive variation in service delivery in the NHS. Some duplication and overlap 
in work and little awareness of mutual responsibilities. An awareness that some issues are falling 
between the gaps.

Poor practice: No joint working, even when clear opportunities present themselves. “Council 
scrutiny” is siloed, and internally focused. Significant opportunities for local scrutiny are missed 
without anyone realising that those opportunities existed in the first place. 

Average practice: Evidence of scrutiny making recommendations on major decisions, but with 
limited impact, and sometimes not at the right time. 

Poor practice: Evidence of scrutiny not looking at these issues at all, or doing so in a way that 
adds little value / duplicates the work of others. 

We think that scrutiny can be evaluated against these characteristics by posing a number of 
questions. Below, we provide a list of possible questions, and an indication of where the answers you 
give to each question may be evidence of good practice, or a cause for concern. 

Do different people with a role in holding decision-makers to account (like scrutiny, the Police 
and Crime Panel, a combined authority scrutiny committee, local Healthwatch) work together? 
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How does scrutiny gather evidence? 

How does scrutiny weigh the evidence that it has collected? 

Good practice: Evidence gathering is tied  to the objectives of the work, with the result that 
scrutiny’s time is used more effectively. Information will probably be shared with members 
informally on a continual basis, to actively assist them in refining the work programme in-year. 
In respect of task and finish groups, evidence will be gathered from a wide range of sources, and 
members will have the confidence to analyse and evaluate that evidence themselves (usually with 
the assistance of officers). 

Good practice: Councillors understand the respective value of different kinds of evidence, and 
use their political and personal judgment to consider which should be relied on to support 
scrutiny’s work. Councillors are confident in developing their own lines of questioning to test 
the robustness of evidence they receive. Detailed evaluation of evidence is carried out offline, 
in preparation for the use of that evaluation to conduct more probing and forensic questions in 
committee, or in other meetings. Successful weighing of evidence could be proven to have led to 
more robust findings, and better recommendations.  

Average practice: Evidence on key council performance and other issues will usually be shared 
with members on a quarterly basis, often when the data is quite out of date. Task and finish 
groups will benefit from evidence from a range of sources but analysis will be quite officer-led. 
Members will lack confidence in understanding what information is available within and outside 
the council and how to access and use it. 

Average practice: Analysis of evidence is carried out by officers, with most evaluation of  
evidence happening in committee, often supported by officer-drafted questioning plans. Members 
know that certain evidence is more likely to be accurate and reliable than others, but sometimes 
this can result in pejorative judgments being made, particularly about “anecdotal” evidence from 
local people.

Poor practice: Committee meetings will be used as the primary mechanism for information 
sharing, with a large number of reports on agendas “to note”, with almost all evidence and 
information coming in the form of officer reports. 

Poor practice: There is no support available from officers to help members to weigh and evaluate 
evidence, and the need to evaluate and triangulate information from different sources is largely 
alien to members and the scrutiny function. Members deal with shortcomings in evidence and 
information by simply asking for “more information” from officers.
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How is performance, finance and risk information considered as a part of the evidence-
gathering process?

What is the tangible impact that scrutiny activity has on the ground?

Good practice: Information is considered informally as it is created, alongside other evidence 
created and used by the council and others. Performance, finance and risks information is 
triangulated with this wider evidence base. Members are able to reach a judgment about 
escalating issues to committee “by exception”.

Good practice: Members and officers have a shared understanding of scrutiny’s impact. This 
impact is significant and sustained, and can be expressed in terms of outcomes for local people. 
This understanding includes a recognition that scrutiny’s impact is difficult to quantify and that 
judgments on impact can be subjective.

Average practice: Information is available to members as it is produced but may not be presented 
consistently (so, performance information may be regularly shared but risk information may not 
be). Triangulation may be ad hoc, because the council does not have systems for ensuring that 
members gain access to information in a timely manner. 

Average practice: Members and officers have an understanding of scrutiny’s impact which may 
not be shared or universally agreed. Where impact is assessed it may be focused on improving 
outputs (eg improving an internal council business process) rather than anything else.

Poor practice: Committees consider information quarterly in committee meetings, usually many 
weeks after the data itself has been finalised. Information is presented in the form of scorecards. 
Members ask questions about why performance under certain targets is “red” but have no way of 
following up on those questions or the answers received. There is little consideration of financial 
information and little to no consideration of risk information. 

Poor practice: There is no evidence that scrutiny has any impact and no systems exist to  
measure it.

Page 41



10

When scrutiny makes formal recommendations, how are they responded to?

Good practice: Recommendations are always SMART (specific, measurable, agreed, realistic and 
timed) and are limited in number. Usually, information about likely recommendations will be 
shared and discussed with the executive prior to being made. The executive will always submit a 
substantive response to recommendations, with reasons being given if recommendations  
are rejected. 

Average practice: Recommendations are usually at least partially SMART. A lot of 
recommendations might be made, making it difficult to monitor them all. Some recommendations 
may not be addressed to the right people. The executive’s response to recommendations is 
variable – sometimes recommendations are ignored or “noted” rather than being formally 
responded to. 

Poor practice: Scrutiny makes few formal recommendations, and when it does they are usually 
just “noted” by the executive. Recommendations will often be vague and poorly drafted. 

What happens when decision-makers disagree with scrutiny?

Good practice: Rules of engagement between scrutiny and the executive have been discussed and 
agreed by councillors. 

Average practice: There is a scrutiny / executive protocol in the Constitution, although it is 
quite process-based. Disagreements, when they occur, are usually resolved through negotiation 
between politicians, pragmatically. 

Poor practice: Decision-makers’ decisions always trump scrutiny’s views. There is no scrutiny 
/ executive protocol in the Constitution or any other formal/informal mechanism for resolving 
disagreements. 
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What happens when things go wrong?

Good practice: Safety valves (such as informal meetings for discussion, and lines of 
communication between political groups) exist within the scrutiny process to eliminate risks 
before they present themselves. The political and organisational culture of the council is such 
that potential difficulties, flashpoints and mistakes are highlighted and dealt with frankly and 
candidly. When problems do present themselves, people work together on all sides to resolve 
them without recourse to rules and procedures. 

Average practice: There are regular, somewhat formal, meetings between the executive and 
scrutiny to allow issues of concern to be raised, but no real mechanisms to pre-empt problems. 
When problems do occur, the focus can be on what rules and procedures say about the issue, 
rather than identifying an equitable solution.

Poor practice: Problems and shortcomings in scrutiny’s impact are either ignored or seen as 
evidence of scrutiny’s ineffectiveness. Blame is a common feature. Problems are seen as an 
opportunity for political posturing, rather than as an issue requiring collective resolution. The 
need for executive-side commitment to making things work is poorly understood. Scrutiny is a 
“process” to be “managed”. 

Looking out

Scrutiny has to be relevant. It must do work which has an impact on local people. It has to engage 
with decision-makers’ priorities and the priorities of other partners – the NHS, the combined authority 
(if there is one), and so on. 

Here are some of the key “external” issues which are likely to impact on how scrutiny is carried out, 
and how governance is likely to need to change in the area. Part of the evaluation process is about 
considering these changes, and reflecting on what they mean for the future of scrutiny. 

 Financial challenges for local government. The nature of funding for local authorities will change  
 significantly between now and 2020. The amount of money available for the transaction of core  
 business will continue to dwindle;

 Demographic changes will result in pressure and demand in some areas – for example, adult  
 social care;

 Both of the above are likely to result in a pressure for local authorities to “transform”, as we set  
 out in our 2015 publication “The change game”. Transformation might see the creation of some, or  
 all of the following – which raises questions for scrutiny and local accountability:

 • Strategic commissioning arrangements, with councils moving away from traditional  
  contracting-out;

 • The establishment of novel structures for service delivery, like open-book partnerships and  
  Teckal companies;

 • Confederations and council “clustering”, which is an ancillary element of some 
  devolution deals; 
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 Major transformation programmes being carried out by other public agencies – for example, the  
 agreement and implementation of Sustainability and Transformation Plans/Partnerships (STPs) in  
 the NHS – are likely to have a big impact;

 Devolution deals, and the establishment of combined authorities, raise substantial questions  
 about democracy and local scrutiny;

 The potential for local government reorganisation or reviews by the Boundary Commission;

 The development of digital technology means that the public expect a different relationship with  
 elected representatives and those making decisions on their behalf.

What is scrutiny’s response to these challenges? 

Is scrutiny in a position to make such a response and how does it need to change in order to do 
so? This should be a difficult question to answer. Tackling it will involve an acceptance from those 
involved in the scrutiny process and the way they work may need to change, and change significantly, 
in order for scrutiny to remain relevant. If you sail through this part of the exercise quickly and easily, 
it may be that those involved have not fully engaged in this challenge, and its implications. 

CHECKPOINT: Share products of the “taking stock” exercise with wider membership. Invite members 
to reflect on its conclusions and decide whether they agree. Have initial discussions between 
members and officers about scrutiny’s role – see below. 

Step 2: identifying what scrutiny’s role is

At this point you will have the following evidence:

 A sense of scrutiny’s current areas of strength and weakness (identified through the “looking in”  
 exercise);

 A sense of where opportunities exist to make improvements, in the context of what’s going on in  
 the wider area (identified through the “looking out” exercise);

 A sense of the principles that you will use to underpin those improvements (in the form of your  
 design principles). 

This will help you to look at the accountability and governance roles carried out by others in the local 
area, and decide what scrutiny’s own role should be in that context,. 

Step 2.1 Understand the roles of others

See Practice Guides 9, 11 and 13 - http://www.cfps.org.uk/?s=practice+guide 

Accountability works! (2010) - http://www.cfps.org.uk/accountability-works/ 

Scrutiny does not happen in a vacuum. Within the local area, there will be individuals, groups, 
agencies and other organisations who will have some role in holding to account and/or overseeing the 
kinds of important local issues in which the scrutiny function has a stake. 

You need to understand who these people are. You also need to understand what their roles are. 
The better you understand those roles the better the chance that scrutiny’s function can be clearly 
demarcated, with members and others having the confidence that scrutiny is doing something unique 
and valuable. 
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Person

In-house council managers

Executive councillors

Role

Holding to account their own staff for the delivery of 
council services, and other business. This will usually be 
carried out through usual line management methods, 
through performance management and budget and risk 
control. 

Executive councillors / cabinet members holding senior 
managers to account for their delivery of the council’s 
political priorities, using similar techniques to those 
described above. 

One of the most valuable roles that scrutiny can perform is to look at the internal systems and 
processes that comprise much council governance (some of the kinds of things that we introduce 
below) and open them out to public input, insight and scrutiny. The public are likely to have a 
profoundly different perspective on local services to those held by the council. Scrutiny should 
consider that perspective when looking at the role of these other organisations. 

This exercise will make it easier to identify where the local “gaps” in good governance are. This will 
then help to define how scrutiny might design its role to fit into that gap. 

Some of the people involved are – and their roles in governance – include:

Clientside council managers

Regulators

Partner organisations

Council officers who manage contracts, or handle the 
commissioning of services from other organisations, use 
management information to hold the delivery of those 
services to account. This is usually done by reference to 
a contract, and robust systems will usually be in place to 
assure value for money. Particular areas of concern will be 
“escalated” to senior managers and elected members. 

In England, Ofsted and the Care Quality Commission are 
the key external regulators, whose work focuses on the 
care services provided by councils to children and adults. 

While the council holds its partners to account, its partners 
also hold it to account. For example, the integration of 
health and social care require that councils work together 
closely with NHS bodies. Those NHS bodies will have 
expectations of the contribution that the council will make 
to such arrangements. 

Partners may also be commissioned providers, or new 
bodies (such as Teckal companies) in which the council 
has a stake, which are responsible for the planning and 
delivery of local services along with other agencies. The 
accountability relationships between these bodies are 
important to understand. 
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Step 2.2 Sketch out a role and focus areas

See The Change Game (2015) - http://www.cfps.org.uk/the-change-game/ 

Cards on the table (2016) - http://www.cfps.org.uk/cards-on-the-table-devolution/ 

Tipping the scales (2012) - http://www.cfps.org.uk/tipping-the-scales/ 

Increasingly, it’s becoming clear that traditional, broad-brush scrutiny work – the kind that takes a 
general view of a topic in the round – is an imperfect way to conduct scrutiny. There are two ways to 
design work differently:

 Focusing in on a narrow area of policy – for example, a review into social housing could focus on  
 the time taken to carry out regular maintenance and repairs or council communication on the  
 “right to buy” post the passage of the Housing and Planning Act; 

 Use a “focus” through which to look at a topic. So, again in relation to social housing, you could  
 look at corporate risks associated with social housing (capacity and demand, for example) or at  
 tenants’ expectations about the way that the council should communicate with them.

In “The change game” we introduced this idea of focus as a way of channelling scrutiny’s input into 
large and complex issues. There are a number of possible areas of focus that we mentioned:

 Focus on value. CfPS’s publications on social return on investment will help to understand this  
 role more effectively; 

 Focus on risk. CfPS has recently publish a paper on risk and resilience, which explains how risk  
 can be used by scrutineers to weigh up complex policy options; 

 Focus on residents’ experiences. CfPS’s paper “Hiding in plain sight” emphasises the importance  
 of engaging with the concerns of local people – focusing on this as the driver of scrutiny work is a  
 powerful way to bring a different perspective to bear on local policymaking;

The public

Others involved in local 
scrutiny and accountability

The public are the primary source of accountability for 
elected politicians; they hold politicians, and officers, to 
account through elections and also through community 
activism between elections. This activism can take many 
forms. Sometimes it will be traditional, and manifested 
through mechanisms such as formally-constituted 
residents’ associations and community groups. On other 
occasions, it can be more disruptive. 

Organisations such as Local Healthwatch have an 
important scrutiny role, alongside the Police and Crime 
Panel, the local fire authority and other bodies. 

The scrutiny functions of neighbouring authorities will also 
need to develop close working relationships. 

Increasingly, the creation and development of combined 
authorities will make those bodies’ own overview and 
scrutiny committees important partners. 
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 Focus on the system, and on organisational development. Councils are going through substantial  
 transformations which will require big cultural changes – scrutiny can lead on understanding  
 these changes, making sure they are informed by wider community need, and championing these  
 moves within the organisation;

 Focus on performance and quality. Adopting a “by exception” report to performance monitoring,  
 with scrutiny playing a defined and well-understood role in intervening when service quality falls  
 and other improvement mechanisms fail.  

The selection of a clear and unambiguous focus for scrutiny is a critical part of improving its impact. 
The resource, and organisational commitment, simply no longer exist for us to talk about scrutiny as 
a function which “holds the executive to account” in the broadest sense of the term, without a sense 
of a need to prioritise its work. Discussion and agreement on scrutiny’s role will be difficult, and will 
cause contention. 

CHECKPOINT: Share with members and officers in the council – and with other stakeholders – 
first thoughts about scrutiny’s future role, and how it differs from what is in place now. Take the 
opportunity to reflect on how that new role might significantly change expectations about scrutiny 
in the future, and how scrutiny needs to be supported and resourced. Use this opportunity to further 
discuss, and subsequently agree, what scrutiny’s overall role will be. 

Step 3: ways of working and accessing information

Now comes the time to agree how scrutiny will work – how it will use its agreed role to embed the 
design principles we mentioned above. 

There are a number of different methods for conducting scrutiny work. Below, we set out some of 
them, explain what they are, and suggest the kinds of issues you might address. 

It’s important to remember that you need to review and evaluate these ways of working against the 
role you have agreed, and against the work you did at the start, when you reviewed the context in 
which you are working. The lessons you learned from those exercises will help you to understand 
which of these methods will work best.  

These ways of working will need to be informed by the more general approach you take to the way 
that scrutiny carries out its work, such as:

 Work programming. How will this process work? Who will be involved in it?

 Practically, how will scrutiny seek to engage with the executive, with the council’s partners and  
 with the public?

 Overall, how will scrutiny seek to evaluate and improve its performance on an ongoing basis?

The answers to these questions will relate closely to scrutiny’s agreed role. Once discussed and 
agreed, it will be easier to think about scrutiny’s practical ways of working inside and outside 
meetings. 

Critically, all activities must be designed in such a way that they maximise the positive outcome from 
scrutiny’s work. Activity must, in this way, be relentlessly and continually tied to a sense of scrutiny’s 
value – what it brings to the council and to the wider community. 

Possible ways of working

See Practice Guides 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 12 - http://www.cfps.org.uk/?s=practice+guide 
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Activity

In committee

In a task and finish group 
meeting

Description

Limiting the number of substantive items on each agenda 
to one or two. 

Thinking about “themed agendas” where a few connected 
subjects are discussed.

Briefing officers on scrutiny’s objectives in looking at 
particular items to ensure that their reports are targeted 
and focused, rather than generic.

Requiring as a matter of course that cabinet members 
attend to answer questions on key items, rather than chief 
officers alone. 

Not always permitting officers or cabinet councillors to 
make presentations before questioning begins, relying on 
scrutiny members reading their papers and requiring that 
relevant information be shared in paper form rather than 
making the assumption that oral presentations will always 
be necessary.

Planning meetings/evidence-gathering in such a way 
that the chair is empowered to make substantive 
recommendations on an item then and there.

Recognising where task and finish working is really 
necessary, and where it is just an extension of committee 
work by another means.

Ensuring that the scope of reviews translates into each 
meeting having a clear and defined objective, with 
meetings taking a project-focused approach.

Thinking about which background papers, and from whom, 
are prepared and circulated in advance (something on 
which we expand in the section below on information).

Thinking about the interplay between witnesses, and how 
witnesses will be managed before, during and after the 
meeting.
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In a meeting designed for 
public input

In the community

Informally with officers

Thinking about the circumstances in which such public 
meetings might be appropriate.

Thinking about how such meetings might be planned, 
designed and communicated – who is involved and 
when, and how are the public involved in that process? 
For example, it might make sense to talk to the council’s 
communications team about the basic principles that 
underpin public scrutiny meetings and how they can be 
planned and organised to integrate with the council’s wider 
approach to engagement.

Ensuring that opportunities for public input are significant 
are meaningful – in the way that the meeting is planned 
and organised.

Ensuring that the role of councillors in such meetings is 
clear.

Putting in place measures to keep those who attend (and 
those who don’t, in the wider community) informed about 
the meeting and its outcomes. 

Planning ways to ensure that information from councillors’ 
ward work is fed into the scrutiny process.

Thinking of innovative and interesting ways that scrutiny 
can take its work out in the community.

Regular information sharing meetings between chairs, 
councillors and senior officers.

Regular informal briefing sessions for larger groups of 
councillors, replacing “for information” items at committee 
meetings and organised by the department involved. 
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Less productive ways of working

There are ways of working, common in scrutiny, which are broadly unproductive. This process provides 
a useful opportunity to review those approaches and to consider how they might be improved. 

Activity

Meetings with multiple (more 
than two) substantive items 
on the agenda

Items submitted to 
committee “to note” or to 
provide an update

Provision, at committee, 
of full scorecards / full 
technical reports as a 
separate substantive item

Why it tends not to be productive, and what can be 
done about it

Does not allow enough opportunity for members to dig 
into and reflect on an issue. Encourages “glossing” of 
information and an overreliance on officer reports. 

Work programmes can be made sharper. Members can 
challenge themselves, and each other, to justify the placing 
of certain items on the committee agenda. The use of 
selection criteria for agenda items or similar systems to 
prioritise work.

Uses up time at committee meetings without a clear sense 
of an outcome, or scrutiny adding any value. 

Work, whether at committee or in a different forum, should 
be carried out with a defined outcome in mind – usually, 
the making of recommendations. Papers circulated to 
members for information should be provided to them in 
their postbag, online and/or by means of member briefings 
organised by service departments.

Members can often get bogged down in the minutiae of 
technical data. This can lead to ineffective scrutiny. Such 
data will often be out of date by the time members come 
to see it, and won’t be presented in a way that enables 
members to add much value to the way it is used and 
analysed. 

Such data should be used as part of the research base 
for an approach which sees particular performance 
issues brought to committee by exception. This would 
allow specific performance challenges to be highlighted, 
reflected upon and actioned by members. 
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Accessing information

See “Your right to know” (2012) - http://www.cfps.org.uk/your-right-to-know-the-future-for-
transparency-in-england/ 

“Pulling it together, 3rd edition” (2017) - forthcoming

Once different ways of working have been explored and agreed, members will need to consider the 
range of information they will requireto work properly. 

In brief, there are a number of steps through which councillors need to go in order to assure 
themselves that they are accessing the right information in the right way at the right time, and using it 
to maximise the effect of their scrutiny work. 

 Learning the basics of how to find and use information. This will involve talking to officers about  
 scrutiny’s role, their expectations and what information might be required;

 Understanding how to analyse and reflect on research evidence. Members will need to discuss  
 how much they need to develop these skills themselves, and the extent to which they will need  
 officer assistance;

 Developing scrutiny’s approach to gathering and using evidence so that findings and  
 recommendations are clearly evidence-informed, and that the evidence used tracks back to  
 scrutiny’s overall role. 

It is worth remembering that councillors sitting on scrutiny committees have enhanced information 
access rights under legislation. It is also important to remember that this does not mean that 
councillors should be looking at everything available, all the time. Part of the benefit of taking a more 
forensic and targeted approach to evidence is about understanding where to stop. Members need to 
decide themselves how information will be presented to them and how much they need. 

One way that some councils have sought to manage the weight of information that members could 
look at is to divide the task up. Individual councillors on a committee could be given the responsibility 
to lead on oversight of a particular element of that committee’s terms of reference. This is particularly 
useful for councils with only one, or two committees, and where councillors might be worried that 
they cannot otherwise keep track of a wide range of strategic issues. 

Establishment of open-
ended “standing panels” or 
other working groups which 
do not have the status of 
formal committees

Work that adopts a council-
focused perspective of the 
local community

It is common for scrutiny activity to be delegated to 
“standing panels” with open terms of reference. This raises 
resource challenges, and means that such scrutiny work 
risks not being especially task-oriented.

Better prioritisation of work to ensure that there is always 
a defined scope with an end point / outcome. 

For example a “review of the council’s youth service” is 
different from, and inferior to, a “review of the needs of 
local young people”. Framing issues in a different way will 
make it easier to break out of council silos and address 
things from the point of view of local people. This links to 
the points made above about scrutiny’s overall focus. 
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CHECKPOINT: This checkpoint involves members agreeing to sign off what has been discussed and 
agreed – this is the most important part of the work so far. 

Some useful principles to bear in mind are:

 These new ways of working should be presented as being temporary in nature, pending final  
 evaluation (see step 5). Making wholesale changes to ways of working – and particularly to  
 structures – can seem risky, particularly when those changes are seen as permanent. By providing  
 a year for new arrangements to “bed in”, space is provided to evaluate the new approach with a  
 view either to changing it, reverting back to previous arrangements or keeping with what you have;

 These ways of working will involve cultural change – changes to the mindset, attitudes and values  
 of both members and officers. Structural change does not need to be discussed at this stage, and  
 is indeed likely to distract from the need to sign off what has been agreed so far;

 As well as member agreement, a wider range of stakeholders also need to be consulted and  
 informed about scrutiny’s new direction, role, focus and ways of working. This checkpoint will  
 therefore require that members think about how this will be communicated to a wider audience. 

Step 4: agreeing a new structural model

The final stage in the process is the agreement of a new structural model for the scrutiny function. 
Essentially, this is the number of committees you will have, what their terms of reference will be, who 
will sit on them and who will chair. 

It is important not to skip ahead to this stage, or to focus too much time and energy on structures. 
The way that scrutiny is structurally carried out will closely derive from its role. If its role is not 
clear, not widely understood and not agreed, the greater the chance that disagreements will occur. 
It is a waste of time and energy to spend meetings arguing about whether there should be three 
committees, or four, or five, based purely on a sense of a need to “fit” existing work, or more work, 
into a new structure. 

The number of committees and their size

See Practice Guide 6 - http://www.cfps.org.uk/?s=practice+guide 

There is no optimum number of scrutiny committees. CfPS research shows no real connection 
between the size and number of scrutiny committees and their effectiveness, although some 
research we have carried out suggests a loose correlation between more effective scrutiny and fewer 
committees. On balance, for logistical reasons, we would suggest that a good size for a committee lies 
somewhere between 7 and 10. 

But every council is different, and each scrutiny function is different, with a different role. Little 
is therefore likely to be learned by looking at the committee structure of neighbouring, or similar, 
authorities as part of an evaluation of scrutiny. 

The most common committee structures are set out below. 

 Single committee – a single committee that undertakes all work (without any task and  
 finish groups);

 Single committee with task and finish – a single committee which commissions further work from  
 task and finish groups;
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 Two committees – 

 • “Internal” and “external” – some councils set up one committee to look at matters for which  
  the council is responsible, and one looking at issues which are the responsibility of partners.  
  This is, in our view, not an effective way to divide up work, because it is increasingly difficult  
  to identify obvious divisions between these different strands of work;

 • “People” and “places”, or similar – dividing issues into those which involve services being  
  delivered directly to individuals (such as social care) and those provided to communities more  
  generally (parks, libraries); 

 • “Overview” and “scrutiny” – dividing policy development from performance management  
  and call-in. 

 Three or more committees – where terms of reference may be divided in a variety of ways,  
 reflecting the nature of the council. Setting terms of reference to reflect the council’s corporate  
 priorities is a popular approach, but this assumes that the council’s corporate priorities are  
 sufficiently robust.  

The terms of reference

Concern is often expressed by members or officers at the prospect of committee terms of reference 
being too broad. This is often seen as a justification for expanding the number of committees. 

This links back to the issue we raised earlier about prioritisation. Effective prioritisation makes it 
possible to have effective scrutiny with fewer meetings and fewer committees. Ineffective scrutiny can 
flourish where plenty of time and space is available for more activity to be carried out. The fear may 
exist that resource-stretched scrutiny will suffer as things will “fall between the cracks”. This risk is 
most likely to be realised when councillors expect to receive frequent updates on a very wide range of 
issues, and drown under the weight of paper. Prioritisation – which will derive directly from scrutiny’s 
agreed role – is the only way to prevent this risk from being a significant one. 

The chairing arrangements

See Practice Guide 6 - http://www.cfps.org.uk/?s=practice+guide 

Skills Briefing 2 - http://www.cfps.org.uk/?s=skills+briefing 

Full Council will usually vote on the chairship of overview and scrutiny committees. The committee 
will then formally elect a chair at the beginning of meetings. Usually this means that chairs will be of 
the same political party as the executive. 

Although there is no conclusive evidence to demonstrate that scrutiny is more effective when chaired 
by members of the opposition, in our view to do so makes it easier for scrutiny to demonstrate its 
independence from the leadership. It also brings a wider range of differing perspectives to bear on the 
scrutiny process. 
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Step 5: ongoing review and evaluation 

An important part of evaluating scrutiny is the need to keep that evaluation going. It should be a 
continuous process – not necessarily in a formal sense, but in the sense of how you think about work 
as you are doing it. 

This toolkit is something which can be returned to, and used to formulate quicker and more targeted 
evaluation processes. Future evaluations, for example, may involve only step 1 – “taking stock” – with 
subsequent steps being undertaken only where it is felt that there is a clear business need to do so. 

More information

A range of resources exists on the CfPS website which will help practitioners to understand and 
improve their scrutiny function. 

CfPS also provides a helpdesk function to local authorities, funded by the LGA, to assist on matters 
relating to scrutiny, as well as corporate governance more generally. To access this support please call 
020 3866 5100. 

CfPS is the leading provider of training and consultancy to local government overview and scrutiny. If 
you think you need help to review the effectiveness of your scrutiny and governance arrangements or 
additional training for members or officers please get in touch to discuss further. 
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