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SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY KCB (Chair): Sorry to keep people
waiting. | was waiting for our first witness to arrive. | am told he is on his way.

Welcome, we are very pleased to see you here at this first public
hearing of the Committee on Standards in Public Life Inquiry into local
leadership and public trust, openness and accountability in local and London
government. | do not need to remind anyone how important local government
Is in the scheme of things, both in terms of the amount of resources which
they spend (over £120 billion) but also because of their responsibility for
aspects of most peopleds | ives.

This wil/ be the committeeds twelfth i
have looked at aspects of local government. In the third report published
under one of my predecessors in 1997 we looked at local government and
made a number of recommendations focused on the management and
enforcement of standards of conduct and then returned to that in the tenth
report.

This inquiry is | ooking at reviewing t
London and for local government in the light of the seven principles of public
life, particularly leadership, openness and accountability. We also intend to
look at what impacttheGover nment 6s arrangements have
and confidence in public office holders in London and in the rest of the
country. | keep on having to say London and the rest of the country because,
of course, the arrangements in London are so different from everywhere else.

In both London and elsewhere, since the committee did look at local
government for the last time, the arrangements have changed very
considerably as a result of the Local Government Act 2000, moving away from
the traditional committee system to executive models of decision making
including the 12 elected mayors, but also those other councils in England and
Wales with more than 80,000 residents and having a leader in a cabinet
model. There are different arrangements, of course, in Northern Ireland and in
Scotland.

At the time it was envisaged that these new executive structures would
promote better leadership and more effective decision making while also
improving accountability to the local people. A similar aspiration lay behind
the creation of the new arrangements in London and so those arrangements
do bear directly on some of the seven principles. In this inquiry we will be
looking at whether, after a quite substantial period of time, how well the new
arrangements have worked in relation to the seven principles including, for
example, whether leadership has improved through the introduction of the new
structures, whether the new system has become more open and accountable,
how effective scrutiny and overview have been in holding the leader cabinet
system to account and so on. | am sure that many other issues will be raised.

What we will try very hard to avoid is looking at some of the wider
issues concerned with local government including how local government is
funded or the merits of the current or previous restructuring of local authorities.



Tempting though it is, we will try very hard to restrict ourselves to issues that
come within the scope of the seven principles of public life.

8. This is our first hearing. We are also going to hold public hearings in
Belfast, Cardiff, Edinburgh, Birmingham and Newcastle and also at least one
more in London. We have invited a wide cross-section of people to give
evidence at these sessions.

9. Since we published our issues and questions paper last December we
have received 50 written submissions and we are grateful to those who have
provided them. | do not think they are on our website yet, but they will be on
our website soon for people who want to access them.

10. We have three witnesses this morning. We were hoping to see John
Healey, the Minister of States at the Department of Communities and Local
Government, but we quite understand why he is unavailable so we are
delighted that Paul Rowsell is coming to stand in for him. We also have
Professor Steve Leach from Oxford University and then Councillor David
Parsons from the Local Government Association. In the afternoon we have
Nick Raynsford MP and Jessica Crowe, Executive Director, from the Centre
for Public Scrutiny. We also have David Monks, the Chief Executive of
Huntingdon District Council and a panel of elected mayors.

11. We will be doing this in a way which | suspect will be familiar to quite a
lot of people. We will question witnesses in the normal way. We will be
putting the uncorrected transcript on the website as soon as possible after the
dayds pr oc e e dualywewilgublish al the evitlence including the
submissions when we publish the report which | hope will be in autumn of this
year. Autumn is a deliberately vague period.

PAUL ROWSELL, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, LOCAL DEMOCRACY, COMMUNITIES
AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

12. Paul Rowsell, I am delighted you have come. You have brought
someone with you, as | understand it?

13. PAUL ROWSELL (Deputy Director, Local Democracy): Yes.
14. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Just so we know who you are with?
15. PAUL ROWSELL: As you said, | am Paul Rowsell the Director of Local

Democracy. | have with me Andrew Short here who is in the government
office for London, responsible for the GLA and Victoria Jones who supports
me on governance issues.

16. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you very much for coming and
thank you for your evidence which you can take that we have all read and
digested. We do not encourage people to make long opening statements
because that eats into the time for questions, but if there is anything that you



want to say by way of introduction we would be delighted to hear it.

17. PAUL ROWSELL: I think just a couple of points. First, as you have
mentioned, John Healey is unable to be here today. He is very sorry he
cannot be here due to family illness. We hope we will be able to assist you,
but | am sure John Healey will be very pleased if at a later stage you would
like him to attend the committee.

18. You said you have read our evidence so | will not repeat what is in
there. | will highlight three key points to which the government attaches some
importance.

19. The first point is that the governance of place which are the processes,
structures, rules, behaviours whereby power is exercised is a critical factor in
the success of any place, the success economically, socially, environmentally
and culturally. The bottom line test, as the government sees it, for governance
arrangements is are they the kind of arrangements which are well suited to
achieve that success in the particular place. So there are different
arrangements for different kinds of places.

20. Secondly, we have highlighted that while there is a wide variety of
governance models any governance model which is a good model can be
characterised as delivering a number of four interconnected elements. There
will be effective citizen participation. It will be the case that decisions are
taken at the right level and here a devolutionary approach is important. It will
be important that there is effective leadership and it will be equally important
that there are high standards of conduct, high standards of skills and high
standards of communications.

21. Any governance model needs to be such as to facilitate high standards
of conduct which the government sees as being characterised by conduct in
conformity with yoprinciplesoAmgpngovetnaneednedels e v e
whatever form it takes, needs to facilitate and promote such conduct and
equally it needs to provide confidence that conduct contrary to those principles
would be (a) rendered unlikely through rules, incentives, cultures which that
model induces, and (b) if such conduct does occur there can be confidence
that it will be readily and appropriately dealt with.

22. In the local governance models about which we are going to be talking
this morning there are at least three required features which go to the heart of
securing these outcomes. The standards regime itself, the standards
committee, the standards board, a code of conduct - that clearly is one key
element. Equally key are the requirements and arrangements for overview
and scrutiny and equally key is the requirement itself that there should be a
formal executive, an executive whereby there is transparency as to who is
responsible, who is there to be held to account and there is transparency as to
how decisions are taken.

23. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Am I right in thinking that you were one
of the main architects of the 2000 legislation?



24. PAUL ROWSELL: You are. | certainly was one of the craftsmen on the
legislation, | think | would say.

25. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Has it succeeded in doing what you
wanted it to do when you were crafting it?

26. PAUL ROWSELL: Largely we would say, yes. In 2007 we published
an evaluation of the 2000 Act processes, an evaluation which we had
undertaken from the inception over a number of years up to 2007. Messages
from that evaluation were first, that effective, stable political leadership which
was an empowered political leadership had a strong correlation with better
performance and greater citizen satisfaction. Secondly, | think there was
general agreement that the aim of enhancing local leadership had very
substantially been met. Nothing is perfect, but it had been met to a very large
degree. The 2000 Act had also made some positive contributions towards
democratic renewal. For example, the portfolio holders have greater visibility.
That encouraged engagement and understanding of the democratic process in
an area.

27. There were other features which the 2000 Act had not really made a
great deal of difference about. It had not changed in any significant way the
diversity of elected representatives. It had not significantly altered the make-
up of the body of councillors. While the executive arrangements had bedded
down well the role of the non-executive councillors, sometimes called front line
councillors or back-bench councillors, had not bedded down well.

28. The picture on what we saw as a crucial part of the 2000 Act structure,
overview and scrutiny, was a mixed picture and clearly more needed to be
done in that area. The picture on overview and scrutiny was that in terms of
looking at policy development quite good progress had been made. A scrutiny
committee can look at an issue and come up with recommendations about
future policy. Progress was being made in many councils on that, but the
crucial element whereby overview and scrutiny held to account the executive
was not very strong in many places and more work needed to be done in
relation to achieving what the vision was for overview and scrutiny.

29. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Can we take some of those in turn? Let
us start with visible leadership | think is quite an important part of the process.
Visible leadership is to be achieved partly through elected mayors, partly
through attaching greater responsibility on portfolio holders so there is clarity
about who is responsible for what service. Starting with elected mayors, they
are small in number and about to decrease. Is this a disappointment and how
do you explain that?

30. PAUL ROWSELL.: Is it a disappointment? Certainly, itis a
disappointment for those who were hoping for rather more mayors. Itisin a
sense not particularly easy to explain, but | think there are some reasons one
can look at.



31. The idea of elected mayors, from what we are told, is certainly not a
popular idea among many in local government. Where there were
referendums, | think one can draw two conclusions about those referendums.

32. First, whether the referendums voted for a mayor or whether they voted
against a mayor the turn-out in most of those referendums was very low.
There is not popular enthusiasm to go out and vote for a particular choice of
local government and that may be something culturally in our country. In
essence there is not a great deal of popular interest and enthusiasm to go out
and to participate in local affairs. One of the consistent thrusts of government
policy in the latest White Paper on empowerment has been seeking to
increase engagement and interest of people in local affairs.

33. Secondly, in relation to those referendums, if a referendum is going to
succeed it needs a champion. One of the issues in a number of those
referendums (possibly a great majority of them) is where was the local
champion to campaign for the mayoral model, particularly where the local
political groups were possibly not in favour of the mayoral model and if
anything they would champion a vote against the mayoral model. There were
examples of that.

34. So it is a fact that enthusiasm for the mayoral model so far in England
has not been great. As you say, there are 12 and it is shortly to become 11
mayoral authorities which will have the mayor and cabinet model.

35. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: You say it is only a disappointment to
those who expected there to be more. By implication that does not include
you. If you were not expecting more elected mayors how were you expecting
to bring about more visible leadership?

36. PAUL ROWSELL: Whether it includes me or not, | do not think |
particularly have a personal view. As one of our former Permanent
Secretaries said, in a sense | am a mere clerk.

37. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: We will take that in the spirit in which it
was intended.

38. PAUL ROWSELL: Having said that, the position which we have
reached following the further reforms in the 2007 Act which built upon the
White Paper, strong, prosperous communities published in 2006 is to enhance
the leadership whether it is leadership by a directly elected mayor or whether it
is leadership by an indirectly elected leader and to bring, in many respects, the
two forms of governance more closely together so that following the 2007 Act,
councils will have to adopt either a mayoral model or the indirectly elected
leader model.

39. The characteristics of the indirectly elected leader model are that just
as executive powers in the first instance are vested in the mayor so in future
all the executive functions will be vested in the indirectly elected leader. The
leader will decide how to delegate those functions to other colleagues, to his



or her cabinet or to officers. There will be a presumption that the indirectly
elected leader once elected by the council is elected for four years. Itis not
absolute, but the presumption is that the leader is elected for four years.
Finally, the leader, just like the mayor, will have absolute discretion as to who
he or she appoints to their cabinet.

40. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: At the time you had the 2007 Act, to
reinforce what had happened in 2000, you presumably did so because you
thought there was some evidence that having more visible leadership was
resulting in better outcomes or more accountability or some combination of the
two. What evidence is there that that has happened?

41. PAUL ROWSELL: When we made these proposals which were in the
2006 White Paper drawing on the evaluations of the models which have
happened today, and also drawing on certain studies in relation to the
provision of services, the evidence we had was that leadership is the single
most significant driver of change and improvement in local authority.

42. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Sorry, can | interrupt you? That sounds
like the sort of thing you can read in textbooks. It is a good statement. My
guestion was can you demonstrate in terms of outcomes that you have better
outcomes as a result of having more visible leadership in this way?

43. PAUL ROWSELL: We had research commissioned and the output of
that research included that statement. That was looking at how in terms of
securing best value authorities had achieved their particular goals in relation to
improved service delivery.

44, SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: What was that relative to? Since
everybody now had either a mayor or leader and cabinet model, what were
you comparing?

45. PAUL ROWSELL: Before 2007 whilst everybody had a leader and
cabinet model, before the 2007 Act there were a range of leader models
where some could be described as providing for weak leadership so the
leader could be elected, say, every year. The leader had no say over who
was in the cabinet which was elected by the local authority. The leader had
no powers vested in him or her; all the powers were within the executive and
the executive operated on a basis of collectively taking decisions. There was
a range of leadership models which flow from the 2000 Act but are not
available now in this 2007 Act.

46. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: So if I looked more carefully than | have
done at this evaluation would | see that those with a strong leadership model
have better outcomes?

47, PAUL ROWSELL: You would. The studies are referred to in the 2006
White Paper.



48. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: In terms of the implications of that for the
way in which local people feel about the accountability of their local authorities
or the trust they have in them, is there evidence about that being better in
places with strong leadership?

49. PAUL ROWSELL: There is a range of evidence about trust. The
picture which emerges since the 2000 Act is that the degree of trust in local
government in contrast to the degree of trust in many institutions has
consistently risen. It has not risen a great deal, but it has consistently been on
an upward trend.

50. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: | am familiar with that. My question is, is
there a relationship between that and different models of leadership?

51. PAUL ROWSELL: Specifically, in terms of looking at the strongest
model, look at the mayoral model for example, what is seen there is that there
is certainly a greater degree of recognition, a greater degree of visibility.
Whereas in the leader model few citizens know who the leader is and can
name them. The number who can name their mayor is very much greater and
there are statistics which show that.

52. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Interms of trust? Does knowing your
mayor mean that you are more likely to trust them?

53. PAUL ROWSELL: | do not think there is a clear picture that has
emerged on that. The evidence shows that they know their mayor, but
whether there is a statistically significant difference in the degree of trust, | do
not think we have that.

54. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: It would be really helpful to the
committee if you could point out to us what the evaluation shows in relation to
these issues of the relationship between different models of leadership and
outcomes and different leadership models and trust as well as visibility.

55. RT HON ALUN MICHAEL JP MP: That is in the sense of the evidence
rather than the conclusions.

56. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Absolutely, yes. Can we move on to
overview and scrutiny? You said, as others have said in evidence to us, that
the evaluation suggests that overview and scrutiny are still not quite delivering
what you had hoped from it. Can you elaborate a bit more as to why that
might be?

57. PAUL ROWSELL: In terms of overview and scrutiny the Centre for
Public Scrutiny with whom we work closely has undertaken a fairly extensive
survey (and no doubt you will hear from Jessica Crowe on that) in relation to
overview and scrutiny and what is seen as the strengths and weaknesses. In
terms of the available powers for overview and scrutiny few think those
powers are inadequate or need a particular change. The significant degree of
weakness is in terms of the capacity which there is in the new councils for



undertaking overview and scrutiny and in terms of the status and importance
which is attached to overview and scrutiny. These are the issues which we
are seeking in part to address and to address with our partners in local
government and with the Centre for Public Scrutiny.

58. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: | am sure these points are very familiar
to you. There seem to be at least two reasons why that might be so. One is
inadequate resources given to supporting the overview and scrutiny function
and a question as to whether in a local government system you could ever
expect to provide adequate support given the way that career structures work.
The second difficulty is the way in which the party political system operates
and the willingness of people to be critical of their own party. | just wondered
if you could comment on both of those things and in commenting on the
second one suggest why it might be different in local government than it is in
central government where the select committee system seems to make it
possible for people to operate in a way which is critical of people of the same
party.

59. PAUL ROWSELL: There is quite a range of issues. Let us take the
first one which is about the adequacy of resources and capacity given, in
particular, the career structures for officers in local government.

60. For overview and scrutiny to be effective, | think the evidence shows
that it tends to need a dedicated resource. It needs dedicated officer support.
The question with which we have been wrestling is how to help bring that
about given that how councils deploy their staff is a matter for them and not a
matter for parties. The approach which the government has adopted in the bill
which is currently before Parliament, the Local Democracy Economic
Development and Construction Bill, is to adopt a traditional, wide and well-
tried technique to highlight the importance of a particular function or service in
local government. That requires councils to make one of their officers
responsible specifically for that function so that traditionally key functions have
a designated officer responsible for them. There is the Head of Paid Service,
there is the Chief Finance Officer, there is the Monitoring Officer, who are all
dedicated officers which the council is required to designate as being
responsible for the function.

61. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: | am sorry to interrupt you, but in the
Westminster model the people who support the people doing the scrutiny are
recruited from outside Whitehall departments. The model that now exists in
local authorities requires ambitious people in local authorities to want to go
and work in support of a scrutiny committee where they might find themselves
criticising the actions of the leadership of the council and indeed of their own
senior officers. | suppose the question | am asking is are you sure this is not a
flawed model?

62. PAUL ROWSELL: The model of officers in local government is wholly
different from the way in which central government works in relation to the
executive at Parliament. It goes not just to overview of scrutiny, but also to the
whole position of officers and their relationship to the council. The local



government officers are there to support and work for the council as a whole,
not just the executive. Within that context it does not seem wholly out of place
to have a concept that for a time an officer would, say, work closely on a
project which the executive are taking forward, equally providing support to the
councillors as a whole (of any party if they ask questions or require briefing)
and for a time some key officers may work in a dedicated way to support the
overview and scrutiny committee. What our bill does is to require in future, if
the bill is passed by Parliament, a council to appoint an officer to be
responsible, a designated overview and scrutiny officer.

63. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: What you have described is a local
government officer supporting the whole council which is how it used to be
before you changed it. Now you have changed it so that it looks more like the
Westminster model with a leader in cabinet and a council as a whole who, as |
understand it and correct me if | am wrong, cannot even overturn a decision
taken by a leader in the cabinet and yet you are trying to retain the previous
practice in this particular estate of an officer working for the council as whole.

64. PAUL ROWSELL: In every respect for officers because the 2000 Act,
for better or for worse, did not change the status and position of officers. At
the time there was some debate as to whether that position of officers as you
described it (the old position) should be changed. It was not changed and the
position of officers today in relation to supporting the council as a whole is
exactly as it was before 2000.

65. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: That must be true in formal terms. The
guestion | was asking was about practicality. Do you still think it is possible for
local government officers to vigorously support a scrutiny committee?

66. PAUL ROWSELL: Itis certainly possible because there are examples
of excellent scrutiny in local government. We are dealing with a number of
authorities at the moment. We are working very closely with a number of
authorities who are undergoing restructuring at the moment. The picture there
of how they work is that the senior management team is heavily engaged with
not only the executive, but with the opposition groups on those councils as
well. They clearly support the executive. They are heavily engaged in
briefing, supporting and working with opposition groups on the council. It is
very different from the Westminster model. As an example, a colleague from
local government recently joined central government in a senior position and
she was saying to me that she finds the whole approach of being a senior
of ficial in a departmepb)]i ascahe pompiatred
position as a former chief executive where she was dealing with a full range of
political groups and political opinion on that council.

67. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN DL CBE: | would like to develop the
role of senior officers. Can | ask you the extent to which you think the role of
senior officers has changed over the last nine years and how well that change
has been codified? Certainly, if you judge by pay indication of senior
executives one would assume that there has been substantial change in role.
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68. PAUL ROWSELL: Over the last decade or so, since 2000, the activity
within local government and the way in which councils operate politically and
in a business sense has changed significantly. There have been significant
changes, as we have talked about, internally. | think there has been a huge
growth in the way in which local authorities and councils now work with
partners so that the role of senior officials is not simply an internal role. The
engagement with partners and the development of the local area agreement
has put a huge, whole new dimension on the role of the senior officers who
are supporting the council not simply as a provider or deliverer of services, but
as the leader of that community working with health bodies, police authorities,
the whole range of public sector and business community beyond to achieve
outcomes for that place. That has certainly been a very large development in
the kind of activities which have been required.

69. Notwithstanding the lack in certain cases of overview and scrutiny there
have been some very good examples of how officers in some places are not
only officers, but through engaging consultants to work with them and bringing
people in, have undertaken imaginative overview, scrutiny and scrutiny reports
not only about council business, but about issues which affect the community
as a whole.

70. The role and activity both of members and officers has changed and
continues to change. Perhaps one of the areas where change is particularly
happening in the future is the development of the importance of engagement
between the local authority at the most local level so officers are supporting
members. Not simply supporting the executive, but supporting the front line
members in their role as community leaders and as the champion for their
ward where in a number of cases perhaps a member would have a chest of,
say, £10,000 or more which they can spend on issues for that area and they
need support. The support is given from officers so the role today is very
different from the role of officers 15 years ago.

71. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: Given the very wide range of
performance of different authorities particularly at executive level and the
growing rotating door (many more officers resign or are dismissed than ever
before) do you think that the role needs to be further clarified so that the
expectations of people is coherent?

72. PAUL ROWSELL: That is probably so. Indeed as a department we
have recently undertaken consultation on having a formal code of conduct for
officers in an analogous way as there is a code of conduct for members. That
consultation envisaged a two-tier type code. There would be one like which
would apply to all officers and one tier which would apply to senior officers.
We have had a thousand or more responses to that consultation and there is a
range of responses supporting, questioning and challenging. We are currently
evaluating those and we will fairly short
response to that proposal that there should be a code of conduct for officers.
That would be a document which would tend to crystallise and codify these
behaviours and the relationship and responsibility of officers both in terms of
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functions delegated to them and their relationship with members.

73. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN DL CBE: A code of conduct has been
talked about for a very long time. Why has it taken so long to deliver?

74. PAUL ROWSELL.: It has been talked about for a long time, right back
in the 2000 Act. | think it has taken a long time to take forward the idea
because there has been some questions across the sector as to whether this
is a model code and how necessary is it. Many councils have a code for
officers already. Do we need something else in addition, particularly when the
code of conduct for officers, if we follow the model which is set out in the 2000
Act as a possibility, would not be a free-standing document like the members
code? It would be mandatory terms and co
I ndeed there are already very extensive t
employment related to their conduct and how they conduct themselves.

75. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: Could I follow up your comment about
working in partnership. You rightly said that many more services are delivered
in partnership. Is it a risk that that becomes a recipe for muddle and confusion
rather than accountability when something goes wrong?

76. PAUL ROWSELL: There is clearly that risk there undoubtedly, and in
essence there are two types of partnerships. There are partnerships for the
delivery of services, which are essentially a contractual arrangement, and
secondly, there are above all the local strategic partnerships where those
responsible for services and for the place come together in a voluntary, non-
statutory way in a forum so as to co-ordinate and integrate the delivery of their
particular responsibilities. In terms of the former, | think the key is the
contractual arrangements and it is important that the local authority, rightly, is
seen and is the body responsible for the delivery of that service, and simply
having a business partner does not and should not remove that responsibility.

77. In terms of the very important local strategic partnerships which
underpin local area agreements, which underpin the co-ordination of public
services across the piece, there are indeed issues of accountability when you
bring together a number of bodies; each retains its responsibilities, each
retains its legal identity, each retains its decision- taking role. Partnership
does not do away with that. What is important is that in those partnerships,
which are voluntary and developing today, is that clear and transparent lines of
accountability and responsibility between those partners are developed. The
government published some statutory guidance in relation to partnerships, that
guidance called Creating Strong, Safe, Prosperous Communities, and that
highlighted a number of key elements which should be developed when
establishing a local strategic partnership.

78. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: If | could just interject here. There
would be those who say that the role of LSPs is being enhanced through local
area agreements, through working collaboratively. We have bodies which
have no legal status, in many cases have no resources, and when something
goes wrong everyone will run for a very long way. Who is going to be
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accountable when these agreements are not delivered?

79. PAUL ROWSELL: The local area agreement quite clearly has the
statutory partners who are accountable for each of their inputs. That guidance
which | mentioned, its first point was the importance of there being clear and
transparent lines of accountability within the partnership that the partners need
to put that in place. Secondly, that there should be in a partnership like that an
executive board, a clearly visible, identified executive board which would
underpin the partnership. Then the chair of the local strategic partnership that
guidance sets out clearly, needs to be a chair which is recognised by the local
aut hority. But the short answenstble#ddf
is that in relation to a particular target or a particular element it will be the body
responsible for that target or element and the local authority has a unique role
in terms of accountability and responsibility because it is the local authority
which is the democratically accountable leader of that whole place. | think we
would see the local authority being in the front line of accountability for
delivering on the targets and outcomes for the local area agreement.

80. DR BRAIN WOODS-SCAWEN: That is fine. Thank you.

81. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you very much. Is there anything
that anybody else wants to add on? Alun and then Diana, quickly.

82. RT HON ALUN MICHAEL: Just two things and it is really just to
piggyback on comments that the Chairman made earlier. In relation to
evidence, | think it would be very illuminating if we could have an indication
from you of the key facts, the key statistics, the key figures, on which you rely
for your conclusions about the workings of the arrangement set up in the 2000
Act. In other words, not just the conclusions but the key facts on which you
rely. |think it is almost more important than what the conclusions are.

83. The second thing is it would be useful to have some indication of what
you see as the methodology by which accountability should be managed.
When | first came into local government, management by objectives was all
the key. What do you see now as the methodology? There has been an awful
lot about structures and accountability and those words but what do you see
as the methodology by which you make a connection between the facts of
what is happening and the approach that the Council should take?

84. | do not want to take those up now. | am suggesting that perhaps those
are two points on which we might have some supplementary information if we
may.

85. BARONESS MADDOCK: I wanted to really
guestioning about local strategic partnerships. Is it not the case that any
councillors involved in that have to abide by councillors6 code of conduct
there is the Standards Board to overview it but other members of the local
strategic partnership, there is no way of actually monitoring their standards or
holding people to account. | wonder if the government has thought about that,
because that is one of the problems with some of the extra bodies that have
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been set up.

86. PAUL ROWSELL: That is an issue which we are alive to. The position
today results from a concept of a partnership whereby that partnership does
not create a new body which has its own rules, procedures as such, in
essence a new formal legal entity, but consists of a number of freestanding
bodies. So the position is indeed as you describe that those who go to the
partnership, each is under their own particular standards and ethical regime so
that councillors when they are attending that partnership, as indeed when they
are doing anything to represent the local authority, are under their code of
conduct. People from health bodies are under the standards regime and code
of conduct for public bodies, etc. That is the position and of course then there
is the question - as | say, we recognise the issue, | do not have an answer
today - what about business representatives on that? What are the ethical
frameworks for them?

87. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you very much. Very quickly,
Oliver.

88. OLIVER HEALD MP: 1 just wondered if you would answer a question
about something that our next witness is likely to say which is that where there
are devolved systems of decision-making in which local councillors have
delegated decision-making, resource allocation powers for a sub-area of the
council, there is generally a much higher level of non-executive councillor job
satisfaction, motivation, and that this seems to work better than where
overview and scrutiny committees are the main opportunity for involvement.

89. PAUL ROWSELL: That picture which you paint | think is one which is
familiar to us and | think we would say that the role of the non-executive
councillors should certainly not be limited to overview and scrutiny, and indeed
arguably that is not their prime role. Being the leader at the frontline of their
community, having a little chest of money, as you have described, is indeed a
very important role for frontline councillors and that is crucial to their activity. If
they are not able to be leaders of their community and represent their
community to the council, to the executive, and be active in the community
then that is not really being a full frontline councillor.

90. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: As always, there are plenty of issues
which we could have followed up but we have not had time to. Thanks very
much for coming. | would be grateful if you could follow up on those particular
points that we asked you to. Thank you to your colleagues too. We have not
had time to get into questions on London government but | was grateful to you
for coming in case we did that and also grateful for what you said about John
Heal eyds willingness to come uback at anot

Professor Steve Leach, Professor of Local Government, Department of Public
Policy, Oxford University
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91. Our next witness is Professor Steve Leach who is the Professor of
Local Government in the Department of Public Policy at Oxford University.
Professor Leach, thank you very much for coming in to give evidence. Thank
you also, if | may say so, for a very clear and helpful piece of evidence which
is of great assistance.

92. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH (Professor of Local Government,
Department of Public Policy, Oxford University): | am very pleased you found
it so. | enjoyed writing it.

93. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: We do not encourage people to make
long opening statements because that cuts into the time for questions but if
there is anything you did want to say by way of introduction ...

94. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: | think probably, yes. | deliberately in
my evidence did not say much about possible changes in legislation because |
felt that was really the job of this Committee. But if you want me to say one or
two things which were not in the evidence about possible areas where
legislative change might be considered | am perfectly happy to do that. Would
that be helpful?

95. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Maybe we could come back to that at the
end, in the light of what else you say.

96. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: In that case why do we not take the
summary of evidence as read and you ask me questions? That might be the
best use of time.

97. RT HON ALUN MICHAEL: Thank you very much. The 2000 Act was
meant to achieve three things which were referred to very strongly at that time.
Has it worked? To be clear, | am talking about the provision of visible and
effective political leadership, increase of public engagement and providing
checks and balances to ensure that the executive was adequately held to
account through scrutiny. Have those three things, in your view, been
achieved?

98. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: The answer to the first question,
visibility, if you are talking about elected mayors, and of course there are only
12 of them in England, yes, it is demonstrable that they are more visible than
council leaders and have a much greater degree of public recognition.
Effective? | suppose this gets us into comparisons between mayoral and non-
mayoral systems, which | am sure you will have to come to later. | see no
evidence that mayoral systems are any more effective than cabinet and leader
systems in terms of delivering performance as measured by the
comprehensive performance assessment. So | am not sure how much
difference the Act has made to effective leadership. As you will see from my
evidence, Il am very sceptical about
leadership. | do not think it can be demonstrated that strong leadership is
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necessarily effective leadership, and | am quite happy to talk about that later if
you want me to. But mayoral leadership has certainly proved more visible; big
guestion marks about effective.

99. Increasing public involvement: | do not think that has had much to do
with the new executive arrangements that have been introduced in local
government. It was part of the 2000 Act. My impression is that local
authorities have taken that seriously and have in various ways tried to involve
the public, as well as in the statutory ways related to community strategy and
other ways too. It is all rather patchy. Some authorities are better at it than
others. In my experience, those authorities that have gone for devolved
systems of area decision-making where there are local committees, that has
been a positive for public engagement. People come to those meetings if they
think decisions are going to be made locally that actually affect them. So |
think public involvement has increased but it has been rather patchy and,
because there was no particular legal force in the Act behind public
engagement, that is what you would expect.

100. Holding to account: | think the overview and scrutiny system in
principle, the idea of kind of mirroring the central government system, was a
really exciting idea. | have to say that my understanding, based on a lot of
work, is that it has not really worked. It has in some cases, | can point to some
good examples of overview and scrutiny where the executive is held to
account, but there are an awful of barriers in the way of overview and scrutiny.

101. RT HON ALUN MICHAEL: So essentially you are saying it does not
necessarily produce that outcome?

102. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: Absolutely, it does not necessarily. It
can in the right circumstances but it can also not if there are political forces
militating against it. So | think the principle is right; | just think the practice has
been uneven. Very good at best but pretty mediocre and ineffective in terms
of accountability.

103. RT HON ALUN MICHAEL: How do you think that could be changed?

104. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: Well, I think first of all there are
obviously options for strengthening the position of overview and scrutiny within
a local authority. You could have a statutory scrutiny officer, and | am sure
Jessica Crowe will want to talk about that this afternoon. Same sort of status
as a monitoring officer who is scrutiny champion within the authority. That
might help.

105. RT HON ALUN MICHAEL: And has a personal legal responsibility?

106. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: Yes, or some kind of responsibility
which means that if there is any problem about overall and scrutiny not getting
a proper hearing he or she can deal with that. | think the underlying problem
there is the fact that the parallel between central government and local
government breaks down in that in local government there is still this

16



commitment to the unified officer structure, the sense that directors can serve
the executive in overview and scrutiny equally well, you do not need separate
units, you do not need a division of functions as you clearly get in parliament,
and | think that is not true. | think it is extremely difficult for a director of
chil drenbés services to support overview a
support the executive. Their prime loyalty is going to be to the executive
which is where decisions get made. Overview and scrutiny can quite honestly
be a bit of a nuisance if you are trying to convince the executive that they
should follow a sensible policy line that you, as director, think is appropriate.
So | think that is the area where it would be good if the Committee looked in
depth at what might be possible.

107. RT HON ALUN MICHAEL: Thank you, that is very helpful. Obviously
we are concerned about the extent to which the Seven Principles of Public Life
are applied. Do you think the 2000 Act structures have enhanced or
weakened observation of the seven principles?

108. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: As | say in my evidence, they have
certainly helped in relation to speed of decision-making, but that is not one of
your concerns. | think the area, one of the seven principles, where it has
helped, at least in principle, is accountability. You have now got an executive
or a mayor working with an executive who have got clear accountability for
executive decisions which was lacking in the old committee system. Now, it
would be even clearer if there was more devolution to individual executive
members of executive responsibility, and that is actually quite rare. Most
executives have chosen to take decisions collectively for various
understandable reasons. It is still clearer accountability than in the old system.

109. Where | think they have lost out is the openness. My experience of
executive meetings is that all the business is really done in the informal private
meeting of the chief officers a week before the formal executive meeting which
is often a pretty quick rubber-stamping exercise, the public rarely come, there
iS no opposition or very rarely any opposition there to challenge. In the old
committee system, for all its faults, in the policy and resources committee
there would be opposition members there who would ask difficult questions of
the party in power. That does not happen, so | think you have lost openness.

110. Another area - which is not a principle but it is relevant to your agenda -
is councillor motivation. | am quite clear that councillor motivation has not
been helped by the 2000 Act. There are circumstances where the councils
have found ways of continuing to engage and motivate non-executive
councillors but there are still many councils where non-executive members
feel they do not have a role and that is partly to do with the problems overview
and scrutiny has had in working effectively.

111. RT HON ALUN MICHAEL: You have touched on this to some degree

but what do you see as the strength and the weakness of the current
leadership models?
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112. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: First of all | think the leadership models
have moved closer together, at least in theory, since the 2007 Act. So | think
whatthegove r nment has tried to do is to say,
approve of elected mayors, okay not many authorities are opting for elected
mayors so we will try and develop a leadership system which is as like elected
mayors as possible without directel ect i ono. So they have di
tenure thing whereby in theory - and | think it is a total nonsense - the leader in
year one has security tenure for four years. Clearly the leaders now can
select their own cabinet colleagues and do all the things that mayors can do.
So in that sense the leadership models have moved closer together. The
reality | think is that the cabinet and leader model in certain circumstances will
not have security of tenure. If there is a change of political control clearly the
incoming party will have a vote of no confidence and the leader will have to
stand down. | cannot see why the government bothered legislating in that kind
of area.

113. The other point to make is that there are authorities where if the
tradition is a much more kind of group linked approach to leadership then
|l eaders have said to me, AOkay, I have go
years but if my colleagues lose confidence in me | will stand down, | will find
some reason f or nothemwods, there adeaisorts of ways of
subverting that particular clause.

114, | did a piece for the Joseph Rowntree Trust with various colleagues on
political leadership and what we argued there is: what is so great about strong
leadership.? Strong leadership: there have been some pretty dodgy examples
of strong leaders in the past. Strong leaders can be very effective; they can
also be, well, ultimately corrupt, can they not? We can all think of past
examples from Dan Smith onwards.

115. The real issue is effective leadership. You want leadership that actually
delivers, either in terms of getting more public interest involvement or currently
in relation to comprehensive performance assessment scores. There is no
evidence that mayor-led local authorities score any better in relation to
comprehensive performance assessment scores. In the work we did we found
various examples of different approaches, much more collegiate leadership
approaches, where the authority was rated as very good by the Audit
Commission. So what | think we should be concerned about is effective
leadership, not strong, personalised, charismatic, all that kind of stuff. | think
that is moving into a dead end, personally, although academic colleagues
disagree with that.

116. RT HON ALUN MICHAEL: Why do you think there have been so few
elected mayors? | was going to ask you does it matter but | think you have
answered that one.

117. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: Two reasons. First of all, most party
political groups do not like the idea of an elected mayor because it detaches
the leader of the council as mayor from the party group system. Leader of
council, apart from the various other links of accountability, the leader is
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answerable to the party group and the party group, even under the new
legislation, will find ways of dispensing with a leader if they do not like it. So
party groups generally of all political persuasions have been uneasy about
breaking that link. A party group cannot influence a mayor in the same way
that they can influence a leader. So that is why there were not that many
volunteers. Most kind of referenda happened because of public pressure or
local newspapers generating public pressure, or in some cases councils
decided they wanted to go but not many.

118. The second, of course, is when there have been referenda more often
than not the public have rejected the idea. For every referendum supporting
the i dea of elected mayor there have been
thank you very muc h o0 ughtthe puthlic imagmationtinithen k i t
way that its proponents hoped it would.

119. RT HON ALUN MICHAEL: Have the new arrangements changed the
role of those councillors who are not in the cabinet?

120. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: Yes. Basically, although they can still
operate through party groups, that has not changed. The problem for them
has been whatever other people felt about the old committee system,
backbench, for want of a better word, frontline councillors actually quite liked it.
They like being part of a decision-making process, even though in politically-
led authorities the decisions had been made beforehand. They liked engaging
in debate in an education committee; they liked becoming experts in a
particular committees on which they sat. That was actually a relatively strong
motivation. That has now gone, by and large, and what is left is overview and
scrutiny, which has basically often proved problematical. It is not like making
deci si ons. Councillors regul arllwe t el | me
can do is advise or seek to influenceo.
flow of information that they got when they were on the social services or
education committee.

121. As | mentioned earlier, if you have got some kind of area devolution
system that has been a strong motivator. The councillors that have worked
where there has been an area committee system with devolved power,
backbench, non-executive members are much happier; that does give them a
role. And, of course, thereareallsor t s of i ndications in the
current policy ideas about strengthening individual ward councillors and giving
them budgets. That might help but it has not actually happened yet. It is just
a kind of idea that is developing.

122. RT HON ALUN MICHAEL: What about the role of political parties, has
that changed?

123. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: Not particularly, except in mayoral
authorities. | think the detachment of the executive and the fact that a leader
now has power to appoint members of the executive, which he did not, | think
probably the balance of power has switched to the leadership in most councils,
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although there are councils where that kind of has been avoided.

124, RT HON ALUN MICHAEL: And therefore away from political
accountability?

125. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: Yes, and that in a sense is the problem
with the mayoral system. You substitute political accountability at the party
level for accountability every four years to the public. That is the crucial thing.

126. RT HON ALUN MICHAEL: Do the leadership models we have now
encourage an evidence-based approach to policymaking and delivery?

127. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: No, | am not sure that they do. | do not
think in a sense the basis on which policy is made has changed that much as
a result of the 2000 Act. It is still made by chief officers working closely with
senior politicians, advising and discussing and then a document coming
forward that is accepted in executive and presented to council for
endorsement, if that is what they have to do. The evidence-based in a kind of
more open public sense would happen through overview and scrutiny if
overview and scrutiny worked properly. So | think one of the advantages of
the new Act is if overview and scrutiny is well supported and doing its job
properly then there will be evidence-based challenge of policies emerging from
the executive, hopefully before they reach a stage where they are due to be
rubber-stamped. There are some authorities where that happens; there are
some authorities where a draft policy gets a very good evidence-based going
over through the overview and scrutiny system, and there are many authorities
where that does not happen.

128. OLIVER HEALD: You say in your paper that the new arrangements do
not seem to have changed levels of public trust in local government. Do you
have any thoughts about why that is?

129. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: | am not sure that public trust has got a
lot to do with structural arrangements. | do not think basically the public is that
bothered about whether there is a committee system. It may be bothered if
there is a mayor because mayors are high profile individuals but in terms of
the structural arrangements | do not detect a lot of public interest and | would
not expect the public to be interested. | would expect trust in any particular
area to reflect either some sense of good performance or clearly if there is a
major breakdown in the delivery of services, as in Haringey, | would expect
that to reflect. | would have thought public trust is more likely to be affected by
incidents on an authority-by-authority basis than anything in the 2000 Act.

130. OLIVER HEALD: So would you think that either the media or the
Standards Board or any of these other regulatory bodies have had any impact
on public trust either?

131. PROFESSOR STEVE LEACH: The media certainly do. There is no

doubt that if you have got an antagonistic local press for the council in power |
would have thought their views would be picked up by the readership of the
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local press and that would colour their views of basically the competence and
trustworthiness of the council. Standards Board, well if there is a cause
celebre, yes, that will get into the local media and that will affect it. But it
would only be in those particular circumstances where there was an obvious
maladministration issue or some councillor getting into real trouble that that
would affect it. | think public trust is quite a difficult concept. | would say what
we really need to know is what the council is being entrusted to do or not to do
and it is a bit of a woolly concept often in the way it is talked about and | would
like to see a clearer view of trusting the council to do what in what
circumstances as a way of taking the discussion forward..

132. OLIVER HEALD: Of course one of the aims of the reforms was to
make decision making more transparent. You say that the degree of
openness is less easy to achieve in the new system because of the private
meetings and the nature of the executive. Do you want to just add a bit more?

133. PROFESSOR LEACH: Well, I have explained why I think in many
authorities the executive does not lead to openness of discussion. It has the
direct accountability for executive decision making but if it is one party and it
chooses not to have open discussions, which would be true of most parties in
the public meeting, then there is not a lot of openness. Again the
transparency could come if there was a lot more challenge of executive
decisions through overview and scrutiny than there is, so if there were a lot
more call-ins of executive decisions, if there was a lot more discussion of
executive policies before they were finalised in cabinet you could say that
would be a way of making the process more open. In authorities where that
happens I think that would enhance openness. The problem is there are all
sorts of ways that a majority party can prevent that happening, in which case
you would not get overview and scrutiny opening up the debate about
agendas of executives.

134. OLIVER HEALD: Under the old system all members of the council had
a say in decisions, either through their involvement with a committee or at the
plenary, the full council. The new system of course changes that and makes it
much more of a cabinet-based executive system. The overview and scrutiny
has been introduced in lieu of the original arrangements where all councillors
had a say and all local communities were represented in the decision making.
You are saying in your paper that where you have a situation where the
council delegates to sub-areas and has area committees and there is a budget
for local councillors and so on in those areas then you do have a much higher
level of non-executive councillor job satisfaction and motivation and so on.

Are you also saying that in those situations it is less necessary to have an
overview and scrutiny committee because the local councillors are having their
say?

135. PROFESSOR LEACH: No, I think it is not right to say that. | absolutely
accept what you are saying, that if basically you have area decision making
machinery where local councillors make decisions at quite detailed level about
their areas | would see that as being a healthy development. It is non-
executive members in effect making executive decisions for their particular
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sub-areas at a local level and | think that is a very healthy antidote to the
dogmas of executive decision making within a cabinet in other authorities. It
does not preclude the need for overview and scrutiny to challenge the
decisions that the executive is making.

136. OLIVER HEALD: We will come onto that but can | just clarify this. Are
you saying that where there is devolved decision making, area committees
and so on, that there is an element of accountability between the voter who
elects his local member and the decision making that just is not there if you do
not have that devolved power?

137. PROFESSOR LEACH: Yes, I think | would agree with that. What | am
not so sure about is the idea that before the 2000 Act members had real
decision making powers sitting on committees. In theory they did but in a
majority controlled authority the power of the opposition member was solely to
vote against motions or decisions that they knew were going to go through.
So it was a bit of an illusory power, was it not?

138. OLIVER HEALD: Do you agree that to have an executive and local
decision making through devolution and area committees is a stronger model
than what went before the new arrangements?

139. PROFESSOR LEACH: Yes, undoubtedly.

140. OLIVER HEALD: On these overview and scrutiny committees the trend
seems to be that the leadership of these committees is gradually going more
and more into the hands of those who already control the council, in other
words the chairmen of these overview and scrutiny committees are coming
now increasingly from the ruling party. Is that correct?

141. PROFESSOR LEACH: No, itis the reverse. In the early days of
overview and scrutiny there was a greater tendency for the ruling party to try
and control the system and basically take all the cares of the overview and
scrutiny committee arrangements. | have done a lot of work on overview and
scrutiny since 2002 and | have seen a gradual opening up of that, so there are
still authorities where the majority party will take all the chairs, does not want
to risk opposition members, but there are also authorities now where
opposition members are given all or most of the chairs and probably the
strongest model developing is sharing of chairs, so all significant parties would
have a chair of one or other of the overview and scrutiny committees.

142. OLIVER HEALD: But you are critical of the culture of the critical friend
style of overview and scrutiny committee rather than the challenging select
committee style. Do you want to just amplify that?

143. PROFESSOR LEACH: The original bill from which overview and
scrutiny developed emphasised the challenge role, emphasised the holding to
account role. In the process through the House of Lords for various reasons
that is a mystery now there was a balancing role put in which is that overview
and scrutiny is also there to help the executive, so it is not just there to
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challenge and hold to account, it is there to help them develop policy or to
review policy. That is where the critical friend idea came in, so overview and
scrutiny have a bit of a role conflict, | think, in that they are supposed to be
helpful and support the executive and contribute to policy but they are also
supposed to hold the executive to account.

144, Critical friend is quite a difficult role to play. If we are too critical then
our friends stop being our friends, do they not, and I think that is the difficulty
that has happened. A lot of overview and scrutiny has moved too far towards
the friend bit and been insufficiently critical, in my experience.

145. OLIVER HEALD: Just finally on this, should not looking at the way in
which your council is working, your policies and so on in a constructive way be
part of the executiveds role and should n
be an external role? So is not the whole model flawed?

146. PROFESSOR LEACH: What do you mean by external role?

147. OLIVER HEALD: Well, it should be outsiders who are probing and
checking and making sure that what goes on in a council is proper, but in
terms of just reviewing policies, the critical friend style of work, that is
something that could be done by the executive or the council, the council
officers, easily.

148. PROFESSOR LEACH: Well, it could. I think the problem for authorities
was that if the arrangements for overview and scrutiny because of the
perceived vulnerability of the cabinet meant that there was not a lot of scope
for criticism, holding to account and that kind of thing, the helping with policy
was put in | suppose you could saysas a s
but i f you want to help us develop policy
better ways of executive being supported in development policy.

149. | think the holding to account role is the more important one of overview
and scrutiny. | think there is all sorts of scope for bringing in outsiders, so |
think to bring in expert witnesses, that kind of thing, is all to the good,
commissioning studies that bring in new evidence, and | would not want to see
that role lost to councillors who are not on the executive. To me it is one of
the strongest ways that opposition parties can influence things. They are
prepared to behave responsibly and not score party political points but simply
say, fAWe are not happy about topnsorse area of
evidence that will enable us to challenge
that is healthy and gives the opposition a role.

150. So yes, by all means bring in external advisors but | do not think it is a
role that could sensibly be wholly played by outside people.

151. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: You have given several reasons in your
paper as to why the effectiveness of scrutiny is restricted; traditions of party
group working; tendency of opposition groups to use it for point scoring and so
on and so forth, and you have also said a bit about the imposition of a
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Westminster model on an old model of officers being there to support the
whole council. Do you think the model can work or do you think it is basically
flawed by the way it puts several different models together, that it will never
really deliver?

152. PROFESSOR LEACH: It can work. | have seen it work, it does work,
in fairly limited situations. It works when you have got an open mindedness on
the part of the executive to take scrutiny seriously, to engage with it,
deliberatively, and to be influencing it. So if you have an executive which is
full of confident councillors who in a sense feelthatasone | eader
expect to be given a hard time by overview and scrutiny, that is what overview
and scrutiny is foro and when he ap
happy to exchange views, in situations like that where you have got a
confident cabinet open minded about scrutiny, where you have got an
opposition party that is not trying to play political games, yes, it may want to
further its own agenda but it will do it properly by identifying studies, by not
making point scoring in scrutiny committee but trying to develop evidence that
challenges what the executive are doing that they think is wrong, then it can
work. But there are more authorities where those conditions do not exist, so
any consideration of how you coul d
would be helpful.

153. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: That moves onto two questions. One is
IS it reasonable to base a structure which is supposed to apply to all
authorities on the fact that some authorities can make it work when the
majority cannot?

154. PROFESSOR LEACH: Possibly not.
and the answer is yes it can but there are a lot of authorities where it does not
and one of your challenges is to decide ultimately whether the model is
unworkable because it does not work particularly effectively in lots of
authorities or whether you can find ways of making the model work by
exhortation guidelines, whatever the kind of less strong legal chain that you
might be comfortable with.

155. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: What would you do, given a free hand to
strengthen?
156. PROFESSOR LEACH: | would have I think, and | am not wholly clear

about this because | can see problems as well, some form of scrutiny
champion within the authority. | would have if possible a greater detachment
of the dedicated scrutiny support unit so that they are allowed to get on with
the job in a way that is not necessarily influenced by a director of highways
who feels under threat from what they are doing. A stronger sense of
detachment from the mainstream officers and | would have a budget which
enabled scrutiny to draw in outside advice when they needed it and strengthen
their ability. So it would be those kinds of things.
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157. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Within a local authority system you think
you could provide a good career path for people supporting the scrutiny?

158. PROFESSOR LEACH: Yes. I think there already is a reasonably good
career path, but | do think that there is a major issue about whether the unified
officer structure, the idea that, small scrutiny units apart, that can work
effectively in an executive system. Nobody is claiming that it can at
Westminster and although | am not wholly clear how far you could take it in
local government | think it needs serious reconsideration.

159. | am not an expert on greater London but there you have got a system
as | understand it where there is a strong mayoral office working directly for
the mayor and other officers working for the assembly. If we do move into a
mayoral mode with more and more mayors in the bigger cities | would expect
to see some of the population to that being at least more widely discussed.

160. OLIVER HEALD: Can I just ask one question, which is of course the
House of Commons, the select committees have their own staff separate from
executive government.

161. PROFESSOR LEACH: Yes, they do and that is worth thinking about
for implications of local government.

162. ALUN MICHAEL: On the issue of partnerships, because clearly that
becomes more important as you recognise that not all issues are purely dealt
with within local government, to what extent do you think that local authorities
are now reconciling the need for accountability within the local authority for
what responsibilities are in effect discharged in partnership with other bodies?

163. PROFESSOR LEACH: I think with some difficulty is the answer.
Clearly if you have a particular power and responsibility which is solely yours
you can be held responsible for it and you can be held accountable for it. if
you are doing an increasing range of activities through the partnership mode
and dependent on the co-operation of the police or the PCT or whatever then
inevitably accountability becomes blurred, does it not?

164. ALUN MICHAEL: Does it, because | mean if you take the example of
crime reduction, that cannot be done by the police alone, that cannot be done
by the local authority alone therefore calling to account separately would not
make sense but if you got a joint responsibility you can actually scrutinise the
outcomes. What | am asking about is really whether the structures that are in
place following the 2000 Act encourage that effective joint working, especially
when you get into the wider local strategic partnership which may be dealing
with quite a variety of issues.

165. PROFESSOR LEACH: Well, I am not sure that the 2000 Act did but |
think things that have happened since, particularly local area agreements,
basically push authorities however willy nilly into that kind of mode. There is
really no option anymore. | mean | do take your point about crime and
disorder partnerships and holding to account through those. | do have worries
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about the replacement of the comprehensive performance assessment with

the comprehensive area assessment. How do you hold to account a

partnership which is responsible, if you like, for a whole range of targets that
evolve? If basically the partnership is seen as performing poorly and not
achieving things that it is supposed to achieve, if a local authority as lead

partner is going to be held responsible | think that would be very unfair if that

was the case. What do you do if basically the PCT is saying, i No, | ook,
the |l ocal authorityodés fault, they are
authority is saying, ANo, no, it is th
takes you into a rather murky area, | think, where accountability is going to be
more diffuse.

D S5 —

166. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE JP: | am very interested in the fact that
from time to time during your evidence you have come back talking about job
satisfaction and really issues which are far more behavioural than procedural
and | wonder if you think we are asking some of the wrong questions in
emphasising structures here, rather than trying to find out what it is about the
way in which people operate on a personal level perhaps that makes for a
successful arrangement?

167. PROFESSOR LEACH: | think that is a very interesting and relevant
point. | think it is solely pertinent to the elected mayor debate. The elected
mayor is a new type of structure with a new set of responsibilities and in my
perception, having interviewed and done work with several of the authorities
involved is that the effectiveness, however you measure it, with elected
mayors is as much to do with their competence, their skills, their personality as
it is to do with the structure. So there are some authorities where elected
mayors are very effective, | think, and liked by the public and there are some
authorities where they are a disaster as far as | am concerned.

168. So it is the personality, the skills are very much part of the effectiveness
and it would be important to balance any discussion we have about structures
with that awareness. | think in terms of motivation of members there is debate
which | think is probably tangential to your concern about the importance of
trying to ensure that there is a steady stream of competent people standing for
councillor and council candidates and joining local authorities and there has
been a recent report which | am sure you will have seen by ex-councillor Jane
Roberts, that particular report. | think yes, it is important to understand what
does motivate non-executive members in particular and whether any
proposals that you develop as a committee can strengthen the possibility of
mor e members, more people wanting to say,
will stand as aarlgthosedvonden,t think mipaitres, who aré
currently underrepresented on councils. Sorry, that is rather a diffuse
response to your question.

1609. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: No, that is a very helpful response. |

rather stopped you at the beginning from saying what you wanted to say about
legislative changes. Do you want to say that now?
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170. PROFESSOR LEACH: | want to make a general point, that although
there may well be a case for legislative changes | would hope that you will be
a bit careful about that. | think there has been a lot of what | would see as
over the top legislative change from this government in relation to local
government, of which one clear example was this trying to secure the security,
the security of tenure of leaders that I think is a total waste of time and if you
were to recommend that those features of the 2007 Act be repealed |
personally would be delighted. | cannot see the value of government getting
involved in that kind of detail about the way a local authority operates, | really

cannot . So if | were to say to you, dndYes
strengthening the roleo, or, AThere ought
there ought to be safeguards that call in is facilitated, there ought to be

requirements thattheuni f i ed of fi cer structure is dis

would be beginning to criticise my own recommendations on the basis of do
we need yet more statutory involvement in the way that the local authorities
run themselves? We have had so much recently.

171. | do think there are issues which you need to consider about whether
the unified officer structure can cope with the division of powers, particularly if
there are more mayoral authorities and | do think it would be advantageous if
in some way the ability of overview scrutiny to do a good job could be
strengthened but | would hope that you would look for a range of measures,
non-legislative as well as legislative, to try and facilitate this process and not
assume that by changing the law you necessarily change behaviour. As |
mentioned earlier there are all sorts of ways of circumventing what the law
requires you to do, the old days of compulsory competitive tendering, local
authorities found ways round that, did they not, if they did not really want to do
it, or they found ways of ensuring that the direct works department got the
contract, perfectly legally. Well, the edges of legality.

172. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Professor Leach, thank you very much.
Extremely helpful.

COUNCILLOR DAVID PARSONS, CHAIR, IMPROVEMENT BOARD, LOCAL
GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION

173. Our next witness is Councillor David Parsons who is the Chairman of
the Improvement Board from the LGA and Henry Peterson who is an LGA
advisor. | apologise for keeping you waiting. | hope you have heard some of
the last evidence and understood while we were talking to Professor Leach.

174. We have read your evidence, for which many thanks. We have not
been encouraging people to make long opening statements because that gets
in the way of questions, but if there were things you wanted to say by way of
introduction please feel free to say them.

175. COUNCILLOR DAVID PARSONS (Chair of the Improvement Board Of
The Local Government Association): | have been given something by the
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LGA Chairman which | do not think will add too much to your proceedings, so |
do not propose to read it out. But apologies if they are in the room, those who
wrote it. We have given you evidence broadly speaking as | understand it on
leadership, accountability, role of senior officers and on partnership working. |
assume that has got through the channels?

176. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: It has, and we have all read it with great
interest.
177. DAVID PARSONS: So I am more than happy to answer questions or

make contributions.

178. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: If you did feel that it was useful for us to
see the piece of paper you have in front of you to read out then please hand it
over to us afterwards.

179. LLOYD CLARKE QPM: Thanks very much indeed, and thank you also,
we know that you have stepped into the breach at rather short notice with
Councillor Eaton not being available. What we would like to do over the next
45 minutes and | am sure colleagues will not want to stop the time and we will
go into our lunch break to give you the full opportunity, should we need that, is
explore issues about leadership, and then | am going to pause and my
colleague, Derek, is going to come in and maybe ask one or two other
questions on those and then | will come back to again ask some more
specifics about accountability, openness and roles of senior officers.

180. So we have your submission, thank you very much indeed, but could |
ask an opening question. Clearly the Act of 2000 had three purposes. One
was about providing visible effective leadership, the second was about
increasing public engagement and the third was about providing scrutiny
through checks and balances. So as you have heard it was very much about
structures and what | would like in all of those areas and as we go forward is
to tease out maybe your thoughts on the outcomes, the effect that the Act has
had. Has it worked? Could it have worked better in some areas?

181. DAVID PARSONS: It has definitely worked. | am a great supporter of
the leader cabinet model, | think the public ought to be more aware of what it
has actually brought, this is sounding terribly arrogant, but | am mortified that a
decent system has not been reflected in public satisfaction, if | can put it that
way. So | think it has worked. Where it has not worked perhaps as well as it
could do is in scrutiny, so | think we probably need to do some work on
scrutiny. Having said that | have never myself ever sat on a scrutiny
committee. | have always sat on an executive committee and for most of that
time | have been leader of a large local authority. So | really do think that
perhaps we need to do something there. There might be something about the
people there.

182. LLOYD CLARKE: We will certainly get the opportunity to tease that out
in more detail, but clearly you are very pro it and is that the view of the LGA as
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well, or just you as an individual?

183. DAVID PARSONS: It is probably the view of my fellow leaders so |
think being sensible | do think it is the view of the LGA that the system has
worked and | could give you examples of my own local authority where | took
over the leadership in 2003, there has been a journey there to excellence in
services which has been driven by the model, by the very model of the 2000
Act.

184. LLOYD CLARKE: Can you give me some real examples then in terms
of, and | am now specifically thinking about this leadership model, some
outcomes that you think are as a result of that strong leadership model that
you are suggesting has worked?

185. DAVID PARSONS: Absolutely. One model that comes from my own
local authority immediately to the fore is education, whereby you in a
traditional education authority would not necessarily get the focus for change
and excellence in results that this model can give. So for instance as a leader
| regularly go round schools in Leicestershire talking to teachers, asking
heads, inquiring why perhaps their results are not as good as they could have
been, stressing on them that the people who vote for us want their kids to do
well at school, visiting those schools, giving encouragement, the occasional
kick up the arse, if | can say that. | probably cannot say that, Chairman, so |
apologise. Actually using the leadership role to drive that agenda.

186. SIR DEREK MORRIS MA DPhil:  Why could you not have done that
before?
187. DAVID PARSONS: It was not done before and | think what the 2000

Act did was give some sort of focus to a system whereby that was acceptable.

188. LLOYD CLARKE: What about mayors? Because you are very much
talking about the council-led leadership model. What about mayors? Would
the LGA like to see more mayors or not?

189. DAVID PARSONS: My party would, so | have to be fairly loyal on this
one, so the LGA is very interested in mayoral models. Speaking personally |
do not understand the intellectual distinction between a mayor of a city or a
metropolitan area and a mayor of a large county authority, say like the one of
which | am leader. Why have mayors of cities and not have mayors of
counties? If you are looking for leadership | think the mayoral model will give
you that. | think what the mayoral model does, the disadvantage, is that it puts
perhaps even more power in the hands of one person and if that person
succeeds, if that is a good person, then you will get good results. If that
person does not succeed, not such a good person, then you will not get such
good results. Itis a bit more of a gamble than the cabinet model.

190. LLOYD CLARKE: Of course you were in the room probably listening to

Steve Leach who was articulating that, but if that is the case then and
irrespective of what type of area it is, metropolitan or whatever, why are we

29



only seeing 12 mayors? What could be put in place to create the enthusiasm
for more mayors?

191. DAVID PARSONS: | am not necessarily here to speak in favour of
mayors, in fact my own preferred model is leader and cabinet because | have
made that work personally and | do think it can work. | can see areas where a
mayoral model would be of advantage, if you have a city which needs a large
amount of regeneration and you really have to move things then | can see a
good mayor doing that. But as | say it is more of a high risk model.

192. LLOYD CLARKE: So arguably am I right in saying that you will be
saying, Al't does not really matter
leadership in your own way but that leadership is essential if improvements
are to be made and probably any improvements have been made because of

that strong | eadershipo?
193. DAVID PARSONS: Yes, | would go along with that 100%.
194, LLOYD CLARKE: Okay. Can we talk about the other councillors then,

those that do not have executive power. What about their role? Has it been
improved, has it diminished? One of the aspirations within the Act was that it
would give local councillors who had no executive authority more time in their
wards to do councillor business. Is it fair, has it worked?

195. DAVID PARSONS: I think that is a bit patronising. Most members of
my group come up to me and say, APl
do a real | obod s oafaul,ifyoslikeg af thesgstein.si n g

196. LLOYD CLARKE: Sois it going to encourage people to put themselves
forward to be councillors in the future if their chances of really only getting
good positions is if they are executive councillors?

197. DAVID PARSONS: When | became a councillor | was a very junior
backbench member and | wanted to be leader immediately. So anyone who
becomes a councillor will presumably want to go up through the ranks, anyone
who becomes, as | said, a Member of Parliament, who wants to join the
Government and be Prime Minister.

198. LLOYD CLARKE: Is that really the case, or is there something more
altruistic that drives them in the role of wanting to become, for example, a
councillor? Is it really true what you are saying?

199. DAVID PARSONS: | do not know, is the answer. | do not quantify
altruism. | am a scientist so yes, all councillors, all public servants are
altruistic, | think, and there is a great deal of that in wanting to stand for local
government, in wanting to do the best for your area. So there is an awful lot
that we need to do in that area. How do we allow a councillor to do the best
for his or her area? Very important. What powers do we give them? What
powers do we give them as scrutineers? Frankly how do we train them to do
that job? Because if | look at my group, some of the brightest sparks | would
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want on my cabinet. That leaves some of the quieter ones to do scrutiny.
That is a problem of the system.

200. LLOYD CLARKE: Ok ay. What alBavest t he
then, to appoint their executive? Has that been successful? Could that be
improved? Has it proved problematic in some areas?

201. DAVID PARSONS: No, | do not think that could be improved. If the
leader is a coward | suppose he could allow the group to elect his cabinet, if
he is under some trouble, under some difficulty. If the leader is strong the
leader will be able to choose a reasonable cabinet, so no, | do not see a
problem there.

202. LLOYD CLARKE: Then can | ask - in terms of what you are seeing as
this very strong model - has that improved public trust in the new model in the
structures that we now have? What has been the impact on public trust?

203. DAVID PARSONS: No, | do not think it has. That is the dilemma.
204. LLOYD CLARKE: Why not?
205. DAVID PARSONS: That | do not know. | leave that to everyone to

come to their own conclusion. | think that getting something done and getting
public trust are not particularly linked and | think that perhaps we have to go
out and sell what we are doing, perhaps we have to go out and ask the public
more what they want us to do. Maybe we should be slightly more humble.

206. LLOYD CLARKE: | mean interestingly in the LGA submission, and it is
mentioned on three separate occasions, that perhaps the reason it has not got
public trust is because there is not a good enough understanding by citizens of
what the system is. Would you agree with that?

207. DAVID PARSONS: Yes, | would agree with that, but that seems to me
to be slightly patr ogbecuseyyy do ioYunderstande n o't
uso Iis not a |line | would Iike to embark
208. LLOYD CLARKE: Well, forgive me, but it is one that your association

has taken and is documented.

2009. DAVID PARSONS: Yes, but | am a free thinker and you are inviting me
to give it you from the knuckle, which is what | am trying to do.

210. LLOYD CLARKE: That is true, but we are also inviting you to speak on
behalf of the LGA and the submission that we have received from that
organisation.

211. DAVID PARSONS: Absolutely. I am more than happy to give you my
own views which will embellish that of the LGAG.
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212. SIR DEREK MORRIS: Just following that particular point, could | ask
would it be your personal view that the leader and cabinet model and then with
oversight and scrutiny outside the cabinet group, is a reasonably
straightforward model that one might reasonably expect that anyone who
wants to be interested in this could understand and should not be a cause of
confusion or by itself therefore a cause of lack of trust?

213. DAVID PARSONS: Yes. I think if | am being honest the level of
confusion in local government is who does what. | think if you go to the
constituents in my ward and asked them who does what and therefore where
are the lines of accountability that is a great difficulty in British local
government.

214. SIR DEREK MORRIS: More of a problem than before the 2000 Act?

215. DAVID PARSONS: | am not sure it is more of a problem. 1 think it
probably is because local government boundaries are becoming more blurred,
are they not, with partnership working and so on and local government leading
a series of partners in not being particularly obvious where those lines of
accountability go.

216. SIR DEREK MORRIS: Can I just revert to the question that Lloyd put
to you about why so few mayors. One argument that has been put to us is
that in order to get a mayor introduced into a particular area you do need a
champion to push that forward and the most obvious champion would be local
politicians, but the argument runs that local politicians are likely to much
prefer, as indeed it seems you do, the leadership and cabinet model.
Because then the accountability of the leader is still very much to the party,
whereas of course with a directly elected mayor that accountability route goes
straight to the population, and that therefore, perhaps unforeseen at the time
of the 2000 Act there was never going to be any great momentum to push for
mayors from the one group from whom one would expect to see that initiative
developed. Do you think that is a reasonable analysis?

217. DAVID PARSONS: Yes, party versus individuals and | think whenever
a party sees an elected mayor there is a tension, is there not, between the
power of the party and the power of an individual and the ability of a party to
control that individual. Yes, | do see that as a dilemma. | think that that
perhaps has gone into the debate a bit.

218. SIR DEREK MORRIS: Could | ask you to comment on the following?
Would it be reasonable in your view to see the 2007 Act as in effect giving up
on the idea of a large number of directly elected mayors, that it is really
saying, in practice, apart from 12, they are all leader and cabinet. So we can
see that some of those leaders are quite strong, some have been less strong,
depending on particular circumstances, let us bolster the leaders in that
model, make them strong and then it does not really matter much whether we
do not have any more mayors.
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2109. DAVID PARSONS: Yes, | do see that things have gone that way and |
do think that the debate on elected mayors has fallen away, certainly.

220. SIR DEREK MORRIS: Just to pursue that, it was put to us by
Professor Leach that there is still an important difference, despite the career
convergence, in that in practice the leader will not have security of tenure for
four years, despite what the Act says, particularly in light of the changes.
What of the view that where we may have ended up is the best compromise
between the desire for strong leadership on the one hand and the dictates of a
party system on the other?

221. DAVID PARSONS: | agree with that. | think that the collegiate impact
of a cabinet cannot be underrated, certainly getting people together to raise
the game rather than have a focus on one person, having a focus on several
has, | have noticed, had a very positive impact. Certainly members of my
cabinet over the last five years have improved, some of them beyond all
recognition, and that is the sort of collegiate nature of leadership rather than
the single model.

222. SIR DEREK MORRIS: One last question if | may, just about the other
councillors. We talked about their position. Clearly there is a lot of power and
decision making responsibility and that may have an influence on motivation
and so on. Another point that has been put to us is that under the pre-2000
system councillors could develop a degree of expertise in a particular area
because they would be on the relevant committee, often for some years, and
that under the post-2000 arrangements outside of the executive there is not
really any scope. It is not impossible, but there is not a great deal of scope to
develop any great expertise and that further demotivates.

223. DAVID PARSONS: | am not sure that | would agree with that, actually.
| do think that members of all local authorities, if they are scrutinising social
services for want of a generic term, will specialise in that. Certainly in my own
local authority highways, transportation issues, that sort of thing, we do have
backbenchers and spokesmen on scrutiny who has obviously developed that
expertise and trained in it and even gone abroad to look at how waste is done
in Holland and places like this.

224. SIR DEREK MORRIS: | think that probably takes us back to the issue
of scrutiny and so on. | will hand back to Lloyd.

225. LLOYD CLARKE: Can | take us into the area of accountability and
openness, openness of course being one of the principles of our own
committee and one of the focuses for the work that we are doing. One of the
stated aims of the arrangements was that local decision making would
become more open and transparent. Do you think that has happened, and if it
has what has driven it?

226. DAVID PARSONS: Has it become more open and transparent? | am

not terribly sure that it has. It has had more focus. | do not think it has
necessarily become more open and transparent. | think the system of local
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government is so complicated at the moment, the system of government is so
complicated, that it is very difficult to get that openness and transparency
because it is not obvious where the lines of accountability are.

2217. LLOYD CLARKE: Sure. | mean itis interesting because again
Professor Steven Leach asserted to us in his opinion openness has become
less transparent because decisions are made outside the meeting and in
effect then a public meeting is just used as a rubber stamp. | am not sure
whether that is any change from previous anyway, but do you have a view on
that?

228. DAVID PARSONS: Yes. There is a danger that public cabinet
meetings can become a rubber stamp but with that | agree that real decisions
are made at private meetings, that is true, but | have been a councillor for
more years than | care to admit now and under the old system it was not
particularly open either. | think under the old chairman system the chairman
would get together with his chief officer, decide what he wanted, decided who
he had to square on the committee and that was it.

229. LLOYD CLARKE: Has the new system and the new process
encouraged greater or less media attention? They are open meetings, the
formal meetings and has the press fallen off, less coverage in the local media?
Do you have any thoughts on that?

230. DAVID PARSONS: Yes, I think coverage has changed. When | was
first a young councillor the press would turn up and record as a matter of
record. Now they are looking for chinks in our armour, a thoroughly bad thing
to do.

231. LLOYD CLARKE: ltis interesting because that is almost allied to the
trust issue where it is more likely to be affected perhaps by incidents rather
than perhaps normal day to day working decision making.

232. DAVID PARSONS: | think that is a very good point and it does
represent a change | think of how public affairs are reported.

233. LLOYD CLARKE: But of course that is one way of accountability and
openness, is it not, whether it be through the media or whoever else?

234. DAVID PARSONS: Itis one form of accountability. | think there are
better forms of accountability, there are better forms of reporting what we do in
public bodies rather than sensationalising too much.

235. LLOYD CLARKE: Okay. So how could it be done better? Let us come
onto the real issue of scrutiny committees and probably two areas that we
would like to test with you. One, do scrutiny committees have adequate
powers and secondly, what about the resources? Are they adequately
resourced?
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236. DAVID PARSONS: | did give you a caveat that | have never served on
a scrutiny committee in my life.

237. LLOYD CLARKE: Do you feel scrutinised?

238. DAVID PARSONS: I do feel scrutinised, yes. | think they have enough
powers. | do not think they have enough resources. That is not to say that |
think they should have dedicated resources and before the committee goes
down that line can | just put one point of view and that is that you could end up
with a sort of scrutiny industry. There is something to be said for getting your
chief engineer, for want of a better generic term, to advise scrutiny as well as
he or she would advise the executive and in my mind there is just a danger,
and | still do not have this right in my own mind, where the balance would lie.
There is a danger in saying that you should have separate scrutiny
arrangements, in separating those two arms and in my own mind the jury is
still out.

239. LLOYD CLARKE: Because there is a proposal to as it were strengthen
it, to say that there should be someone responsible for scrutiny and that that
person should then have the resource, because by doing that what you start to
do, you start to bring a division of the functions, i.e. from decision making, and
it is somebody completely separate that then has the responsibility for scrutiny
rather than perhaps as it is at the moment a bit of a mish mash. Now |
understand what you are saying but is not the scrutiny industry, however large
it is, a necessary product of openness and accountability that we would want
in a democratic system?

240. DAVID PARSONS: Yes, | think you are right. You will come to your
own views on this, but | say in advice do not draw the lines too heavily, in my
view, because you could be getting rid of good advice and your ability to
motivate say chief officers of a local authority which you might not get if you
had really rigid division.

241. LLOYD CLARKE: Okay, and | suppose there are two sides to this.
One is the officer responsibility and a proposal here of making someone
responsible, being a champion of scrutiny therefore, and maybe you want to
comment further on that. The other side to that is the role of the councillors,
and forgive me as | may not say it to you in exactly the way that you did or
with the meaning that you intended, but you suggested that strong, thrusting
councillors wanted to be part of the executive, leaving my term, not yours, the
weaker member councillors to be on the scrutiny committees.

242. DAVI D PARSONS: Il think | sai d fAiqguiete

243. LLOYD CLARKE: Okay, quieter. There is an argument that it should
be the other way around, perhaps.

244, DAVID PARSONS: That would be a difficult one to prosecute, | think.

The argument for good leadership, for good positive leadership is improving
your services, so | would not like to say that you want the weaker guys trying
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to improve your services. | have used the word weak this time, | tried to avoid
that. The quieter guys to push forward your services and the stronger ones to
scrutinise that.

245. LLOYD CLARKE: Yes, it seems to me that it is about capability rather
than the personal style of quietness or strength or whatever. Do you want to
come in on that?

246. SIR DEREK MORRIS: If | can just pursue a couple of points there
because | think it is a very central issue. | can well imagine that a very good,
dedicated officer bringing expertise to his or her role is then working closely
with members of the cabinet to try to get to the right, the best answer in some
area, and they do that over a period. If you do not have dedicated oversight
and scrutiny that officer is then being asked to provide information and work
with someone whose specific role is to see if they can tear apart the decision,
partly the process but also the decision making, that the officer has been
involved in. | can see there will be a few exceptional characters who can do
that, but for most people that is going to be very difficult, is it not?

247. DAVID PARSONS: Yes, itis not an easy role, is it? | agree with you
there. | think the great thing is that this officer who is advising the executive
will possibly know where the gremlins are in the system as well and a good
officer, and | have found this, will advise others as to where the gremlins are,
where it would be wise to scrutinise and | have found that, although | do take
your point that is not an easy role, which is why my mind is not totally made up
that this is a good model, but | am still thinking about it. The alternative is that
you set some guy from the same authority the task of getting into the
decisions which have been made who do not know where all the gremlins are
in the system, and where perhaps the good suggestions may be made. That
is a dilemma which | am still struggling with, | must admit.

248. SIR DEREK MORRIS: A related point that has been put to us is that
initially in the 2000 Act the scrutiny role was envisaged as a holding to account
role, but that subsequently the so-called critical friend approach developed
and it was certainly put to us that that was possibly a wrong move, that critical
friend while one can see it has certain advantages really means the holding to
account role is substantially diluted. Would you agree with that or not?

249. DAVID PARSONS: The problem in an authority which is run by a given
party, say the Conservative party, which runs much of local government at the
moment, its majority would mean that Conservatives were scrutinising a
Conservative executive. That can lead to tensions. What | have done in my
own local authority and | think it is a good idea, is to take a deliberate decision
right. You make the chairman of your scrutiny bodies from the opposition
irrespective of the numbers by which you control the local authority.

250. SIR DEREK MORRIS: Is it correct that in most cases that does not
happen at the moment?
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251. DAVID PARSONS: | am not sure of the figures and | could get those
figures to you, but I do think that in quite a few well-informed local authorities
this does happen, whereby the | eader of t
opposite political partytol ook at wuso and to deliberatel
office. We have done that in Leicestershire and | do know of other local
authorities where this happens.

252. SIR DEREK MORRIS: But presumably from what you said earlier you
would not invite government to lay down any instruction that that should hold?

253. DAVID PARSONS: No, | would want the government to keep out of all
this stuff.

254, LLOYD CLARKE: A final question if | may in respect of senior officers
and then | will take this to a final area which is about partnerships. In your
experience and you said you would use your experience maybe a little more
than the LGA, the wider LGA --

255. DAVID PARSONS: You will forgive me, | have not totally read the LGA
document so you can advise me on that, I think.

256. LLOYD CLARKE: What | am interested in is the issue of is there a
need to codify the role of senior officers? It has been around since 2000, it is
taking time, something is coming together but in your opinion is there a need
to codify the role of senior officers?

257. DAVID PARSONS: Absolutely not.
258. LLOYD CLARKE: Why not?
259. DAVID PARSONS: That is up to the local authority. Leave it to the

local authority. National government should let go and let people get on with
the job.

260. LLOYD CLARKE: That is interesting, because you have read the script
then because the LGA certainly does say that in terms of to let go. You are on
message there. Finally can we move into partnerships. Have they led to
more muddled accountability at the moment where in actual fact it is very
difficult to put your finger on who exactly is responsible and can be held to
account?

261. DAVID PARSONS: We in local government try and run the system well
and by and large | do not think we do a bad job, but would you run a country
like this? Would you have separate accountabilities for health, the police, all
the gamut of local services, the highways, agencies do some roads, local
authorities do some roads? | mean would you run a country like that? | am
jolly sure 1 would not.

262. LLOYD CLARKE: Are the partnerships working for you?
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263. DAVID PARSONS: Yes, because we have taken a decision that this is
a very complicated, very difficult system to run, let us make it work and by and
large local authorities take that pragmatic view, and by and large actually do
not do a bad job but it is not an ideal system.

264. LLOYD CLARKE: Do I also get from all of that and from everything you
have said as a final comment you are a locally elected councillor and at the
end of the day accountability should be through the ballot box?

265. DAVID PARSONS: Absolutely.

266. SIR DEREK MORRIS: Can I just ask one last, for me, more general
question? Clearly the thinking behind the 2000 Act was the belief that there
was a need for good leadership and good leadership meant strong and visible
leader ship. One might say, AWell
first of all mayors have clearly not been popular and even where there have
been referendums in many cases they have been rejected, and whether it is
valid or not | do not know but a lot of current management governance
thinking is about leadership as being rather quiet facilitation of effectiveness,
not being high profile or leaping or dancing leadership. If that is right does that
mean that one should just give up on mayors now?

267. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Apart from in the major urban centres.

268. DAVID PARSONS: | must remain on message. No, | am interested in
seeing how mayors can add to the role of leadership. | am more than happy
to do that. As | say the advantage of the system of leader and cabinet is that
you can bring a bit of corporateness to the mayor. The mayor might be a bit
abrasive, a bit aggressive, but | am more than happy to listen to how mayors
can work if my betters decide that that is what we have to try and make them a
success.

2609. LLOYD CLARKE: You might like to stay for the session between
1.00pm and 2.00pm because | am sure that might be articulated this
afternoon.

270. DAVID PARSONS: Yes, | might do that but the trouble is I will want to
say things and | will not be able to, will 1?

271. DAME DENISE PLATT DBE: You might be better equipped than the
LGA. | am just intrigued, you talked earlier about your own council and what
was satisfying for you and | just wonder if you could give me an example of
where you might have changed what you do as a council as a result of
overview and scrutiny?

272. DAVID PARSONS: | think certainly our overview and scrutiny the major
area where they have been getting at me and very well, | think, is on the whole
energy climate change agenda. | think scrutiny can do this. If you are
concentrated on getting school results, on social services, schools and all this
sort of stuff, sometimes you do not
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doing on climate changefo0 wmbhjchnds dOWkath
be doing on flooding?d6 which is an issue

number of councillors in my county. So places where they have changed are
more overarching issues which scrutiny has taken up, has made a huge
impact on what we do in our local authority, changing our fleets to bio fuel,
changing to gas and the whole gamut of putting substantial amounts of money
in for watercourses which frankly, because | have huge amounts on my plate, |
would not have necessarily considered. So issues like that really spring to
mind.

273. DAME DENISE PLATT: So for you the value of the overview and
scrutiny is looking at those areas which may not be the priority for your cabinet
model because you are looking at what happens in social services and
whatever? So it is a scrutiny about the totality of your policy rather than what
your policy is and what you are carrying out?

274. DAVID PARSONS: Yes, I think so and what our scrutiny committees
have done is taken that maok bkaywweoaa d e r
scrutinise what you do in meals on wheels or something like this but what are
you doing on climate changeo and all
think, particularly effective and where some have gained, your point | think,
particular expertise.

275. DAME DENISE PLATT: Itis about identifying deficit?

276. DAVID PARSONS: Yes, they can enrich what you do because if you
are a leader you tend to be focused on stuff.

277. ALUN MICHAEL: Just a question about methodology. Because we
have the clear separation of decision making and scrutiny if that is not to be
just vague challenge or personal opinion it does require, does it not, a more
clinical approach to analysis, to facts and figures so that hopefully between the
scrutiny and the executive you would at least have information that is shared.
Do you have a methodology? | was in local government a very long time ago
when management by objectives was the methodology of the day. What is
your methodology as a council for enabling a clarity of view both by the
executive and by the scrutiny?

278. DAVID PARSONS: So quality of information, quality of statistics, that
sort of stuff?

279. ALUN MICHAEL: Yes.

280. DAVID PARSONS: Firstly I would say | am not a statistician so | would
give this to the chief executive who would know all about this.

281. ALUN MICHAEL: That is a very dangerous stance for a leader to take.

282. DAVID PARSONS: But I trust my chief executive. But secondly we do

have a corporate resource, and | hope this is getting to the nub of your
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question, which both executive and scrutiny can tap into and can use to inform
their reports. They have certainly done that on climate change as | said with
that particular issue and of course we use it in the executive as a huge tool to
plan where we are going, demography, what services will be needed,
immigration, immigration which is a huge issue, all that sort of stuff is in a
central resource which can be used. | do not know if that is what you were
getting at.

283. ALUN MICHAEL: 1 think it is certainly getting to it. | think perhaps on
the LGA generally it might be useful to have a view on that point of
methodology and information.

284. DAVID PARSONS: We will make a note of that.
285. ALUN MICHAEL: That would be helpful. Thank you.
286. BARONESS MADDOCK: Can I just ask, going back to | think Denise

asked you what difference the scrutiny committee had made to you as leader
of your authority. Have you had any particular areas where there has been a
breakdown and the service really has not been very good? If you have why
did scrutiny not pick it up, or is that not what your scrutiny committees do on
your authority?

287. DAVID PARSONS: | would not say breakdown, but they have picked
up particular i ssues. I mean issues that
areyoudoing about village halls?d6 for instanc:

come up from the grass roots of your council so that has certainly made one
think. We have a big libraries programme in Leicestershire so constantly on
why spend money on libraries and this sort of thing. So those are issues, but |
mean nationally | think that those are the sorts of issues which would be
picked up by scrutiny.

288. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you very much for coming, sorry
we have overrun our time. | think you offered to provide two pieces of
information. One was what Alun just asked for and the other was what the
LGA knows about the extent to which scrutiny committees are chaired by
members of the ruling party or the opposition party. It has been very helpful
and thank you again for stepping in at the last minute.

289. We are now breaking and starting again at 1.00pm.
Sir Robin Wales, Mayor of Newham, Dorothy Thornhill, Mayor of Watford, Frank
Branston, Mayor of Bedford
290. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you very much for coming and
welcome to all three of you. | do not think | am going to ask you whether there

is anything you want to say by way of opening statements, because with three
of you it might take forever, so that is all, so unless someone is really bursting
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to say something shall we go straight into questioning?

291. If I can ask the first question then which is what in practice have you
been able to do as elected mayors that you would not have been able to do if
you were straightforward leader with a cabinet?

292. DOROTHY THORNHILL (Mayor of Watford): There are different layers
and different levels. | think that the effectiveness of decision making is
enhanced by what | would say is the number one thing about mayors, which is
the longer term clearer vision for your place, for where you live. So you are on
a platform that is very strong, that has public support and therefore there is
more buy in for what you are doing, which then allows you to pull levers.
Because | am the humble district council person here, because for me it is
about levers and influence and | think that being a mayor of a district council is
more influential than a leader of a district council. | have to rely on influencing
people much higher above me, so | think there is something in the mandate
which is more influential and allows you to get more done, basically.

293. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: That sounds like the theory. Can you
give me an example of something?

294, DOROTHY THORNHILL: We have an extremely huge health campus
project in Watford, it is a flagship project for the entire region. It is arguably
one of the largest in the country at the moment and | believe that that is only
happening because of decisions that we took at a local level to enable that to
happen for the whole of the area and being a mayor and being in touch with
everybody and able to influence different agendas, | could see a way forward
for this health campus that once we had taken decisions about it it just grew.
It does not just include a new hospital, which we are now moving forward on
getting finance for that, but it is regeneration of a significant area in west
Watford, it is about new leisure, new homes, as | say it is a flagship project for
the whole region and | suspect a lot of district councils would have thought
that it was out of their orbit. It is not what they do, whereas being a mayor |
think you look at the bigger picture and the wider inferences and feel that you
have to influence that. Certainly in terms of public opinion in the newspapers
that the town adjacent to us that lost out because of our health campus
project, lost out on its hospital, in the editorials of its newspaper quite squarely
said, Alf we had had a mayor we would not
absolutely attribute the success of the Watford health campus project down to
having somebody who was in effect acting for that.

295. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Just before we move onto to the other
two --

296. DOROTHY THORNHILL: We also had resource, we put resources into
it.

297. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: No, you said being a mayor it is easier to

have a vision. Why is it easier to have a vision as a mayor?

41



298. DOROTHY THORNHILL: | suspect that many leaders do not get
elected on a vision for their town, | suspect that many council elections come
and go without the electorate being given a very clear vision of what
somebody wants to do with their town or city, and that elections are usually
fought on the popularity of the government at the time or the best person to fix
the potholes in pavements.

299. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you. Who wants to go next?

300. FRANK BRANSTON (MAYOR OF BEDFORD): Taking up the question
of what we have done which would otherwise not be done, we could argue
that there is nothing that | have done that could not otherwise have been
done. All I am saying is that | have done it and previous people have not. For
instance we have been needing a bypass to the west of Bedford since 70
years ago, and it just had not happened, the money was not there. | did a
deputation to the Minister for Transport, put forward an argument that if the
government seriously wanted the development that it was saying, 20,000
homes in Bedford, it could not do it without infrastructure, and because the
road was due to be paid for by the developers once they had sold X number of
homes | put an argument that the government should pay upfront and
clawback. Eventually the government did agree to pay up front, mostly by
business partnerships but we put £5 million in ourselves and when we get it
back in the far distant future we can use it for developing the town centre. The
point is that the first stretch of that road is now halfway to completion after 70
years. Mind you, the road will be no damn good until the next section is built
and we are fighting a battle on that now but | think we will get there. So
probably, although it took much longer than | would like, | have been there six
years and we are getting one half of the road done now and | am hopeful that
the first shovelful will be turned May 2011.

301. There are other examples. There was an area in the town centre of
Bedford, the historic centre of Bedford which was cleared for development in
1963 and had been a rough surface car park ever since. | opened the
development on that two weeks ago and there are more aspects of that to
come through. The thing that | was able to stop happening was that there was
a substantial group of councillors wanted to close the Bedford Museum and
Art Gallery because it was a second tier authority and therefore it did not have
much money from the money from council taxes. The cost of running those
facilities was something like 9% of the council tax. In theory, if it had been
closed we would have only saved about 4% but there it was, they wanted to
do it. There was £100 million worth of art which could not have been sold
unl ess it had gone to other museums
we are instead going to have a much
are working on that and will be opening the first stage of that on 1 April.

302. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Those all sound like substantial
achievements. Could you have done that as a leader?

303. FRANK BRANSTON: Not a chance. To get money through from
councillors for the art gallery and museum, there have been several attempts
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to do something on the 1963 clearance, nothing had ever happened. There
was an attempt by the county council to get the second part of the western
bypass through and they had a deputation to the government and it was
rejected. | was not, because that was a county council initiative, included on
that but | paddled my own canoe. As | said | have reasonably high hopes that
that will now come about.

304. SI'R CHRI STOPHER KELLY: You say, ANot
difference because you are able to take decisions in a less constrained way?

305. FRANK BRANSTON: Yes, | am able to take decisions, there would
have been a reluctance from councillors in a normal council to take decisions
that would cost money and would have led to an argument as to whether the
money was well spent. They would probably have preferred not to get
involved in that argument or they would have spent it on something which they
would have thought was more popular.

306. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: But you are saying that you are making a
comparison with how it was in Bedford before 2002 or are you making the
comparison with other authorities which instead of havingan electe d may or é

307. FRANK BRANSTON: No, | am taking the election.

308. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Yes, but what | am trying to understand
is whether there is something different about an elected mayor that allows you
to do those things relative to a leader, not an old-style leader but a leader
under the leader and cabinet model.

3009. FRANK BRANSTON: If there was a leader of a council who had the
political impetus behind him or her - and bear in mind that | am the MP - and
managed to control his or her council in the world today, maybe they could
have done these things. The fact is they did not.

310. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: So it may be the fact that you are an
independent, and as an independent you would never have become a leader
in a conventional way.

311. FRANK BRANSTON: Well, I would not have become a leader; | would
not even have bothered to stand for the council. The fact that | am an
independent really does not make that much difference because, as Dorothy
will likely tell you, if you are a party political mayor, you still have to carve your
own way and your councillors will look upon things from their own personal
point of view. | think all the mayors who are members of political parties have
had to find their way through the system, because there would be an awful lot
of councillors who would have no job, no portfolios, no special allowances or
anything and they would be wanting to watch what was going on.

312. My background is as a journalist, especially specialising in local

government, and | never found it difficult to find sources, even in the ruling
group, when you are just looking for somebody who felt that he should be
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given more responsibility and all that kind of thing. And then you worked on
them.

313. | think a mayor, whether he is part of the majority group or not, still has
to fight his battles within that group, internally as well as externally, but | do not
have a group problem.

314. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: And in Newham?

315. SIR ROBIN WALES (Mayor of Newham): All systems are different and
it is linked to culture and the way they do things.

316. | used to be a leader. | was leader of Newham before | was mayor.
The difference between the two is legitimacy and mandate and the
understanding by everybody else that you have that legitimacy. Now, two
things: take the last issue. I think what you can do internally is clear.
Paradoxically | would argue it empowers cabinet members, because what
happens is, if you are the mayor, you are looking at all the different issues and
doing it all the time. The mayor would be a very sad person if he had time to
go into all the details, so what you have to do is work with people.

317. What it means is that cabinet members can then talk about the strategic
direction, and we have a vision and we have a philosophy that we can all
agree. What we are trying to do now is spend a lot of time with my group

getting everyone to say, Al am well aware

me et i Paumalists who come in take information from our members who

say, fAWe expect that wunderhand behaviour
318. So we will spend a lot of time getting consensus. | spend a lot of time

getting consensus. | think it is important and | think, what with cabinet
members then having agreed what we are trying to do, they give in and by and
large get on with it. Then in the past they would have had to come back to the
group and every issue can be politically charged.

319. | will give you two examples that at least one of you around the table
will recognise. We had a terrible report on social services way back, and | had
the devil dés own job to remove the cabinet

report. We got a second one which was not a good one but was not nearly as
shocking.

320. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: This is while you were leader?

321. SIR ROBIN WALES: While | was leader. While | was leader | got a
shocking report. In fact, we stopped people telling us about it after about five
sentences and sai,d,weiWeadd y do get it,; we
There is still bitterness from the person that | sacked. It took blood and effort,
even though it was an extraordinarily bad report, it really was. Going forward
it was not such a bad report, but it clearly meant that if people were going
down, you could remove people much more easily. Much more
understanding. People accept the legitimacy of the mayor, even within the
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group and the party and within the council. There is a recognition that you
have a legitimacy.

322. But where the real difference is made is outside. It comes from all the
serious players - and we have quite a few now - they also understand my
legitimacy. | used to be elected as the chair of our strategic partnership, now |
am automatically there because there is an acceptance of the role. And that is
really i mportant. I't means that people c
that i s what we will doo, people can unde
much more opportunity to take things forward in a way that people
understand. We have vastly better relationships with our health colleagues
and police colleagues because, again, they understand.

323. We have much greater acceptance, both in the public sector and in the
private sector. It is about leadership and mandate and it is about place
shaping. Itis much less about services. | do not manage the services, so |
need people who can manage them and improve them; | am not the manager
and | am very clear about that. If | was the manager | would have a different
view. | used to be a manager and | would have a different view of some
things. But itis not my job, I think, to see how things are going. My job is to
set the regime and get people behind it. That is why | think it is important that
more people sign up, because the more people that sign up, that sign up, the
more you are going in the same direction, the more people will work towards
that direction.

324. So | think that is what happens to a greater extent; there is an
understanding that you have to take a position. What | have been able to do
as well - a really important initiative - in each of my community forum areas -
some of which 40,000 - is the size of a town - | have appointed a lead
councillor. When | was leader | could never have done that because | could
never have removed them. | could not open the account. What would then
happen is they would be off doing deals with people and doing all sorts and it
would be very difficult. Now | can say that is what we are tryingtodoé . , t hey
are a lot more empowered and the result is that they can act.

325. They have to act within the budget and give it time to grow and they
understand that and they understand there are restrictions on what they re
doing, so you are a lot freer about things which will make difference.

326. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Could I pick up one part of that, which is
the local strategic partnership which you say you took over as of right. Itis a
common place about strategic partnerships that even though you can see the
logic of why they are created, but actually they run the risk of confusion
responsibilities and accountabilities because it is too easy to shift blame from
one to the other. Does the fact you are an elected mayor, and what | heard
you to say was you take the chair of that by right and people respect your
legitimacy, mean that accountability for what is supposed to be delivered by
the partnership in Newham is clearer than it is elsewhere?

45



327. SIR ROBIN WALES: Well, | think probably yes, but you would have to
ask everybody else that. | think we are much clearer.

328. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: But if something went wrong that was the
responsibility of the partnership, would | be right in saying Robin Wales is
responsible for that?

329. SIR ROBIN WALES: We have 35 indicators which we have agreed
with the government as a priority. | consider those to be my 35 indicators.
Now, the truth is that health is governed in the most appalling way from a top-
down perspective and fact is they are catering for all sorts of regions. But
they are accountable, as indeed are the police looking up and looking to
different areas. So they are constrained in some things and we have to
understand that. There is a right, after all, for there to be constraints nationally
and regionally because people have democratic legitimacy.

330. One thing | would say is | am a real radical fan of democracy. One of
my comments would be if people do not want the people they have, they
should not vote for them. | think that is who we are accountable to and | do
not think we are accountable to anybody else and | do not think we should be,
because | think democracy is a very powerful tool. If you get a really bad
mayor, you will not vote for them, and if you still keep voting for them then you
pay the price.

331. Sorry, that is just an aside. And the Americans get it. In America if you
are elected they think you have the right to govern. In Britain if you are
elected, the civil service think you are a bloody pest and they have to do
things to constrain you and stop you. | have come across this so often. | am
sure the same thing happens in Parliament and with MPs. It really is that the
attitude in America is just much more democratic.

332. Going back to the question you asked, rather than the question you did
not ask, | think that we understand is they are constrained. Within that we
come to an agreement - and | work with them. We have childhood obesity
target with the PCTs, as an example of something we have agreed. Now what
| say is schools, health, council were all responsible for this, let us see an
action plan for everybody, because we are all responsible. We have all signed
up to it so we all have to do it. We spent a lot to get people to sign up and
agree what they are doing. | think it is about getting people to agree with a
point and then holding them accountable.

333. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: In a sense that was the question | was
asking. From the point of view of accountability to people who live in Newham
- and taking your example of childhood obesity - if the partnership failed to
deliver what it promised on childhood obesity, even though that was because
the health side of it was not playing ball, would you regard it as being
reasonable for the voters of Newham, if they felt sufficiently strongly about
that, to vote you out of office next time you came up for election?
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334. SIR ROBIN WALES: ltis a bad example, because | would tell the
partnership, #Al told you so0o0.

335. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: | was only using that as an example
because you raised it.

336. SIR ROBIN WALES: Well, that is quite useful. There is nothing wrong
with occasionally things being--that you do not agree with, because that is a
good thing.

337. Yes, if enough of them were not right - there is a whole lot of other
things about jobs and employment and activities and sport and all sorts of
things that | think are very important ones that | think that is absolutely right
that there should be that level of accountability if the partnership has agreed it.
| will stress again we do have to look very closely at agreeing with people. My
view on the role | have is | am there to try to bring it all together and to say,

AThis is what we are all going to achieve
anddoit. Ifyoudonotdoit,whyhave you not done it?0
338. Of course, it is a new way of working for people. It is incredibly difficult

to line up schools and health and council on a delivery strategy, but now

everyone can come back to their action pl
action plan? Why are you not working together? o We have a vehicl
which to -- we do not force people to work here but they have agreed a vehicle

to drive that together to get better government.

339. | also believe, | have to say, that | think government is better locally. |
think you join up locally. | think the complete inability of national government
to join up - is it just will not work, but you can join up locally in a different way
to give people powers and opportunities.

340. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: The other witnesses on this particular
point about whether being an elected mayor gives you great accountability for
the strategic partnerships?

341. DOROTHY THORNHILLL: I chair my local strategic partnership --

342. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: As a right?

343. DOROTHY THORNHILLL: Li ke wi s e. Nobody would tF
would do it?o And | think it is the mand

point has been well made. But it is difficult to be accountable for bodies that
are largely unaccountable quangos; that point has been better made by Robin.
But | would just like to turn something around and ask why is the leader, the
gold standard, somebody who is elected in a smoke-filled room, in effect, by
members of their own party, why do we hold that up as the model of
leadership and the thing that we are frightened of changing of that we are
guestioning changing?
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344. | would say that that the Mayoral model comes into its own with regard
to difficult decisions. A leader can be held to ransom by other members of
their group and duck difficult decisions and that was certainly the case in
Watford, and it was quite evident why we were a failing council. It was
because in order to maintain being leader, the leader had had to not close

sheltered schemes irds, close swimmingipogisehatpvére 0
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them as leader the next year. So, | would say we actually have to be critical of
the status quo as well as being, quite rightly, evaluating what occurs with
mayors.

345. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: And in Bedford? Do you chair the
strategic partnership?

346. FRANK BRANSTON: No, | do not, because the LSP was being run by
the county council and there were a number of organisations on it. We were
and no, | did not chair it. | shall obviously have to be doing so from 1 April
when the county council disappears.

347. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: The case you made for elected mayors is
quite a strong one, and you represent a quarter of them. What was it about
your areas that persuaded people that they needed you as elected mayors
rather than leaders, which did not operate in other areas?

348. DOROTHY THORNHILLL: Mine is probably the easiest to describe. In

Watfordbdébs case it was a f anfidemcaigthecounci |

council and therefore it was apparent that there had to be change and
therefore they saw the mayoral system as a means of change, because that
was happening too slowly within the convention of election by ourselves.

349. FRANK BRANSTON: InBedf or d6s case and a number

think, failing councils is not suffi
blinking great corruption, | would say, and really it was as a result of that that
people decided that they wanted a change. | think that most of the
independently elected mayors were chosen because the public, the voters in
their areas, perceived something going wrong. The people who were on the
council at the time were probably -- it was only a perception. Put it down to

the media or something of that sort, but they perceived something going

wrong and they elected people who they felt were best placed to deal with it.

350. So somewhere like Middlesbrough, which had a very high amount of
mostly low-level crime, but crime anyway, with an element of violence, they
elected Ray Mallon because he was perceived to be a tough cop and
promised to bring down crime by 15%. Obviously they were satisfied with his
performance, because as far as | am aware, he is the only mayor ever to have
been elected on first ballot and not to go through a second.

351. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: In a sense | understand. Where there

have been problems | understand why and elected mayor model has come in.
What | am more interested in is when Robin goes to him party conference,
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having to persuade his colleagues - or perhaps he does not try - that actually
this is a model which they ought to be in favour of because it delivers for
people in Newham and could deliver elsewhere. What is it you say?

352. SIR ROBIN WALES: 1 think it is what is reflected in London, because
Londoners are different from elsewhere. (several inaudible words) expect to
clean that up but the memory of it was sufficient that the (several inaudible
words). So he had cleaned it up as a leader and | think would chair a number
of things that | would say.

353. In Lewisham, they just thought it was the right model. They were really
gung-ho for it, they went after it, they just managed to get it and the bloke that
did all the work lost the nomination, but that is the way life is. In Newham it
was really straightforward. | had been leader and | said | had to stand down, it
was only part time, | had to go back to my job. | had been doing it long
enough. And some of my coll eagoues said,
campaign to get a mayor. Will you stand? o l B®Blf dit is for a p
mayor, yes, | will do itg so that is how we got it. It was just that simple. And
we had Joe Cole supporting our mayoral model.

354. How do | explain that to my colleagues? | just cannot. They will not
listen; they are not interested. As far as they are concerned, if you do that,
you remove power from councils. In some sense it does mean that you can
necessarily trade up. There are places where people would not want that
because that would stop them getting the position they want, certainly
(inaudible) all the games that people play and that goes on in a large number
of places. There are a lot of places where people genuinely do not think it is
right. They worry about power being consolidated in one person they have
genuine concerns about. So it is different reasons in different places. | have
tried to explain to people how wrong they are, but sometimes colleagues will
not hear sense.

355. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Does that mean that, ignoring London
and ignoring a potential change of government, 11 is as far as it is going to go
and that actually trying to make leaders look more like elected mayors is the
right way forward?

356. SIR ROBIN WALES: | have been mayor now for six years. | did not
get the elected the first time (several inaudible words) just missed the second
time, much to my annoyance. 1 think that we need to show and demonstrate
what we have achieved and what we can achieve. Six years is not a long
time. First of all, we have grown into the model. | have to say that my view on
mayors now is somewhat different from what it was when [ first started. We
did visit America and | got very valuable advice.

357. Our understanding of it has changed and our understanding of what we
can do with it has changed. We have been spending a lot of time looking at
whet her we can change peopleds |ives or w
better services. We have come to the position where we thing we can do
something. We can do stuff in employment; we can do quite exciting stuff.

49



We are hoping that we ca
t

say A We |
mayor oO. But it iIs not I

n

hat

358. Now, | could see, if you look around the country, a dozen authorities
who are failing or corrupt, and you have the mayoral model. There are plenty
of areas in the existing system, but (inaudible) significance. Yes, you can
point to someone | i ke Richard Leese

man who knows what he is doing and is trying to carry Manchester forward as
a | eadero.

359. DOROTHY THORNHILLL: He would make a good mayor.

360. SIR ROBIN WALES: He would be an excellent mayor, as | have told
him.

361. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: One of the things that we have been told
about the new arrangements in general is that they attempt to put a different
style of leadership, either an elected mayor or a leader with a cabinet system,
but the bit that does not really work is scrutiny in most authorities. Is there a
difference in that respect between you and leaders of cabinet? Are you
properly scrutinised, are the arrangements for scrutiny working well?

362. DOROTHY THORNHILLL: It is exactly the same.

363. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Exactly the same, that they do not work
properly.

364. SIR ROBIN WALES: Our scrutiny is fantastic because what it does is
looks at areas. The whole range of issues because there is such a broad
range. | have a Labour group and a (inaudible) group and people ask any
guestions they like on any subject under the sun, and | get scrutinised there.
They can do the same in council.

365. How do you really, unless you are going to spend a huge -- we have a
large number of executive members. We do not operate a cabinet system.
We have more than the cabinet members that we are supposed to have,
because we have huge problems, huge issues, and they are all working flat
out.

366. On the other hand (several inaudible words) we fund it quite heavily
and it will look at areas and come back with some terrific stuff. Some reports
have been poor but some reports have been smashing reports that we just

ong; we

h

n

t ha
ave

Ma

thought, AWe can really make a difference

367. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Which are reports about holding you to
account, or they are about policy development?

368. SIR ROBIN WALES: They will look in an area and that works very well.

The people to hold me to account are the public. We should be asking
guestions about the information the public gets, we should be asking
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questions about how much local press do, we should be asking questions
about how do we get information to people in a way that they can see, so they
hold us to account. Actually, I think journalists are quite helpful in many ways,
but of course they are different in different places. In some places - in my
local area - they will (several inaudible words). In other places | can see
journalists (several inaudible words).

3609. But you need people to see what is going on. That is who should hold
us to account. How do you do that? Are we prepared to put money into the
local press, are we going to support them, are we going to do something about
getting information to people in areas that are interesting to them? Because
they are not going to read council reports. That is where | think our real
scrutiny should come from.

370. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Just before I turn to the other two mayors
, You are quite right that it is the imposition of a Westminster model on a
system that is entirely different in a number of respects. Should people go on
trying to build on the scrutiny function to make it work better or should we
actually stop and think again?

371. SIR ROBIN WALES: 1 think policy overview and scrutiny has a very
useful role in our council. Again, itis culture. O Itis a very difficult thing to do
because you are going to think about this. If somebody gets a bad report from
their party, how does that help anybody?

372. However, | do think it has a role, | think it has an important policy
development role. 1 think it works very well, | think it can contribute to policy
development, but in terms of holding to account, | do not feel there are
sufficient ways -- | try to hold myself to account because | do not feel there
other ways as well. | am not satisfied with the level of holding to account that |
received and | think there should be a better way and | think that is a
democratic process.

373. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Other members of the panel, what do
you think about it?

374. DOROTHY THORNHILLL: | totally agree on policy: that is the most
effective work. | would put money on very councils calling in very few
decisions. | could count it on one hand in the whole time | have been mayor,
because there is no point in calling in a decision, because you cannot change
it. What you can do if you are good opposition and you really feel that the
mayor has got it wrong, it is another opportunity to showcase that decision and
have some debate.

375. | think what the new system has actually done is it has pulled the teeth
of full council. Full council is dead now. No matter what little tricks we try like,
ALet us have | ots of motions and public ¢

little tricks - and they are right and they are good to do - the bottom line is
there is no big debate in council about decisions and about things that are
happening any more. We are trying to look at ways of decisions being called
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in to full council so that we actually have a debate about it in public, and we
are not sure whether we can actually do that.

376. So | definitely think scrutiny is working in policy. It is taking time and it
is the issue that Robin touched on of asking your councillors to criticise their
own. Certainly my councillors found it quite difficult to start with, having never
been in control before. They did not want to be critical and | think that you
underestimate -- especially in a politician where it is in the DNA to be tribal, for
want of a better word, to actually suddenly change to this role. But they are
getting there and | think that helps.

377. The other area for us is performance. We have all these wretched
indicators and so therefore they are there and it is very public and we can be
measured on those.

378. Then the third P, | always say, is public opinion. As a mayor, | think |
would argue that you are the person, so therefore you are the person on the
front of the Watford Observer if you get it wrong, with the 96 comments on
whether you should get rid of your market or not on the website. And that is
good. Before people did not know, and | do this test when | go talking around
the country. Il will say, ACould you tell
| eader of the council in the area that vyo
politicians. That is the one big overwhelming piece of evidence. People know
who their mayor is.

379. | think we should not undersell that democracy. With my party - and
with Diana there, she will know how | feel - | am a bit of a pariah, really. But
we underestimate that democracy of the mandate. You are there. If you say,
Dorothy, it is the county ¢ 0 u n ¢ inldamn well boeand rattle the cage of the
county council. You are saying you are LSP, and | feel the same. | feel my
role is to hold those other quangos to account, because that is what they are.

Soin a sense the role isvery muchofsaying, #ALook, PCT, if tha

are saying is your number one problem and you are not cracking it and you

are not putting resources into it, why no
380. FRANK BRANSTON: | am on the cusp of an enormous change, so

what | am going to talk about now is historical and what is really going to be
interesting is what happens after 1 April when we see to be a secondary
authority and become unitary.

381. On the subject of scrutiny, the difference between myself and Dorothy
and Robin is that | am independent. We do have an independent group. | am
independent of the independent group, as a matter of choice. | am there on
my own. | think in the early days of my mayoralty the scrutiny committee was
used politically, because the councillors as a whole did not like the idea of a
mayor. We only got an elected mayor in Bedford because we got the
signatures for the petition. That was opposed by the council and then when
we got there, they all assumed that normal services would be resumed and
that there would be one of the groups that would be elected.
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382. Basically, when | was el ected, I owi ||
turned against me, but most of them certainly were, and scrutiny was used in
a very narrow way to try and get at me. It did not work and now it does not
really happen any more at the moment, but | suspect | will start getting a hard
time again once we are unitary. As a unitary we will have responsibility for
childrenb6s services and soci al epmer vi ces w
awake at night most often.

383. We do have policy review and development committees and they do
put in a lot of work. Sometimes | think they work in a vacuum in a sense that
they do not ask me or the portfolio holders what we think about a situation, so
they will produce an enormous report reinventing the bicycle.

384. Again, | think that that will change. | believe that with scrutiny it should
be informal scrutiny. | do think that scrutiny should be run not by group
leaders, as it has been in Bedford, but there should be senior backbench MP
councillors doing it, because they are less focused on trying to make political
points.

385. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you very much. Elizabeth?

386. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE (JP): Good afternoon. It is very interesting
to hear what you have been saying. Can | just continue the scrutiny element
to begin with and then go back, perhaps, to a more overarching look. The
suggestion that we have heard is that as far as scrutiny committees are
concerned, it has been said in different ways but the implication is we who are
the real movers and shakers go and run the show and those who are what
have been called quieter members tend to be put on scrutiny committees.
That does not bode well, it seems to me, for the proper working of scrutiny
committees.

387. Now, you simply say, AThat is not how
most rambunctious people in our scrutiny
other framework?

388. FRANK BRANSTON: We cannot put people on the scrutiny committee;
it is independent of us.

389. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Okay, tell me about that.

390. FRANK BRANSTON: Itjustis. Constitutionally it is independent of the

mayor. The membership of the scrutiny committee is proportional to the
various groups and they go on it.

391. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: What then did people mean when they

were telling us that the less, as | say, articulate, perhaps, members of the
party or of the council are on the scrutiny committee.
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392. FRANK BRANSTON: | do not know what that means; it sounds like
nonsense to me.

393. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: You were nodding when | was saying that.

394. SIR ROBIN WALES: | understand why people say that. | do not think it
is true of us. However, | would say yes. | well understand how you might say
you take the better members and make them executives and you can say
perhaps more experienced members you can put them anywhere you like but
then you put people who are not so good in scrutiny. That is a reality.

395. | have to say that does not apply with us. We have realised it is
important to have quality chairs in scrutiny because policy development is
important. When | say | think it is hard for them to scrutinise, | just mean the
pace is such. Just trying to scrutinise the Olympics is hard and just trying to
scrutinise that would that would take a while. So there is a huge amount going
on at a fast pace.

396. Often our scrutiny members will not be full time, so they will come in in
the evening. We have got, | think, some pretty good people who that suits
perhaps better and they are challenging and | think they have developed very
well, as | said, in the policy development area. | have got what | would
consider to be some pretty good people developing policy.

397. | did say at the beginning the cultures are different everywhere. It is
really interesting. In the three Labour authorities with mayors, one of us was a
group leader, one of us did not have a group leader so each of us was
different. So it is daft but it was one was chair of that, one was chair of that,
one is not allowed to wear a chain. Different cultures, different values, they
are all different. That is one of the things about local government: it is all very
different.

398. DOROTHY THORNHILLL: It is about getting the best people in for the
job, because some of my best people are not prepared to give, because of
their personal career circumstances, to give the time that is needed to be a
portfolio holder. That is the reality of local government today. The days of the
gentl emends cl ub an olf aftee wedhdvé hagacoundil f t o pl a
meeting is long gone. | would love some of my other members to be portfolio

holders, but they just cannot.

399. And those that have, have suffered; let us be absolutely clear. Two in
my career, one in the health service and one in the voluntary sector, definitely
their careers have suffered as a result of becoming cabinet members. So |
think any leader or mayor worth their salt want the best people in the best
places under the circumstances. Part of scrutiny, of course, we give to the
opposition, quite rightly, as leaders do, so it is absolutely up to them who they
pick.

400. SIR ROBIN WALES: Can | just say that is one of the things (several
inaudible words). | do that because | have four examples (inaudible)
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Olympics, absolutely fantastic. One day a week is all | am going to get from
him, so one day a week is what we get. The other four days he is busy
working. That is why we need more flexibility locally; we should be allowed to.

401. Actually, we do a payment. We take what is recommended in London,
if you have nine cabinet members. That is the budget, but we share it around
differently, because | need people who can do part time. One of our scrutiny
chairs works all day on kidsd sturfigf and h
award for community activism in the country, and getting him coming in, in the
evening to do scrutiny is brilliant.

402. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: What you are saying is that it is not
actually to your advantage to have weak scrutiny. In some ways scrutiny is
actually to your advantage because it closes feedback loops, it allows you
then to take something to another level or whatever, if you think of it in
well-run councils.

403. SIR ROBIN WALES: Yes.

404. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Thank you very much. Can | just go back
to a kind of overarching point, which is we started off with the 2000 Act
suggesting we needed high-profile leaders, hence in some cases elected
mayors, because this would somehow improve delivery, improve
accountability. Yo uYes, itdosspnpmovee s have been
accountability and it does i mprove delive
causal connection here. It seems to me you can point to examples in your
own cases where you have been able to improve things or produce the goods,
but would it really have been so different if you, as the effective leaders you
are, had not been mayors?

405. DOROTHY THORNHILLL: For me it really is. | always say | have the
privilege to be paid a reasonable salary and to have the time to do something.
I know some leaders do their job as full time, but | actually think that is also a
fundamental difference. There is the time and the remuneration to be able to
give to the post what it needs.

406. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Your point originally was
these things because | am perceived to be

407. DOROTHY THORNHILLL: That is a legitimacy in mandate.

408. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Exactly, but you were also suggesting that

tipped over into effectiveness; that the fact that you have that kind of visibility
and profile allowed you to do things that you might not have been otherwise
able to do.

4009. DOROTHY THORNHILLL: 1 think people come into line more quickly
and | think you can gather allies more quickly. My officers would probably say
it is about certainty of decision-making and the surety. If leaders always have
to go back and take decisions back, they know that if you say something will
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happen, then it will happen.

410. SIR ROBIN WALES: | am not so sure. | do not think the ability has
changed much for me. Remember, | am only talking about my example. |
believe, and I think there is evidence, that delivery is done by managers. You
can say what you want to do, AThese are t
managers will then deliver them. If the managers do not deliver them
properly, change managersé ..

411. Just delivering services in silos is one thing, but they have to then move
out of the silos, look at things in different ways, do things differently. Some of
the stuff we are doing in sport and culture is absolutelyé . We have done stuff
on employment thatisreallyi nnovati veé

412. We have it working with the Job Centre Plus. Now, could we have done
that when | was leader? Maybe, but it is a lot of work and you cannot do so
many. As leader | could take a difficult decision and | could deal with it, but it
took time and effort. If I had four or five it would have to wait because | could
not do them all once. Now the pace is faster. | think it is the opportunities that
have opened up to get better working, both within the council - because we do
not have the great barons now, as one of my colleagues described it. The
great barons no longer have that amount of sway. They keep it within their
own area, so it begins to open up. | think you do get much more effective
movement, but the managers still have to deliver and I still think that is an
important issue.

413. We can say, fAYou are not delivering, vy
are doing a lot more and getting a lot more done? Much more. Actually,
interestingly, it is very hard. It is never caught in any of the assessments or
anything; the stuff we do, the assessment framework has not been very
effective up until now --. It has not been effective in catching the reality of
what life is like and what we are trying to achieve.

414. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: You mean it captures the traditional
things - social services and education - but it does not capture these wider
things.

415. SIR ROBIN WALES: Whether it is social implication, whether it is
employment. Again, you can avoid that and not actually do it. We spend
loads on research that (several inaudible words).

416. DOROTHY THORNHILLL: I think it is just nuance and the fact that you
have more levers to pull than | have. A lot of my role is about influence. 1
would agree with what you are saying about delivery and the role of people
and --

417. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: If we have time we might come on to
that, but | have Alun and the Oliver and then Brian.
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418. ALUN MICHAEL: Yes. You have moved on to the area - Robin in
particular - that | am very interested in, which is the methodology. | think what
you were saying in that last answer was that, if you like, the external, the
national, indicators do not drive the right things, they do not make the
connections. All three of you have said things about the real challenges, the
delivery and so on. Robin, you have said quite a lot about how to get delivery
through the partnerships. There is very clearly a methodology there. What |
am interested in is what is your methodology for creating an evidence-based
approach which is not driven by external things but is driven by the priorities
that you have identified. Is that a methodology that enables both the
decision-making that you lead and the scrutiny to be evidence-based?

4109. SIR ROBIN WALES: We spend quite a lot of money on surveys. We
have an area survey that looks at each of our main community forum areas
and says, fAWhat is happeni ng?dffererfEach of
communities.

420. We do a household planning survey and what that is about is that goes
to the same properties and says, fAWho I
you not moved?o0 So I know things about

else in the country knows. | know the people moving into the area, | know the
people moving out again.

421. ALUN MICHAEL: | get the drift of the methodology. Are the questions
of what you are examining there ones that are driven purely by you, purely by
scrutiny or is it a joint process?

422. SIR ROBIN WALES: They are driven by me, but if scrutiny have
anything they want to say in it -- and some of them are driven by government
and some of the questions are government, some methodologies that
government use, face-to-face for example, are not as good for us in most of
the surveys; not as good for us for a variety of reasons, because of our
poverty--. But it does not matter, because | say it does not matter where you
are, certainly in the list; what matters is how have you moved since last time, if
you have the same methodology.

423. So we |l ook at them and do two things.

are telling us t he ycleansaandts&fedstreets. 'Soweput c as e
millions this year into that. But then we have, AThat I
want, but we want to change the place. We want it to be a place people

choose to stayo. So we went and | ooked
are unskilled would get locked out in employment so we said we would

concentrate on people who have never worked or been out of work for a long

time.

424, So we do the research based around two things: we listen to people
and that has to drive our decision-making, and then we want to change the
place and that has to drive what we do. So in housing, we said we want a
housing policy where people wait their turn. We think housing people by need
has created ghettos of need which has resulted in poverty and is rapidly
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driving us into appalling social issues that we have to reverse.

425. There are examples where we have taken all the evidence, and we
have looked to improve. We can prove that people who live in poor areas do
worse, so we have change the position.

426. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Can I get Oliver and then Diana to ask
their questions.

427. OLIVER HEALD: 1 just really wanted to ask, Frank, if you wanted to
comment a bit more about being an outsider running a council, because | think
your background as a journalist was of being very critical of councils and the
way they operated. Now you are inside the tent running a council, there is
some suggestion in the papers we have had in that it is quite difficult to do that
without a group supporting you. Have you done any surveys as to whether
public trust is improving locally or that services are better run? Are there any
performance measures you can share with us to show that an outsider
working inside can make a difference?

428. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: And bef ore you answer, Di

429. BARONESS MADDOCK: Yes, my question was going to be - and | do
not know how easy it will be answer - you are all mayors in fairly small
geographical areas. How would the visibility of a mayor work in a big authority
which is rural, which has seven or eight different local newspapers. Some
look at two different television news regions, for example. Clearly for you, the
visibility, and I think Dorothy said and | think also in Newham, is very high, but
would it be easy to (a) get yourself elected as a mayor in that sort of area and
(b) to be visible and to be accountable.

430. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: In case it is not obvious, we are talking
about Northumberland.

431. BARONESS MADDOCK: But it could be Cornwall etcé

432. FRANK BRANSTON: Can | just take that one first and say | think it is

important for a mayor to be in charge of a homogenous area. It does not
actually particularly matter about the size. Well, it does matter, but the
important thing is that it should be able to be recognised as that. Bedford is
that. We fought a battle over unitary status with the county council. The
county council announced in advance that it was not going to happen there,
which shows what it thought about consulting the public.

433. Nevertheless, | would have not liked to have been mayor of a county
council. In Bedfordshire there is Bedford at one end, and Dunstable at
another end, there were a load of small towns in the middle, large agricultural
areas and so on. Bedford has a large agricultural area anyway, but the whole
thing to me would have been a mind-boggling mess and very difficult to
actually get the feeling of what the community wanted. So | am glad that that
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did not happen.

434. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Being an outsider, running a council
without the group supporting you and any measures to suggest it works well?

435. FRANK BRANSTON: Yes, | am very happy to be an outsider, as | said.
We do have an independent group and we also had a kind of grouplet called
Better Bedford and | was elected. But | dropped out of that and came to the
conclusion that although | do not have any problems with our independents, |
preferred to be on my own, particularly at group level. It focused hostilities
from the parties on me because they perceived me as a threat in their wards,
whereas now that | am independent independent, that hostility does not, at
least for the moment, exist. So | preferred it that way.

436. You do have the ability to make good decisions. Within the parameter
of the constitution you cannot be gainsaid. Now, obviously, you have to have
a certain amount of sense on this. You cannot go around producing policies
that everybody hates unless you are absolutely sure, when they are finally
implemented, everybody is going to love them. That is a rather difficult thing
to decide on.

437. | think it works because | can just talk to different parties. We have
obviously the three main parties; we have the independent group. | can
cross-select all my cabinet. So far the Lib Dems have refused to be in the
cabinet but there are some indications that they might be thinking again for the
unitary, and | hope they do.

438. It works quite well and | think so long as you are able to hold your own
when getting attacked from different quarters - if that happens and it does not
happen too often - | think one can cope. If one had a very, very tightly focused
political opposition you would have difficulty, but the reality in an area like
Bedford is that you cannot get a cigarette paper between the parties on most
things. But the Conservatives want more social housing, the Labour group is
in favour of, obviously, more economic development and this, that and the
other. There is not that much of a difference.

439. DOROTHY THORNHILLL (Mayor of Watford): Just trying to pick up on
points that have not been mentioned, Alun talked about the methodology. |
would say that one barrier in the way is data sharing and protocols about data
sharing and things of that ilk. It has got better but it is still quite difficult. If you
have actual evidence base from all of your partners sat around a table in an
LSP, it actually took quite some time before there was a culture of sharing that
data and being able to --

440. ALUN MICHAEL: So itis not data sharing, it is the culture.
441. DOROTHY THORNHILLL: Y e s, AAnd we are not all ow
that, we cannot show you thato. | was on

the stuff that Robin said -- | think all good councils do that. We do not actually
need to be told by Hazel Blearst hat we shoul d be hol ding c
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doing this. Good councils have been doin
to extract certain data out of your partners can be difficult but it is improving.
That is definitely an area.

442. Public trust. Il think we have not don
mayor ?0 in that sense. Il think it is qui
they know who you are. In that sense there is very clear accountability. You
cannot pass the buck.

443. In terms of what we call the Northumberland question, | just think, even
in my small town, | regard it as many different communities of place, in the
same way that you will. 1t might be easier geographically to get around them
and we only have one newspaper but it is about going to where people are
and being their local champion, whether it is the next time and it is 10 miles
away and there is a lot of rural in between you.

444, BARONESS MADDOCK: We are talking 50 or 70 miles.

445, DOROTHY THORNHILLL: Yes. I justthink you probably need more
petrol allowance or something, but | do not think it cannot be done because |
actually think people like to identify with a human face. Somebody said to me,
AYou are the human face of the council
council o in disparaging terms as i f it 1is
penetrate. | think the humanity of the role is quite significant.

446. SIR ROBIN WALES: The original legislation was all about making it
more personal to people, and that does not sit comfortably. We do not really
like that and yet it is actually the way. | get spoken to on the street, people
know me. Interestingl vy, the fAwe keep the public inf
up, which is how it should be.

447. Yes, it is a small geographical area, but it is the most diverse area in the
world for 250,000 people. Everybody is hugely different. London itself it has a
mayor who works after a fashion. They do not really have a media that is
really London itself. It is trickier and harder and | think it is trickier and harder
but I think it can be done.

448. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you very much indeed.
BOB NEILL MP, SHADOW MINISTER FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT

449, Good afternoon and thanks for coming. We have not had any written
submission from you but we have all read the green paper as a background
document. Elizabeth?

450. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: We wanted to start by asking you, from

your position, how the 2000 Act seems to you have worked out. Specifically, it
looked as if the major reasons for introducing it were to do with enhancing the
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local leadership on the basis that that would produce something more effective
in the delivery of service and | suppose also in scrutiny terms. From where
you view things, does that seem to you to have happened?

451. BOB NEILL (MP, Shadow Minister for Local Government): | think it has
been a mixed picture; that would be my assessment. If | was looking at where
| think there have been missed opportunities and perhaps some errors in the
structure of the 2000 Act - which critique is broadly in Control Shift, as you will
gather. | think one of the problems was that where the objective was pretty
desirable and most of it would sign up to it, the delivery actually concentrated,
| think, far too much on structure and process rather than the outcomes. |
think that is a lesson that we have to learn and that we have tried to reflect in
here.

452. For example, although in many cases it probably makes good sense for
a local authority to adopt the cabinet, executive-type model with scrutiny, the
amount of effort that went into compulsion on that has not always read across
in practice. Some authorities make the system work very well, others it is still
very patchy. We would have done better, | think, to have left an option open
and then to have given a bit of encouragement at a local level for people to
decide what is appropriate.

453. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: So itis horses for courses, as far as you
are concerned?

454, BOB NEILL: Very much.

455. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: How about the suggestion that somehow

high-visibility leadership will produce these kinds of outcomes? There are
clearly different forms of leadership or styles of leadership. Was there
something inherently wrong with the Act suggesting that it had to be a
highly-visible, charismatic leader who was going to achieve these ends?

456. BOB NEILL: | think it comes back to my point that we seem to be hung
up on structures and personalities. The real problem, | think, about the
inability of local government very often to be seen to deliver for its
communities, which is what we are talking about, the high-visibility leadership
is a means to an end. You want the high-visibility leadership not because it is
good itself, although it is not a bad thing, but as a means of getting in touch
with the quality services that people want to relate to.

457. The problem was we tinkered about with structures but we did not

address the real issue which is that there are very, very difficult areas in which
a local authority, whatever its leadership, can actually make a difference. That
is what we have sought to address in our submission, because whilst the room
for manoeuvre, the room for discretionary decision-making, if you like, by local
authorities is so limited, then any kind of leadership is probably being set up to
disappoint because people will have rising expectations but they do not have
the means to come across.
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458. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Is there something in the system itself, or
the way it was presented, which explains the fact that currently there are so
few elected mayors?

459. BOB NEILL: I think partly it comes back to the point that | have just
made. For the public to have an appetite for directly-elected mayors - and as
you will gather what we have said in Control Shift | do not have a problem with
directly-elected mayors in the right circumstances - they have to feel that they,
as residents, are actually going to get some tangible benefit from this change.
In London it was possible to make that click. Why? Because London was a
very large complex body and had a real sense of identity and a package was
put together that could give the elected mayor some real clout.

460. | think simply exchanging a leader of the council for a directly-elected
mayor is not of itself always going to achieve that. It can in some cases. |
know Robin Wales well enough for many years and | pay tribute to some of
the things that Robin has done to raise that profile, even if we come from
different sides of the fence politically. So it can be done within the existing
structure, but that | think is sometimes more a happy coincidence than any
result of a system.

461. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Interestingly, of the three mayors we have
just been talking to, one of them was not quite happy with the terminology of
Aunsuccessful council o, one which was not
turned around. Robinds position you ment

put them together was the fact that they all believed that their visible position
had somehow been influential. That would really back up what you are
saying.

462. BOB NEILL: Yes, and | think that again you are dealing with urban
areas which, to a greater or lesser degree, have a sense of identity and
people can make a linkage between, let us say the mayor of Bedford or the
mayor of London. | can think of other local authority configurations which are
less natural where | think it would be harder for the directly-elected mayor to
work.

463. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: It was a point that Diana put to our
mayoral friends, who wanted to say they thought it could work, | suspect. But
you would suggest that at least in theory it would be much more difficult.

464. BOB NEILL: 1 think it would be a lot more difficult. | am not being
prescriptive but that is why we have gone down the route of taking the 12
biggest cities because that is where you can get the sort of critical mass which
could be useful, and you have that strong sense of local identity. Give
residents there the opportunity to decide if they want the mayoral model, give
them that option. | think that is a sensible incremental development as well.

465. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Can | just ask you about your views on the

other members of the council. If you have so much emphasis on an individual,
if you like, they will then choose their cabinet. What about, in effect, the
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non-executive members of the council and people who are left out, as it were?

466. BOB NEILL: I think that is actually the toughest bit to get right. Can |
just preface it by thinking about my own experience when | was a councillor
under the old system. We had the old committee system. In effect we ran
what was really a leader of cabinet. We had a leader of the council, a
committee chairman, of which -- were the cabinet. We met together to take
political decisions, we had meetings then with our officers to give them the
appropriate steer. Everything was then dealt with publicly through the
committee process. But the fact was there was a pretty clear political direction
and the leader was a pretty high-profile individual. If you think of Boris Cutler
and Ken Livingstone in the context of the old system producing high-profile
leaders. You could get George Jones on the subject of Herbert Morrison who
would make it very clear that you do not have to have one particular model.

467. One thing to be said in favour of the committee system was that if | as a
committee chairman was seeking to take forward a policy that, if you like, the
political leadership of the council was determined on, | had to make sure | took
my committee members, or at least sufficient, with me. Even if it was done on
a party basis, nonetheless there was a matter of management. There was a
needfor me as a chairman to engage with the
a danger that does not happen very much in the current system. | think more
work needs to be done to build that in.

468. The only thing | could think, perhaps, is in my own local authority in
Bromley, they have deliberately taken an interesting title. They call it a policy
development and scrutiny committee because they wanted to emphasise the
fact that they want the scrutiny to be pre the final decision as well as post it. It
makes a bit more work, but if you can build in a system whereby the scrutiny
committee has met before the cabinet takes their final decision, then perhaps
again you are given them that much more stake and there is a need for the
portfolio, therefore, to engage with the other members.

4609. | can think of other models where it is purely post hoc, but there is a real
problem | think many of us found in that it is not always easy to recruit
candidates if they think they are not going to be able to have an ultimate say.
People want to go into local government to take decisions if at all possible.

470. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: We will perhaps come to scrutiny in a
minute in a little more detail but if | can just finish off on leadership and
leadership models. Your position would be that you are not so interested in
leadership models and looking in an abstract way at these and how they may
operate but you would start from the position of the actual council and the
actual needs of an area and say that in some areas one form of leadership
might be satisfactory and in another area another form and that frankly the
difference between the mayoral model or the leadership with cabinet models is
very little?

471. BOB NEILL: 1think that is broadly right. The first bit to get right, it
seems to me, is giving local authorities an adequate suite of power or
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competence to deal with the issues. Then leadership becomes a part of that
and a job that we will have to do under the proposals in Control Shift is
actually in skilling up our councillors and that is something for all political
parties and independents, to skill up the political leadership of councils to take
that on board. But you are quite right, you have to start with actually getting
the powers there for the leaders to do something to start with.

472. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Yes. Can | take that just a little bit further
and see whether you would agree also that the emphasis on process - and |
think | have heard you say this, perhaps not explicitly - and structures is
perhaps less important than the outcomes and that is where we should be
starting?

473. BOB NEILL: Absolutely, let us start with, as you would with anything,
what are the outcomes we want and let us find the delivery, the mechanism
that best gets you there.

474, DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Some of the causality in between may be
to do with behavioural issues rather than with structural issues?

475. BOB NEILL: Yes, | think that is fair.

476. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Thank you. Can I just turn to this idea of

public trust because, of course, that is part of what we are interested in here,
how these kinds of structures and the delivery of services and so on affect
public trust. Is it your view that the new arrangements have had any effect,
direct or indirect, on public trust or is that the wrong question?

477. BOB NEILL: 1think it is a difficult question to generalise about
because, again, | think it would vary so much from place to place and there
are so many other variables that would come into the equation. You would not
equate the situation of public trust in Newham, say, with the situation, dare |
say, in Stoke-on-Trent in the current circumstances. Those are variables
which have nothing probably to do with the actual structures but | will just take
that as an obvious example.

478. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: So you think that there are other
intervening issues here? We were thinking of regulatory bodies, we were
thinking of the media and so on.

479. BOB NEILL: You will have media attitudes, both at a national and at a
local or regional level, which can make a big difference and you will have the
local political dynamics which will make a difference. There are a raft of other
issues that crop up.

480. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Can you identify some of them?
481. BOB NEILL: I think you will have the situation of sometimes you have a

certain variation of political culture in terms of the way local authorities work. 1
think you have different sets of social tensions that may arise in some
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communities which have effects, which will play out differently: areas with
varying economic circumstances, financial positions of the local authorities, a
raft of issues.

482. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Thank you for that. Can | turn to
accountability, obviously accountability and openness are two of the seven
principles. How do you see local authorities generally as being accountable,
in specific terms, for the services they should be delivering?

483. BOB NEILL: 1 think it has probably got to work at two levels. The
ultimate accountability that any local authority has got is the ballot box, that
goes without saying, and they should not do anything which undermines that.
There are, | believe, intermediate levels of accountability and the problem |
see with the current system is that the accountability level goes far too much
upwards towards central government, hence the criticisms that you have got in
our document about the CPA/CAA regime, as opposed to going out towards
the community.

484. One of the things you need to look at is what do you do about ongoing
accountability. There are small things you can do about that, about
transparency for example. We have suggested in here publishing more
information on spend and executive salaries and so. There are raft of
measures, measures online, taking advantage of modern technology. That is
in a small way, but that sort of thing can be useful in terms of public
confidence. Making sure that there is proper accountability for various
partnership bodies. A lot of expenditure now comes with partnership bodies
who are not always from a culture where the idea of even having public
meetings is necessarily set into their thinking. You need to make sure that
that is taken as a given for these sort of bodies. It is that sort of approach.
There is no one single big bang measure, if you like. There is a raft of those
measures that you try and put together to achieve it.

485. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Basically there may be a problem because
people are not so fascinated with politics as politicians are.

486. BOB NEILL: | am sure that is right.

487. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: However much you try to educate the
public there is a stage where they may sa
t hi s 0. ared prablem, is & not?

488. BOB NEILL: Itis. |think we have got to be realistic about it as
politicians. We are perhaps a minority interest slightly. The fact is people do
not always want to get engaged with it. They do not have the time, they are
leading their own lives, so we have got to be sensible about that. But there is
also a point, it goes back to my original proposition about giving local
authorities much more power. One measure of interest, and it is only one of
course, is turnout at elections and it is quite significant that when you look at
some of the models in continental Europe, for example, Scandinavia, where
they seem to manage to have both considerable decentralisation but also

65



pretty well regarded standards of probity and accountability, you get much
higher turnouts at election day, 70%(?)-odd in Sweden, 70%-odd in Denmark,
round about 60%-o0dd in France. So there is a lesson perhaps we can learn
there. Why? Because people think that what is happening in their local
authority is actually making a difference to their lives and so they will get
engaged more.

4809. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Of course it depends on what you think is
the critical variable there. You have got small countries, you have got --

490. BOB NEILL: Sure, there are a number of factors. Small countries in
Scandinavia; interesting in France, broadly similar size but wider range of
competencies for local authorities, more buy-in.

491. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Can I take this just down to the
arrangements for oversight and overview scrutiny on the council of what they
are doing. We have heard from some people today that it may be the case
that the mayor sets up his or her cabinet with all the people who they think are
powerful, articulate, very political people and then the scrutiny committee is
made up of the rest. Is that your experience? This was, by the way, very
much denied in a convincing way, in my view, by the mayors who said it would
be counterproductive to do that.

492. BOB NEILL: I think that may be right. To some degree | would be
prepared to defer to the mayorsdéd experien
sort of situation. Again, it is very difficult to generalise because it is going to
depend upon the dynamic of the council, is it not? We all know that the mayor
will have to have people who have ability and competence. Depending on
what the political balance is, he has got various realities he has to recognise in
terms of principal players generally in formation of any part of administration to
be placed. So how much you have to do of that in each case will depend upon
the political strength of the mayor and quite how much room to manoeuvre he
has or as to how much it is necessary, or indeed just simply desirable, to take
other people with him, and that can vary.

493. DR ELIZABETH VALANCE: Thank you very much.
494, DAME DENISE PLATT: | think before you became Shadow Minister for

the Department of Communities and Local Government you had a remit for
London.

495, BOB NEILL: That is right, yes.

496. DAME DENISE PLATT: Our inquiry, of course, covers London, and |
think links with the London Assembly too.

497. BOB NEILL: Yes.

498. DAME DENISE PLATT: So we would be very interested to hear your

views as to how successful you think the arrangements for London
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government have been, the new arrangements that were brought in by the Act
and how they have gone in your view.

499. BOB NEILL: IthinkfomLondondés point of view | t
broadly successful. | think | would have said that even prior to last election... |
think that is right. There are areas where | am on record as saying | think the
Act could have been done somewhat differently. That is the balance of the
scrutiny powers between the assembly and the mayor and so on but broadly |
think it has worked. | do not think that the London model is necessarily one
that is capable of being replicated anywhere else, simply because London is
so much of a one-off because of its size and complexity and it is sort of a
discrete city region in a way that you do not necessarily have everywhere else.
So | think the mayor for London has worked. It is necessary to have a body
like the assembly, in my judgement, to keep a proper check and balance.

500. The difficulties that we probably still need to resolve very often relate to
exactly what the balance between the mayor and the assembly should be.
The assembly, for example, has the power to amend the budget but not at the
moment the strategies which in large measure give rise to the budget. That is
something that you might want to look at. The other thing is how you manage
the relationship between the mayor and GLA and the boroughs. To be fair,
that was a problem which bedevilled the old London County Council in its
relationship with the boroughs and the GLC. So that is not new, how you
manage the two-tier process. But broadly it is a system which works for
London. That is the caveat that | am putting.

501. DAME DENISE PLATT: | want to come back a bit more to the
assembly in a minute. Yes, it has worked for London but what is it that has
worked for London? What has worked well in leadership and governance
terms in your view around the arrangements for an elected mayor, and what
are the downsides of it?

502. BOB NEILL: 1 think the bits that have worked well is that it has secured
a measure of devolution of decision-making. That comes back to my earlier
point, it is clearly healthier that something like Transport for London is able to
take decisions relating to London transport, a problem which is accountable to
someone who is elected by Londoners as opposed to being shoved into a
small part of a large Department for Transport. The greater accountability of
the police service in London, which did not exist at all to speak of before, is a
plus. There are a certain number of public services which | think pull together
in a strategic way for which there is a greater measure of accountability. |
think that is sensible. | would like to go further but it is a step in the right
direction as far as | am concerned.

503. There are signs - | think you could probably flag those up already - that
possibly there is still a chunk of public services, public health and areas like
that, which are not fully within a democratic remit at the moment - that is a
personal view rather than a sort of official party line - that we need to look at.
We do need to manage the planning process between the mayor and the
boroughs. | think that is easier now that the current mayor has chosen to sign
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a memorandum of understanding with the boroughs. Conflict over planning
was something which went right the way back. | think we probably have to
have a look to whether or not the current operation of the functional bodies as
arms-length agencies of the GLA always gives you the most efficient means of
getting something.

504. DAME DENISE PLATT: So in big strategic areas where you do not
have to get the agreement of 33 different councils to deliver that is why?

505. BOB NEILL: In an area like London the visibility issue, that Dr Valance
referred to, is important and that works in London because London has got
lots of London-centred media, those people can recognise themselves as
being within London, even people in Bromley who might have a slightly
ambivalent view about it. They probably think they are in Kent and in London,
if | am honest, but they recognise that dual identity, which is a genuine
situation with London suburbs. So there is a sense that they can relate to it,
that is the key thing, and they will pick up their Evening Standard, or even their
Newsshopper in Bromley, and they can recognise where there is media
coverage and stories about what the mayor and the assembly are doing.

506. DAME DENISE PLATT: From what you have said, you seem to feel
that the Greater London Assembly is the appropriate calling to account and
scrutiny of the London mayor. We have had evidence that might suggest
different sorts of models, like an assembly of all the London leaders, a variety
of models. Can you say a bit more why you think the London Assembly is the
appropriate one?

507. BOB NEILL: It is partly going back to personal experience with the
eight years | had as an assembly member and as leader for a time. | preface
it by saying | do think there is a role for the boroughs but not in substitution for
the assembly, and that is largely because | think frankly that would be asking
too much. | know there were friends and colleagues of mine who said that you
should have an assembly of the borough leaders in place of the London
Assembly. Knowing the workload that | had as a constituency London
Assembly member and serving on one of the functional bodies it would have
been wholly impossible for me to have done that and to have been doing the
job properly as leader of a London borough council as well. [ just think in
practical terms - the casework in terms of transport and policing issues and
strategic planning issues - that would have been asking too much. | do think
we should look at perhaps giving some more formal role for the London
boroughs as a corporate body for London councils in whatever form in terms
of policy formulation. | am fairly open minded about how we get there. There
are effectively early consultees as it as the moment. You might build in a little
bit more of a chance from perhaps say on the budget and so on but | think
actually the idea that you could have the borough leaders then taking time out
to scrutinise the mayor would just be asking too much.

508. DAME DENISE PLATT: In terms of accountability and openness, do

you think London really understands the difference between what the
boroughs do and what the mayor does and where they might go about which
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services?

5009. BOB NEILL: Probably not perfectly but I do not think you are ever
going to get a perfect sense of understanding for the reason that for most
people local government is an issue that they deal with as and when it
interfaces with them. It is not going to be the major conversation in the Dog
and Duck, you know.

510. DAME DENISE PLATT: Unless the bins are not done.

511. BOB NEILL: Unless it is bins, yes, and then they are just going to
relate very often to a single discrete issue that they are exercised about.

512. DAME DENISE PLATT: You mentioned the Government Office for
London, and we have had some indication from some evidence that people
think that the functions of the Government Office for London ought to move in
total or in part to the London Assembly. Do you have a view?

513. BOB NEILL: | certainly think that there is really no justification for the
Government Office for London, beyond maybe as a small support unit for the
Minister who has to deal with one or two issues. But in its current form it
employs as many people now as it did before and with the creation of the
assembly | find that difficult to justify and | do not see any logic in handling
funding streams which relate to local area agreements and so on. | would
have thought those things were better passed down to the boroughs. | can
see too that other funding streams and functions could sensibly be passed to
the mayor or, as appropriate, part of the GLA family, the police authority in
relation to a number of the drugs-prevention strategies and so on, and other
things through to DFL.

514. DAME DENISE PLATT: So sort of elected regional government type of
role?
515. BOB NEILL: | am not going to be drawn if | think that is the appropriate

model anywhere else simply because London happens have to a directly
elected mayor, that is an important difference, and the fact that London is, for
the reasons | set out, fairly discrete. Then I think in the London case there is
no need for the Government Office.

516. DAME DENISE PLATT: For the mayor and for the London Assembly
we have essentially two different staff groups, do we not, one supporting the
mayor and one supporting the assembly? We have heard around
arrangements in local government outside London where there are elected
mayors, or where there is a leader and cabinet with overview and scrutiny, that
actually asking the same group of officers to provide for the executive role is
actually quite complex for one group of officers to do. You have had both
experiences. Can you tell us what you think your view of that dilemma is
about who should support overview and scrutiny and the executive?
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517. BOB NEILL: I think the dilemma is a real enough one and | do not
dispute that. The difficulty | suppose is this: in an ideal world it is very nice to
say you should have a separate set of staff to support the overview as
opposed to those who deal with policy formulation. It is possible to do that in
the context of the GLA because of the size of the organisation and the sort of
resource implications within the overall scheme of things of having an
assembly secretariat is practically not massive actually but quite manageable.
On the other hand, if you are getting to a medium-sized district council then if
you are going to have a complete separation that is going to be a chunk of
budget going on what is essentially internal workings and administration, |
suspect the electorate would not regard them as necessarily their highest
priority. So | think in some cases instead of having complete separation you
have got to try and set up systems of firewalls, in effect, Chinese walls that
you do have in other places. That is harder but | do not think it would be

impossible.
518. DAME DENISE PLATT: Some of the dilemmas we have heard around
el ected members not being able to challen

scrutiny way and the officers who might be advising scrutiny are the officers
who have devised the policy in the first place. As well as your firewalls, how
do you see processes that might overcome that?

5109. BOB NEILL: I referred actually to the need for a bit of upskilling of
members of the party political culture and there are bodies, the leadership of
the local government is one which might not be a million miles away. There
are groups who, I think, do attempt to do that and | think that is very valuable.
| recognise that and | think within the political parties, certainly the three main
parties, are conscious within their own associations of councillors that there is
a need to take that on board. Part of the job that | do as Shadow Local
Government is leading on some of those issues and we need to do the same
thing with the officers and | think some people are up for that. It is a bit of
common sense disposition by the chief executive as to who gets to handle
what and so on and with a bit of give and take should be able to get round the
worst of it at any rate. Political groups have to accept that if you are going to
have this system you have to cut a bit more slack on scrutiny issues as
opposed to issues which are things which relate to getting through the policy
of the group that you are all elected on.

520. DAME DENISE PLATT: We have heard a lot today about how local
authorities are working much more in partnership with others, formally,
informally, in a range of structures that are prescribed or a range of structures
that are just convenient to deliver. How, from your perspective, do you think
accountability operates within those partnerships?

521. BOB NEILL: For the reasons | tried to set out earlier | think that can be
rather varied and | think that is an issue that probably does need to be looked
at. If we work on the assumption that partnership working is going to grow and
is a desirable thing in itself, from my point of view that is going to involve sort
of a variable geometry of partnerships, in some cases local authorities banding
together to share back office functions. That is happening in a lot of areas and
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you want to make sure something happens there. Equally, partnership
working, you should have them in your local area agreements and multi-
agency agreements and so on. There is scope for government at this level to
create the environment that builds in a presumption of public accountability,
not just the way meetings are held but wherever possible maximum
publication of information, agendas and so on, papers, which is not something
that everybody in some of the other agencies will have been used to, as | have
said. That is the first point.

522. | hope too that some of the powers that are available under the
Sustainable Communities Act would also assist in that withthec o mmuni t i es 6
plan, with the statements of spending and so on. That could sensibly work to
do some of that work. You have got existing Community Calls for Action but |
think also as you can see here we are suggesting in Control Shift for a
referendum to be triggered. Now, you put all that lot together and I think you
ought to make sure that these things can embrace the partnerships as well as
the principal authority.

523. DAME DENISE PLATT: You said in your descriptions to us that all
those organisations have different accountabilities and different
understandings around openness and transparency. And in the local area
agreements if one of your partners does not deliver is it fair to hold the local
authority wholly and totallyto account f or-delivdér® PCTO6sSs non

524. BOB NEILL: No, it is not.

525. DAME DENISE PLATT: How would you get around that issue, how
would you call the PCT formally to account?

526. BOB NEILL: A duty on the PCTs and other members of the
partnerships to co-operate, as discussed when the Local Government Public
Involvement in Health Bill was going through its committee stage, as | recall it.
So | would actually put some greater obligation on them to co-operate and
therefore it would be a matter of comment and adverse criticism, frankly, if
they did not. In a sense that is the nuclear option, you do not want to get to
that stage if you can avoid it.

527. Secondly, | think the appropriate sponsoring departments of the other
agencies can do more to help by ministers making it clear to the PCT boards
and so on that they are expected to work together and to be upfront and open
with people in this way. Thirdly, by perhaps enabling the local authority to
have that broader remit, accepting that it is not the delivery structure, it is the
councillor not as a direct deliverer but as an enabler, if you like, on behalf of
the community. The councillor has got a legitimate role as the principal
spokesman on behalf of the community and its area. And | think you could
make sure that that is enhanced.

528. One of the documents | have seen talks about the councillor as sort of

the community champion and there is a bit of that, they ought to be prepared
to do that. The moral force that comes from the electoral mandate, particularly
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if you can get more people to participate in elections is a driver on that. Take
the Mayor of London; the Mayor of London can do things because they have
got a big mandate which goes beyond purely their official remit because you
have got more leverage with departments. If the mayor backed by 100,000 or
S0 voters says it then people are going to think twice, persuasion.

529. DAME DENISE PLATT: Okay. So public opinion rules okay.

530. BOB NEILL: Well, it is that mixture, as always. There is no one simple
thing, it is just putting them together in a fairly measured sort of way.

531. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you very much. Alun, one last
quick question, please.

532. RT HON ALUN MICHAEL.: | was interested in some of the things that
you said because you talked about pre-decision scrutiny as an aid to
policymaking which is rather in contrast to some comments made earlier about
the need for greater separation of the scrutiny versus a more partnership
approach. The approach that you are suggesting, it seems to me, requires a
shared basis for judgement and that takes us back to something that | think for
me has been coming out very strongly today of a need for a strict methodology
on facts and the information that you are dealing with. You talked about
improving skills. What about the methodology for ensuring that people can be
evidence-based in both their policymaking and in their scrutiny?

533. BOB NEILL: 1 think there is a fair point in that. Again, | think we are
probably at a fairly early stage in development on that. When we set up the
assembly we invested a little bit in actually buying in some people to give us a
bit of training on some of the forensic sort of things: what do you need to look
for when you are examining certain bits of material, how best and most
effectively to cross-examine officials and so on, because actually there is a
difference. Some of us had done it in a different life professionally but many
people had not. So simple things like that. | agree, making sure there is some
proper matrix for laying out the information in a way which is fully
comprehensible, and not just comprehensible to members. Since these ought
to be public documents, something which is comprehensible to the members
of the public as well. | am sure all of us have got hugely frustrated at the
amount of jargon you find in reports of one kind or another and that does need
to be addressed. In local government you have got to be a touch of,
APhysician, heal thyself on thisod, have vy
from the centre but you really do have to, again, through the persuasive
position that ministers have, to say this really has to be much more of a
priority.

534. SIR DEREK MORRIS: Just quickly, you said you thought that by and
large the reform in London had been successful. One of the reasons we are
looking at this area is it is nine years since the Act and it is an area that this
Committee in the past has looked at. Certainly when | talk to colleagues
elsewhere or friends and say this is what we are looking at they immediately
assume it is because of perceived problems with accountability in London and
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the feeling that accountability failed and it was only because of the press that
such issues were covered adequately. They assume that is what we are
looking at, the failure of London. So, can you reconcile those at all?

535. BOB NEILL: Yes. Ithink it would be wrong to say that a couple of
pretty significant and well-publicised failures indicate that the whole of the
system is broken. | do not want to be needlessly partisan but there were a
couple before the previous mayoral election that related to operation, in let us
say, London Development Agency and other functional bodies and other
things that clearly would have raised concern and the press made a great deal
of. 1 do not think that meant the whole of the mayoral system was broken.
What | do think it indicated is something that still needs to be addressed and
that is the interrelationship of the functional bodies with the assembly. Itis
interesting that of the four functional bodies the two which have the greatest
degree of member involvement and scrutiny, of course, are the MPA and the
London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority. There has been a lot of
controversy about the Metropolitan Police Authority undoubtedly, but it has
been in a way which has been very much subject to public scrutiny,
interestingly enough.

536. | do not think you could say any of that has been behind closed doors. |
think there was a little worry about the operation of the LDA and | hope that
has now been changed. | think, once again, that was partly because it was
regarded of who was in charge, it was being run on the basis which almost
assumed it was rather more like a company operation and commercial
confidentiality was strictly quoted to me as an Assembly Member as the
reasons why one should not have access to documents which, in my
judgment, was in the public interest, should have been made available. | think
that was an officer culture frankly, rather than anything that the Mayor
particular was doing. To a degree, though it is getting better, that was the
case at times with Transport for London.

537. Now, those of course were the two functional bodies were there was the
least Member-involvement because there were only a very small number of
elected Members on the Board of the LDA and up until the last London
Government Act, the Members were specifically banned from serving on TfL.
Now, maybe there is a moral that one draws there, whether in fact having a
reasonable percentage of Members on the board of those bodies can be
healthy, because they are used to operating in a different environment. Those
failings, | do not think, undermine the whole of the system but | can quite see
why members of the public outside will feel it because they are the bits that get
the most publicity, because the bad news bits are going to be the ones that
are most readily on the headline of some of the Sunday papers.

538. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: On that note we need to draw this
session to a close. Thanks very much for coming to talk to us. It has been
extremely helpful.

539. BOB NEILL: Thank you very much. It has been very enjoyable.
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540. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: | am now going to declare a five-minute
comfort break.

NICK RAYNSFORD MP (CHAIR) AND JESSICA CROWE (EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR), CENTRE FOR PUBLIC SCRUTINY

541. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you very much for coming. We
have had your evidence which we have read. We have also got an opening
statement! which | suspect we have not all read, but some of us may not have
even realised it was here. | promise you we will read it though so please do
not feel under any obligation to repeat it.

542. NICK RAYNSFORD: We will not.

543. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: We will read it afterwards. If there are
things you want to say by way of an opening statement then please do so.

544, NICK RAYNSFORD: No. Very happy to get straight into questions.

545. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Well, let us go straight into questions
then. Denise?

546. DAME DENISE PLATT: Okay. Hello. Good to see you again.

547. NICK RAYNSFORD: And you.

548. DAME DENISE PLATT: We have been looking at the legislation of the

2000 Act and the new arrangements for local government and the reasons
behind that being around visibility, effective leadership, increasing public
engagement and appropriate checks and balances so that the executives are
called to announce their reasons, proper scrutiny. Do you think those aims
have been achieved?

549. NICK RAYNSFORD: Can | start by saying | am, of course, the lay
Chairman of Centre for Public Scrutiny and Jessica is the Chief Officer and
therefore, in a pattern which | think you will well recognise, | will make a few
introductory remarks and then pass over to Jessica to give a properly informed
response.

550. My view is that there has been an improvement - there is no question
there has been an improvement - it is patchy. It has not been as extensive
and widespread as some people had hoped but there nevertheless have been
advances and they have mirrored the improvements in the standards of
performance of local authorities which the Audit Commission has recently
highlighted in its review of the period of CPA, Comprehensive Performance

! The statement is appended to this transcript
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Assessments, which have gone on over roughly the same period of time as
the changes in governance.

551. So, | think there is an overall pattern of improvement in local
government but that does not mean that there are not still very major problems
that need to be addressed. Can | pass over to Jessica?

552. JESSICA CROWE: Yes, thank you. The thing that | would add to that
really, and Nick seems to be a lot more than a lay Chairman - | think the key
thing from a scrutiny perspective is that the new Act has offered opportunities
for members to take up a range of different roles and new roles from where
they have availed themselves and made the most of those opportunities they
have seen new things for them to do, new ways for them to carry out their
responsibilities and improve the governance of their authority.

553. As Nick says, it is patchy, but where it has worked, and | think one of
the things that we will probably return to throughout our evidence is this issue
of the importance of a culture so it is not so much the structural arrangements
that are brought in by legislation, it is about the whole culture of an
organisation and the extent to which it facilitates a culture of openness and
challenge, and enabling members to place the full opportunities that the new
legislation provided to them.

554, The only thing | would add further is that some of the research that we
have done certainly shows in terms of outcomes, it is very difficult to attribute
outcomes to scrutiny because not least to the executive, who are sometimes
reluctant to attribute the influence of scrutiny to changes they might made -
which | am sure is familiar to many of you.

555. One of the things we have found in some of the research we have done
is a very close correlation between high measurements of performance as set
by in CPA scores and positive comments in those assessments of the scrutiny
function. Now, we would not say that there is a causality there but it was a
very, very striking correlation between organisations that appeared to have
robust, strong, challenging scrutiny arrangements and were open to that and
could demonstrate it to inspectors and those organisations that also ended up
having high performance overall. So there was certainly a pattern there.

556. DAME DENISE PLATT: Can we please start at the other side of that
with the executive before we look at the scrutiny? What we are looking at in
this inquiry is how the principles of public life are delivered through these new
arrangements and the way local government is currently operating. Do you
think that the changes introduced in 2000 have increased openness,
accountability to the public? Does your evidence show that local government
is better at delivering on those principles?

557. JESSICA CROWE: I think, as Nick says, it is patchy and that is the
challenge for local government, to understand why it is that some authorities
have become better at facilitating scrutiny. There is certainly evidence from
the work that we have done over the years of recommendations from scrutiny
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being accepted and implemented. So executives accepting challenge, being
open to that; so meeting those elements of your principles of public life.

558. | think some of the different changes that the Act brought in in terms of
mayoral and leader and cabinet governance, we certainly have not found any
significant difference between mayoral and non-mayoral authorities in the
effectiveness of their willingness to be open to challenge and to scrutiny.
There is a bit at the bottom of the things that we look at in terms of the impact
of healthy politics, say, the amount of support and resource they give to
scrutiny and they accept recommendations. There is no significant difference
between mayoral and non-mayoral authorities.

559. NICK RAYNSFORD: Could | make one additional observation? | do
not think we should underestimate just how opaque the old committee
structures were. If you look back to where local government was prior to the
2000 legislation, the public had very, very little idea indeed about who was in
charge and who was responsible for decisions. Now, | do not think we have
got anywhere near as far as we should in terms of greater transparency. |
think there is still a lot further to go on this route. | do sense much more of a
sense of responsibility being taken by leaders and executive members in
cabinet for decisions in their area and a greater awareness by certainly the
informed public, including local media, as to who is really in charge and who
they should hold to account. | think that is an important step in the right
direction.

560. DAME DENISE PLATT: Yes, and that is part of the visibility. Right,
okay. There are only 12 elected members, about to be 11. Have you picked
up any information about why that situation has come about?

561. NICK RAYNSFORD: Let me just kick off on this one. | do think that the
almost unremitting hostility of the local government body as a whole to the
idea of directly-elected mayors has been an important element. Very few
individual local authority members have felt able to put their head above the
parapet and say, Al act uaasdmnga ytohri.nok |IT hweoruel
has been enormous peer pressure on them not to.

562. On the whole mayoral systems have tended to come in either where
authorities have been in serious difficulty - take an example like Hackney
where actually the mayoral framework and constitution has been very much
part of the recovery process and | think is a great achievement and we should
feel very pleased about that - or in areas where an outside figure - and | think
Middlesbrough is the obvious example here - has in a sense charged into the
traditional local government framework like a bull in a china shop, upsetting a
lot of people, but actually certainly enhancing the visibility of local government
and its significance to the local elections.

563. RT HON ALUN MICHAEL: Broken china is a performance indicator.

564. NICK RAYNSFORD: | would not go that far.
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565. DAME DENISE PLATT: You say there was no difference in terms of
ability to receive scrutiny from the leader in cabinet rather than the elected
mayors. We have elected mayors who are passionate about being elected
mayors and we have leaders passionate about being leaders. Are there any
differences between the two models that you have identified as well as the
known differences?

566. JESSICA CROWE: Not really. To be honest the only small one was
that they appeared to provide a little bit more support to scrutiny than was
common across the non-mayoral authorities. Maybe because they feel more
confident in their mandate; they do not feel they are about to lose their position
as leader if there is too much challenge and so they are quite happy to see
scrutiny and support it. |1 do not know; we have not done the research but that
was the only small difference.

567. There was some research that was done by Gerry Stoker for the
Government some years ago, the evaluating local constitutions research, and
that showed a bit more mayoral-authority respondents were slightly more
positive about the opportunities that the change had offered for more public
visibility and the whole idea of having a clear electoral mandate to have
influence with a wider range of departments and for those people to take the
calls of the mayor because they had that electoral mandate.

568. Il think, indeed as Nick said, in Hackn
saying, AThis is a new way of doing our g
completely differentt y now, 0 and h aaydrwagasgnal ofthaect ed m
They are very small in number so it is difficult to judge that.

569. NICK RAYNSFORD: Could | make one other observation? When |
was Minister for London and responsible for the creation of the Greater
London Authority which of course is the most notable mayoral model that we
have, although not strictly local government - well, we will come back to that.

570. As part of the preparation we invited mayors from a number of
European and American cities to come to London and to give us the benefit of
their experience. We talked through a lot of the issues involved in different
mayoral models. After one of those sessions | remember taking the Mayor of
New Orleans out from the Cabinet Office where the meeting had taken place
into Trafalgar Square just to show him a part of our heritage and within five
minutes he was mobbed by this group of young Americans who gathered
round and pointed and said, NRGee, thatos
who were with me that there was no local government figure in Britain who
would even be recognised abroad, let alone treated in that way, and that this
was a clear merit of the mayoral system that it did make absolutely clear who
was responsible for the governance of a city.

571. Now, I think certainly Mayor Livingstone or Mayor Johnson would be
visible and probably likely to be treated in a similar way; one or two of the
mayors in other areas might be, but then | think conversely really significant
Government leaders - let us take Richard Lees from Manchester who has
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been there a long time, achieved a great deal; Margaret Eaton from Bradford,
now chairing the LGA - | cannot actually see them being mobbed by citizens of
Manchester or Bradford if they happen to see them in a foreign country. It is
an anecdote only, but I think there is a truth behind that about visibility and
people understanding who is responsible.

572. DAME DENISE PLATT: We talked about those that, in a way, have
executive power in the cabinet or as the elected Mayor or as a leader, what
about the roles of other councillors? What is your evidence that shows what
has happened to other councillors and how they feel about the system?

573. JESSICA CROWE: I think when the system first came in, as Nick said,
there was a lot of hostility to these changes and there was certainly a feeling
amongst the executive councillors that if you were not in the cabinet there was
nothing really for you to do, you did not have any power, you had lost all your
decision-making powers and you were somehow second class, so there was a
fair degree of resentment towards that. | think that is still there. In some
authorities we still pick it up at the events we do round the country where you
have an old culture, if you like, prevailing over the years that keeps a clamp on
debate and people do not feel that it is a meaningful or valuable role.

574. What we have found in a lot of both quantitative and qualitative
research is that elected members who are not in the executive are taking it
upon themselves to try this out. There are a lot of things that they can do that
simply would not be possible under the old committee system and I think there
is a myth about the golden age of the committee system amongst some
members who remember the glorious days of being on allotments sub and the
great power pertaining to that.

575. | was a councillor under both systems so | can remember sitting in
committees and then seeing the changeover. | think it has freed them up and
so there are members going out and doing their own research, there are
members writing their own recommendations rather than just voting through
on the nod officer reports and officer recommendations, and members who
say - we have quoted some in our submission-i We 6r e much more abl
outther e and do things. Wedbdbre able to go an
ground. 0O Now, this is not everywhere but
to do so feel able to do that then it has resulted in a wider range of different
roles where they are then able to draw in evidence, including from the public,
and use that evidence to inform recommendations for changes. Then you
come back to the culture of the authority and whether those recommendations
are accepted.

576. DAME DENISE PLATT: | think Diana will want to pursue some of those
things further with you, but before | handover to Diana, do you have any view
as to whether these arrangements have really influenced or -- does the public
have more trust in local government from these new arrangements? Do we
know?
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577. NICK RAYNSFORD: | do not think they do. | think because, again, |
started off by saying there is a parallel with the improvement in performance
standards which has not been reflected in high public ratings for local
government in opinion polls. | think there are two processes happening here.
One is the improvement in performance or improvement in the decision-
making process, its transparency, which I think is genuine. Secondly, there is
a rising tide of public grumpiness and suspicion of those involved in the
political process, which applies whether you are at national level or local level,
and a media that are remorseless in criticising failings and implying that those
failings are the norm rather than the exception. | think there is --

578. DAME DENISE PLATT: Whether it is implying the failings are personal
corruption rather than making a mistake.

579. NICK RAYNSFORD: | do think that the latter has ensured that the
genuine improvements that | believe objective analysis shows has happened
is not being reflected in terms of public entity.

580. DAME DENISE PLATT: So there are other things that play on your
findings.

581. NICK RAYNSFORD: Yes.

582. DAME DENISE PLATT: Diana?

583. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Just before you do that, at the end of

2000 did you expect what you were doing to happen an impact on trust?

584. NICK RAYNSFORD: | think the answer is yes | did. | was very
conscious of the highly publicised scandals that had tended to really damage
the reputation of local government, whether it was individual failings by a very
small number of individuals that got disproportionate coverage, or whether it
was the collective failings of particular
was to ensure that not only would | ocal g
but it would be seen to improve and the public would recognise that.

585. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Diana?

586. BARONESS MADDOCK: You have given us quite a good amount of
evidence about how successful you think the scrutiny process has been and
evidence of how some of it was patchy and it depends on the culture. In the
sheet of evidence that we got this afternoon you set out the four principles for
effective scrutiny and in the third parag
conditions which are likely to lead to successful scrutiny. &wonder if you
could elaborate a little on that for us. That might be helpful.

587. JESSICA CROWE: Yes. | mean there are a couple of areas | would
highlight. One is about some research that we completed last year with the
University of Warwick looking at the role of the scrutiny support officer. That,
for the first time, gave us some evidence - from a range of bits of fieldwork and
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interviews and surveys with members and officers in local government, and
indeed comparatively in regional assemblies and parliament, so we got quite a
broad picture - that you see it is felt by those taking part that scrutiny is more
effective where it is adequately supported and resourced.

588. | think there are three areas/reasons for that. One is that the officers
who support scrutiny, if there are enough of them and they are not just there to
take minutes and get the agendas out in the fashion of traditional committee
clerks, they are able to develop some expertise and support members in the
areas in which they are investigating. The other one is about building
relationships and being able to develop the relationships that help the process
work more smoothly, if you like, and perhaps build up a positive culture so that
those who are being called to give evidence to scrutiny committees do not feel
that they are just going to be there to have big boots trample all over them by
a range of members, but that there is a purpose to it. So they will build
relationships and make that work. They are also able to develop and provide
independent support to the scrutiny members.

589. That is really important for two reasons. If all that scrutiny members are
hearing is the same evidence that has been provided to their executive
colleagues for the reasons why a decision should be made one way or
another, they are not really adding any value and they are not able to
challenge on the basis of any evidence the decisions that have been made so
that they are not bringing anything new to the table. Secondly, they are
genuinely not able then to look outwards to involve the public perhaps, to
involve the views of other people and bring those to bear to enrich the
challenge that is being provided. There is very clear evidence now that having
an independent adequately resourced support for scrutiny is one of the criteria
that would help make it successful.

590. NICK RAYNSFORD: Could | add one personal observation which may
or may not be backed up by Warwick Univer
me over the head if | have got it wrong? My own view on this is that the
culture is absolutely critical, and where you have confident leadership from the
leader in the executive or the mayor, who actually encourages positive
engagement on the part of those involved in overview and scrutiny and sees
this as a way both of enriching the policy formulation process and keeping a
check on how things are going, then it is much, much more likely to succeed.

591. Where there is a grudging acceptance of the scrutineers, something
that is required and there is probably a slightly party political worry that this will
involve a bit of washing dirty linen in public, then scrutiny is much less likely to
be successful. The patchiness, | think, is partly to do with that difference in
culture between the more confident regimes that have embraced scrutiny and
felt able to accept it and those that perhaps are still more cautious and
nervous.

592. JESSICA CROWE: That is absolutely backed up by the evidence you
will be relieved to hear.
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593. NICK RAYNSFORD: | stuck my neck out!

594. JESSICA CROWE: No, no. We have also looked at the extent to
which people in local government feel that party politics has an impact on
scrutiny and the extent to which they feel that is positive or negative. There
are, for example, correlations between those authorities that say that party
politics has a negative impact on scrutiny and the report of their
recommendations are accepted and implemented, which is much, much lower
than in authorities where it is the other way round. So you can definitely see
that this issue of political culture and a willingness to listen to evidence to act
objectively and to make recommendations and indeed accept perhaps as a
leader that you might have forgot something wrong and accept it where it is
backed up by evidence and it certainly makes a difference.

595. BARONESS MADDOCK: Well, it leads me onto the question | wanted
to ask you about which is training, and | say that because | have sat on the
Scrutiny Committee now in a humble district council which the Government is
abolishing inthreewe ek 6 s ti me, and | went to a ratt
this because | have not a clue having worked under the old system before and
it seemed to me that that was very helpful if you did not know anything about
it.

596. Now, | have also sat on Licensing Committees and Planning, and so on,
where you actually have to have training to do it. Now, | am not a great one
for the Government telling local councils what to do, but it seems to me that
training in scrutiny - and | think what you have said to us indicated that that is
guite important. Under the old system suddenly it changed -, so it has been a
bit of a learning process. Would you agree that training is crucial?

597. JESSICA CROWE: Yes, and there is certainly an appetite for it
amongst members. Members have soon recognised that you do need
different skills and actually asking questions and analysing evidence is a
different to one of reports and deciding whether you politically agree with
them.

598. BARONESS MADDOCK: | also want to clarify one or two comments
that have come our way today. | mean one of the things that is a little obvious
is that the central government method of scrutiny, select committees and so
on, is very different from the local government, but actually it almost looks as if
we tried to impose on local government a similar system but it is actually very
different because the select committees, the staff that serve them, are part of
the central government and that is not the case in local government where |
think it is a bit similar with the GLA which I think | am sure Denise is going to
ask about later. | just wondered if you had any views on that.

599. JESSICA CROWE: Yes. | mean | think it is interesting. They certainly
are very different. The research that we did last year about scrutiny officers |
think actually found that there were more strengths in the local authority
approach than the very formal approach that there is in the select committees.
So I think there are strengths and weaknesses.
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600. | think one of the crucial differences though is around perception, if you
like, and status, which does not necessarily come from the formal being
independent, but this backstop power which select committees have to call the
persons in the papers is something that local government scrutiny committees
have looked on with envy. Itis not so much that you summon people formally
and require them to attend but knowing that you have that power as a
backstop in your back pocket, I think, does send a signal that this is a serious
process that you take being held to account for what you have done as an
executive, a public service provider. It is important and something that you
have to take seriously, | think is one significant difference.

601. So, again, not so much about perhaps the formal structures of how it is
staffed but having that power in your bac
to attend if we need to, but actually we would really like to hear your evidence
and would |Iike to hear your vVviews. o0 of ¢
status.

602. BARONESS MADDOCK: Yes. | mean | think you have indicated that -
and others have - but actually you did sufficient resources to be able to
process properly. The issue of having a dedicated officer, which is mentioned
(overspeaking), is one of the issues that has come up. Partly, | think, people
have said because it raises the profile on the career progression of officers,
and so on, would be better. Other people equally say that it is projecting local
authorities to do what they want. | wonder if you have a view on that.

603. JESSICA CROWE: | think it is difficult. 1 mean | would genuinely
support the idea that it is for local authorities to decide how they manage their
resources. However, it is very clear and there is now a trend from our most
recentsurvey-t he fi gures that we have put in ou
survey; we are just getting the figures this year through - showing a continuing
slight decline in the amount of officers and indeed the independent budget that
is available to supportscrut i nyés wor k. Whi ch suggest s
not a high priority to resource and that is a worry, given what we know about
the impact on resource and the support.

604. | mean we as an organisation have welcomed the proposal as far as it
goes, that is in the current bill, but we would note that it does not apply to
districts who have significantly less resources. The average number of
officers where there is a dedicated team overall is 2.8 and it is roundabout 4 in
other authorities, it is now at less than 1.5 in the districts so that proposal will
do nothing for scrutiny in districts and they do have powers to scrutiny.

605. NICK RAYNSFORD: Could I add one observation on that and just
bring in one other point as well? 1 do think this trend that Jessica referred to,
and we have not been able to give you the formal evidence because we are
only just analysing the latest return, is slightly worrying because there was a
significant upward trend right through until 2007, at which point it levelled off
and it is now not just levelling off it is going down. It is not enormous
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statisticians would say this is not really statistically significant but the change
in trend worries me and | do think that that is an issue.

606. Secondly, can | just say the point | made in the lecture which Jessica
prevailed on me to deliver when | took over the Chairmanship of the Centre of
the Public Scrutiny a year ago. | commented on the rather extraordinary way
in which the two separate scrutiny systems, central government and local
government, were operating in more or less complete isolation with no cross
fertilisation. | did point out some of the areas where there would be enormous
benefit for the two to work together to look at, for example, local
implementation of policy which the national select committee would be
interested in in how it was developing. Also learning lessons from simply
looking at the way other people do something which is one of the leitmotifs of
all my comments on governance, that it is the tendency to look inwards and
not to reach outwards that tends to characterise the least well performing
bodies and the openness and the willingness to absorb information from
others that tends to characterise the best performance.

607. | do think that there is a lot to be gained from trying to get central
government, then parliamentary select committees and local government
overview and scrutiny committees, in touch with each other and sharing
experiences.

608. BARONESS MADDOCK: One of the other points that came out today
was a view that the high profile strong leaders wanted to be on the executive
and so on, but that the quiet ones - | think was the phrase that was used -
could do the scrutiny. | was just interested in your comments and
experiences.

609. JESSICA CROWE: Well, it is always the quiet ones you have to watch,
| suppose, but that is not necessarily the point. | think we probably do not
know enough to say whether that is definite. | mean I think we are seeing
now, as membersé attitude changeaueowar ds
the opportunity to be a bit more thoughtful to go into issues in the way that
really effective select committee members and chairs have done, to make an
issue their own, to really go into it. You can see that whether you are in
opposition or in the administration.

610. We have a very good example of an opposition councillor who is the
only member of his political party on a council, who just by picking a particular
issue, focusing on it, using the scrutiny process to gather more evidence to
back up his particular position and gradually convincing the majority group to
adopt this policy had exerted significantly more power than you would think a
single opposition member had had. So working away in that quiet way maybe
does not gather the headlines, but if what you are interested in is achieving
change and getting something done that you were elected on and feel
passionately about, it can be done. So that, | think, is one of the positives we
have seen.
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611. BARONESS MADDOCK: The other thing | wanted to ask about was
there are lot of partnerships around local government at the moment and the
scrutiny of those is actually quite difficult - we have touched on that today.
Also the scrutiny of joint bodies set up who are now -- there was a case in my
mind whenourpr evi ous witness was talking to us
some local authorities are combining to deal with back office functions like, for
example, collecting council tax.o Il know

612. What is your view on that? How are we going to scrutinise those things
because a lot of evidence we have had today is about scrutinising helping with
policy development. We have not had much evidence about actual day to day
processes that go wrong and how the scrutiny process affects them, and of
course, now they are in partnership and they may be joint authorities. |
wondered what your views or comments were on that.

613. JESSICA CROWE: 1 will just kick off. I think there are several things in
that question. The issue around partnerships and the formal local strategic
partnerships and local area agreements: there was legislation that was
actually passed in 2007 enabling local authority scrutiny committees to
examine that had been done by partnerships. Regulations to actually
implement that have not actually come in yet so there is an issue there, and it
is even worse if you are talking about crime and disorder partnerships
because that legislation dates back to 2006 and we are still waiting for the
regulations to implement it, so to enable councillors formally to call and require
partners to come to account. We are still waiting for that and | think that is
pretty poor on behalf of the legislators.

614. However, there have been a lot of things that have been done in good
will that does not address your point about the formal accountability but does
show that there have been efforts to exert influence on the activities of other
organisations, but it has been very much at the agreement of influence. The
exception to that is around health scrutiny where there have been, | think, a lot
of positive trends we have seen in scrutiny have been seen first and most
strongly in health scrutiny. Again, patchily. It does not always work.

615. Where you have had, say, controversial proposals from the local health
service to reconfigure services, to close facilities that have resulted in great
public anxiety, there are good examples where authorities, health scrutiny
committees, have brought the two sides together if you like and has brokered
compromises, again, through evidence, through drawing out what the impact
of service change might convince the service providers to change their
approach. They, of course, do have those formal powers and by and large
they are only in the larger authorities anyway so they tend to be better
resourced and so they are able to have that affect of impact on other
providers.

616. The other thing | would say just on th
approach, which once it is implemented - we understand that is imminent; we
have been told that for some time but the regulations are apparently now
beingdrafted-i t i s stil | very hemmed around wi't
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partners formally butnotthos e partners. o We have
it should be any organisation that has, say, functions of a public nature which
is the freedom of information definition should be expected to come and give
an account for their activities that might affect the local population to those
locally-elected representatives through scrutiny. Just that general power for
scrutiny to do that and an expectation that that is what organisations do.

While they purely see their accountability up to their regulator or to parliament
then their willingness to cooperate with scrutiny is sometimes limited and we
do see a point where organisations have refused to come and give an account
at a public meeting of what they have done because they do not see it as their

617. NICK RAYNSFORD: Two brief observations. Firstly, reinforcing the
point | have made earlier about the benefit of learning from other experience;

that is not just learning from other like for like organisations, learning from how

partners who may be in the private sector do things compared with how the

local authority does something. So that widening experience seems to be very

important which is why | would strongly support what Jessica has said about
that wider remit.

618. Secondly, on shared services, | would be surprised if an authority that
was agreeing to have its financial or treasury services done by another one
was not thinking about a suitable method of scrutinising to ensure that it was
getting value for money. | would have thought that would have been an
absolutely first starting point. If you do believe you are going to get better
value by asking someone else to do it for you than doing it yourself you want
to make sure that that is the case.

619. JESSICA CROWE: One of the things that again slightly hamper
scrutinyés ability to do this in a
accountability, is that the Scrutiny Committee from one authority cannot
require executive or officers from another authority that might be providing a
service to come and give evidence to them or take account, or indeed call in
decisions.

620. NICK RAYNSFORD: They cannot require it but they could say we will
only agree to your handling this if you provide that information. So itis open
for them to do so.

621. JESSICA CROWE: You can see examples where people have put it
into contracts, with say their providers.

622. BARONESS MADDOCK: That is very helpful. Denise, you wanted to
go on to something else.

623. DAME DENISE PLATT: Yes, | wanted to touch on London and you
mentioned that you were just a tad involved in setting up the Greater London
Authority. We would be interested to know why the government or how the
government settled on the model that it did and whether the relationship
between the mayor and the assembly has worked out as you envisaged it.
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624. NICK RAYNSFORD: Why did we settle on the model we did? There
was a clear perception that there was need for a citywide authority but London
had not benefited from the period after the abolition of the GLC when pan
London matters have had to be dealt with by a plethora of different joint
boards and agencies and other often unaccountable bodies.

625. So there was a clear perception of the need for a democratically
accountable citywide authority. Secondly, there was a real wish to achieve a
streamlined strategic body that would only deal with things that had to be dealt
with London-wide and did not, as the old GLC did, end up working in immense
detail, often in conflict with individual boroughs. That division between the
strategic and the local was a very important part of it. Thirdly, a wish for a
highly visible form of accountability through the person of a mayor who would
be seen to be accountable and would hopefully get things done.

626. That, of course, required a quite different model to a traditional local
government model, hence the Executive Mayor, and we opted for essentially a
strong mayor model rather than a weak mayor model. | am not going to go
into the details but we looked at all of this and | described how we invited
mayors from other countries and how we did visits and took evidence from a
lot of different countries in Europe, the States and indeed more widely, about
how different mayoral models operated. We opted for a strong mayor model
and for a small assembly, a lot smaller than any traditional structure. In fact
we had a | ot of opposition from peopl e
with only 250. Now | think properly 25
different story.

w h
W

627. The purpose was that the assembly would focus very much on scrutiny.
Now, to give you a honest appraisal of how I think it has worked, | think it has
been generally successful, it has certainly given highly visible leadership, it
has made possible significant changes in policy that probably would not have
occurred otherwise. The congestion charge is the most obvious example, but
actually winning the Olympics, | think, is another way it would have been
difficult to see how London could have mounted a case without a citywide
authority of influence and an authority being behind it.

628. So | think there are real achievements. | personally think the assembly
has not been as effective as a scrutiny body as | would have hoped. | think
that is partly because assembly members have generally come from local
government and they have generally wanted to replicate traditional local
government patterns rather than this very different model where their role
should be fundamentally scrutiny rather than actually an executive function. |
think that so far has not worked as well as | would have liked.

629. If I look back over the end of the Livingstone mayoralty, | think it was
telling and sad that it was the media rather than the assembly that highlighted
the failings in the London Development Agency and the allegations of
malpractice in relation to some of his personal staff. | do actually feel that that
is an area which needs to be looked at. Not least because the new mayor
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coming in appears to have got into similar difficulty with the way he has made
appointments which might imply that the body is not learning the lessons of
the past as | would have hoped they would have.

630. DAME DENISE PLATT: Is that an issue purely around the skills and
abilities of the people that are required to carry out this different type of
scrutiny or is it that the assembly does not have the powers that it needs to be
effective in its work?

631. NICK RAYNSFORD: | think it has got the powers. | do not think that
the assembly members lack the skills, | think there is a culture here that many
of them, because they come from a local government background, have
actually wanted to replicate that.

632. DAME DENISE PLATT: They think they are in a committee?
633. NICK RAYNSFORD: Yes.
634. DAME DENISE PLATT: Allright. So are there any ways you might

suggest to us that you think that could be broken into?

635. NICK RAYNSFORD: My comment earlier about the lack of interchange
between the Westminster model of select committees and local scrutiny
applies very much here. | do think more an exchange and an understanding
of how parliamentary select committees operate might well help with the GLA.

636. DAME DENISE PLATT: This is awful quoting back at you what you
said in 2006 around the | egislation
retrospect some of the initial decisions, for example, on eligibility of members

gover

to serve on Transport for London have app

637. NICK RAYNSFORD: Exactly the point | was making earlier, that | think
partly the structure allowed assembly members to think they were fulfilling an
executive role rather than a scrutiny role. At the time when we were creating
the body we did not want assembly members to be rattling around like peas in
a pod without enough to do and so we did feel that it would be reasonable for
them to have a role as members of the boards or the executives of some of
the functional bodies, Transport for London, Metropolitan Police Authority,
London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority, et cetera. With hindsight |
am not sure that that was a good decision because it has slightly blurred the
distinction between executive and scrutiny. That was the purpose of that
comment and | do not resile from it at all. It was not unfair for you to challenge
me with it.

638. DAME DENISE PLATT: One of the arguments that you have made is
that having a directly-elected mayor in London improves accountability. But
the London mayor can actually overrule decisions, for example, that might
have been made at a more local level. Is that not rather confusing
accountabilities and confusing the public a bit?
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639. NICK RAYNSFORD: The additional powers in relation to planning
came in more recently. The original structure did allow the mayor to intervene
to refuse consent where an authority had taken a decision that was not
compatible with the London Plan. I think that is absolutely right because if you
have an overarching London Plan and there is no power to enforce then it is
not going to be effective. So | do believe that principle was right. | think
Mayor Livingstone did seek to extend those powers into ones that involve
positive direction to authorities and secured the support of government for
that. | expressed considerable nervousness about this at the time because |
saw this as opening up opportunities for conflict between the GLA and the
local authorities which, when | described the basic thinking about the
architecture of the body, we were very keen to avoid.

640. So | think this is a slightly unresolved area. Mayor Johnson has made it
quite clear he is not going to intervene to the degree that Mayor Livingstone
intended to so | suspect this issue is partly on the back burner at the moment.

641. DAME DENISE PLATT: It has bubbled in some of the evidence we
have had about whether the assembly is the appropriate body to call the
mayor to account or whether a body which is the leaders of the London local
authorities ought to call the mayor to account. Whether it is a different sort of
political arrangement. Do you either of you have a view on that?

642. JESSICA CROWE: | think there are problems with that line and it was
something that came up as well in the debates around the Sub-national
Review of Economic Development and Regeneration in relation to the English
regions outside of London. There was sug
would provide the scrutiny role. Then you set up again this kind of confusion
between people with executive responsibilities and people with non-executive
responsibilities. | think you do need to be quite clear, and | think it would be
quite problematic for a London leader that would have to collaborate with the
mayor on a range of issues, work with them on, say, Olympics matters or other
executive functions, to then also have a role in holding the mayor to account. 1
think that is quite problematic.

643. One of the benefits of the new system is this clarity and | think one of
the things around having a political culture is clarity and who makes the
decisions, who is held to account for them. | think if you have been involved in
making decisions you should not be one of the people that is trying to decide if
it is was the right decision. | think it would put leaders in quite a problematic
disadvantageous position.

644. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: We are coming up against the clock.
Alun, did you have a very quick question?

645. ALUN MICHAEL.: 1 think it is a question that perhaps could be
answered outside the Committee if | just pose it. | think it really goes back to
the comments that Jessica made. On a number of things you said that the
model had produced benefits, and all the examples you gave were things that
certainly in my 15 years in local government | never had any problem doing in
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the old model. So | would be interested to hear more precise evidence about
the benefits of the change.

646. The other thing is that Nick referred to a need to look at performance
both in relation to what are national objectives and what are the objectives for
a local authority individually or in its partnerships. | would be very interested in
thoughts about the methodology for that. That has come up in questions with
earlier witnesses and | am starting to think that it is an area we need to focus
on. To an extent the methodology maybe more important than the structures.
We have already heard from you that it to a degree the culture may be one of
the biggest issues, possibly the methodology that drives a culture may be a
part.

647. As | say, not to extend this question, perhaps that is something on
whi ch &

648. NICK RAYNSFORD: Can | just make a very quick observation about
the first part of your question. The second one is complex and | think we
would need to spend a lot of time on.

649. But in terms of the change, | have recently been on the panel
considering awards for local government chronicle, and | am obviously not at
liberty to describe the outcome because it has not yet been reported, but what
| was very struck by - this is in the committee6 s a r e arnaock - waiothe
number of authorities who were up for an award who had been problem
authorities, serious problem authorities at a time when | had been Minister.
One of them opened their presentation in a most brilliant way, it was a very
fine presentation, and it started off with a picture of a policeman and the
caption, AThis is taking our former | eade

650. The authority had the confidence to be able to face its own rather
unhappy past and talk about the improvement, and there were three or four
other authorities up for an award who had also been not quite in the same
category but subject to all sorts of problems in the past. The change was
about the change of culture and it was very clear that there was a commitment
on the part of the political leadership and the officer leadership to change the
culture that had really brought about a fundamental change.

651. ALUN MICHAEL: With respect, that is not what the question was about
because | am accepting that. What | am asking is they seem to be implying
that the structures had led to some benefits and | did not see anything in what
you said to us, what Jessica said to us in particular, that justified that claim.
But | would be interested if that could be evidence for us as we spend some
time discussing the same issues with a lot of other people over the next few
months.

652. JESSICA CROWE: I think | also emphasised that it is the culture that |
think is the most €
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653. ALUN MICHAEL: No, I said | accepted that but what | did not accept
was the other bit of what you say. | think the culture bit you have both
evidenced quite well.

654. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Can I ask two final questions which |
think will demand three or four word answers, and they are both about local
partnerships because it seems to be a commonly held view that this is an area
where accountability is at its most effuse. You said, Jessica, that you thought
there was a case for imposing a duty on a range of bodies, a duty to be
accountable, to be subject to scrutiny. | just was not clear what the process of
scrutiny you had in mind was. Who would be doing that?

655. JESSICA CROWE: You could do it in a range of different ways. The
most simple way would be just to give local scrutiny committees the power to
require persons and papers that select committees have. Where an
organisation has an impact on the local area, they should be expected, if
asked and given reasonable notice and all those sorts of things, to come and
account for their activities if they have an impact on the local area and the
local community. That would be the most simple way of doing it. The

government 6s approach has been to say,

these particular purposeso which is
more opaque for the public.

656. ALUN MICHAEL: But of course there is as duty under the Crime and
Disorder Reduction Partnerships.

657. NICK RAYNESFORD: But that one has not yet been brought into
effect.

658. JESSICA CROWE: It is only about Crime and Disorder Partnerships.

659. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Doing it that way you have the advantage
of raising the status of local authority scrutiny committees.

660. JESSICA CROWE: If can just say it is the 2006 Act, Police and Justice
Act, which gave local authority scrutiny committees the power to require crime
and disorder reduction partnerships to come and account for themselves. |
know the CDRPs were set up much earlier but it is this specific power for
scrutiny to require partners and CDRPs to come and account has not been
commenced.

661. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: The second question, which | think
requires a one word answer, is two of the three elected mayors came from
areas where there were local strategic partnerships and both of them thought
they were automatically put in the lead on those partnerships because of a
democratic legitimacy and seemed to think that that also meant there was
more accountability to local people because even though they were not
responsible for PCTs etc they were a visible face. Do you recognise that in
any way as being an advantage of elected mayors?
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662. NICK RAYNSFORD: | certainly would. | would not want to press it to
the point of insisting that the mayor should always automatically chair the LSP
because | think there was a case in giving flexibility and there may be
outstanding people from outside local government who could chair an LSP
very well. So | would not rule out an alternative but | do think the direct
political mandate that a mayor has makes it even more convincing to have a
mayor in the chair of the LSP.

663. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: It was not just that they would be the
most appropriate person, it was actually because they were elected mayors
and in some ways they would be more accountable for the collective work of
the partnership?

664. JESSICA CROWE: Yes.

665. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you. Thank you very much
indeed, that was very interesting.

DAVID MONKS, CHIEF EXECUTIVE, HUNTINGDON DISTRICT COUNCIL

666. Our final witness is David Monks, Chief Executive, Huntingdon District
Council and an old hand at coming here to give evidence to the Committee.
Welcome.

667. DAVID MONKS (Chief Executive, Huntingdon District Council): Thank
you very much. They say repeat bookings are the best ones.

668. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: | think the fact we asked you back
speaks for itself.

669. DAVID MONKS: Thank you for asking me back. It is a real pleasure to
be here.

670. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you very much for coming along. |
am sorry we have kept you.

671. DAVID MONKS: Not at all.

672. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: We are not encouraging people to give
evidence statements because that cuts into time for questions but if you are
gasping to say something, please go ahead.

673. DAVID MONKS: No, hopefully you have seen the note | supplied to
you. | have had considerable experience of working both in the committee
system at my earlier authorities and now | work in a system of cabinet. In fact
I have this morning left a cabinet meeting in Huntingdonshire to come and see
you. Very happy to answer questions on both systems and talk to you about
scrutiny from my personal experience.

674. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you very much. Brian.

91



675. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: Good afternoon, if we reflect on the
objectives of the changes that were introduced in 2000 around visible and
effective leaders, public engagement and better checks and balances, how
well do you think those changes have delivered against those objectives?

676. DAVID MONKS: 1 think | would have to give it a mixed report. If you
look at it in sort of school report terms | think we are at seven out of ten, made
a start, could do better. As | said, as | come from an entirely local government
background - whether you think that is good or bad, that is a matter for you -
you have to remember that when we made the change we were working from
a system which was established in 1888 or whenever it was. Long, long time
ago and really in the bricks and mortar of our wonderful gothic town halls and
council offices and things, some of which | worked in the north of England. To
make a change of that nature, | was hearing Alun Michael talking about
method and culture, it is not a change in method, it is not a change of culture,
it is a change in the way of people lives. To simply make that change and
expect those very noble goals to be met quickly I think is unreasonable. If |
had to reflect and say what are the benefits, and if | may | will.

677. My personal observations on the changes to the new system. | think |
would be the first to say that whatever you think of the old system - and | am
sorry to use clichés with you - it was past its sell by date and we had to do
something. We could not have just gone on and on with that method. We
knew how to work it but | do not think it was serving us very well at the end of
the 20th and beginning of the 21st century.

678. For me, personally, the benefits of change are the decisions we make
now are certainly much quicker, much quicker, and people are quite surprised
when | say that to them because most local authorities are fairly slow moving
organisations and creatures compared, as | am constantly told by people, to
the private sector. But we certainly are making decisions quicker. We are
certainly, | think, clearer where the source of that decision is. So if the public
are looking in and wanting to account for something, I think it is clearer who
exactly or what exactly is making that decision.

679. In the last couple of districts | have worked for I think the biggest
downside so far as the members are concerned is that the - and if may use
this word - backbench member, | do not use that in a pejorative way, but the
member who is not on the executive now who may have served in that council
under the old system, feels very cut off now. Not even semi-detached, very
detached from where power is, from where decision making is, from where the
chief officers are, people like me. I think they do feel a bit forgotten on those
backbenches.

680. | think one of the problems with scrutiny is that scrutiny is seen as a bit
of a consolation prize. AOh do not worry
Well, the members | meet they have very mixed feelings about it. So | think
there are some problems which can be addressed.
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681. | am a professional officer, | have worked both systems, | think the
biggest snag of the new system which will reap the whirlwind in about 15
year so ylbhenel O maealroscéa lt ignoevser nment wi
time, it will not be like it is now but it will be around - is that the officers coming
through, the younger ones, and | certainly do not put myself in that category
now but | look back on my career as a young solicitor, those officers having no
exposure whatsoever to the political process. They are technically skilled,
professionally qualified very able young men and women but they are not
interacting with elected members. They are not learning, as | did, many many
years ago in the 1970s up in Yor kshi
that is not a pejorative comment, | am not a Yorkshire man, | was born in
Northumberland. | was a naturalised Geordie, which you probably picked up
from the accent.

682. But in my view this is not documented in local government, this is not
being thought about seriously enough and it is a cause for concern for officers
like me and the young men and women that | see working in my organisation
and others, they are not exposed sufficiently to elected members. Whatever
you think about the old committee system, sitting next to a committee
chairman, and | did it at the wonderful town hall in Huddersfield or somewhere
like that, where these people have tremendous native wit but look on you as

I be

re, h

€ you are fairly bright, you have seven O

way they would speak to you. That partnership, that mutual trust, that
tremendous contribution that we make in our own ways, that is gone.

683. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: What do you think can be done to deal
with that issue?

684. DAVID MONKS: Well, there are two things really. | think first of all the
members have to take some responsibility and we have to engage more with
those young officers. There is no point in putting a young officer - and | have
got them who are doing planning, housing, whatever - in front of a cabinet and
saying, ARi ght, present a difficult
that. That is a real bullet to the brain job that.

685. But we have got to get the members engaging more with those officers,
perhaps at scrutiny, presenting straightforward reports, getting them going to
meetings which allow them to see the members in action. Maybe some
private member meetings as well. A lot of members of all political parties are
jumpy about that.

686. The second part is in competent guys like me who have had long period
in local government at chief officer level, we have to mentor them more, they
have to walk around with us more, leaders, deputy leaders, group whips.

They have to be prepared to see two or three of us walking in through the door
and young men and women sitting through some of these meetings.

687. Interestingly again what you were saying before about culture and how

to change it and whether the methodology changes things, it is people. It is
people. You can have the smartest structure, you can have grand names,
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directors of this, that and the next thing, but at the end of the day it is people.
Their commitment to the public sector, their commitment to that community,
that is what counts and that is what we have to focus on and that is what we
have to find.

688. For me, as a lawyer, what attracted me to the public sector was it was
more than just law. | know | sound cocky but | had offers to work in some of
the larger firms in London years ago. But it is the engagement with
management in local authorities, which is very challenging, if you know
anything about local authorities. It is very challenging at times. The idea that
you are doing something and delivering something in the public sector.
Nobody has joined the public sector for money or for being grand or for
position or anything like that. We do it because we want to do things for other
people. Thatis what | get out of it and it is just so much more than being a
professional.

689. | am sorry that is a long answer but | hope you are following it.

690. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: Can you describe how senior officer
relationships have changed, first of all with each other and then with members
following the structural changes?

691. DAVID MONKS: Certainly. May | deal first with each other? When |
started in 1974 | caught the tail end of the great - | started in South and West
Yorkshire - county clerks, the great town clerks who are rather a different era
altogether and some of you may have come across this. The stories are part
of municipal legend. | think this can go in the evidence because it is fairly
widely known. Sir Bernard Kenyon of Wakefield, when he visited London, his
secretary woul d ring Wakefield Station the da
going to London tomorrowo and they woul d
turned up. These men had just tremendous sway - they are all men, there are
no women | am afraid - in the community and just tremendous sway in their
authorities. They were very silo people though. | go back to the old West
Riding, you know, the great sculpture of Barbara Hepworth. Her father, | think,
was director of engineering or county engineer in those days. It was a guy
called Clegg who did wonderful work in education, but they worked in their
own areas. The big difference now is a more corporate approach. Of course
in those days what they said went. Their relationship with the members, which
Iwilcomeon to again in a moment, was é it wa
called Professor John Stewart, who | do not know if he is still around but he is
probably worth your while talking to, he said it was the ambition of every chief
officer to clone their committee chairman in their likeness so they would just
talk and think the same way. Those days are over, those days are finished.

692. Certainly the chief officers amongst themselves now have to work much
more as a team. There is a bit of silo stuff. Certainly when | worked in the
Mets and when | worked in Warwickshire, the West Midlands, all the stories
about some of the West Midlands big boroughs, people behaving rather like
medi eval barons, you know, ganging up wit
budget was alwayshbi gger than theirs or somebody el
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bigger than yours, they had more staff and let us go an knock down their

castle. So this wonderful idea of unitary authority, everybody working

together, not so sure about that. It is going to mask something. But certainly |

think you have got to work together more as a team now, be much more

responsive, be much more engaging and take on board public views. When |

started in the 1970s the idea of consultation was quite interesting but broadly

speaking people used to get together in coun
idea, |l et us do thiso and write a report,
went. So we have moved away from that now.

693. The big difference in engagement with the members is that the old days
of an officer, clerk of the council, sayi
thingo and some member dutifully nodding
i dea, l et us do ito those days are over a
694. It is a partnership arrangement. | always think, and | have worked with

a number of leaders, it is a crucial relationship in a council. If a chief executive
and leader can get along, they need not be great buddies, they need not be in
love with one another, but they need to be able to have dialogue, they need to
be able to trust one another, they need t
and what they agree at an important level has to happen. It has to happen. If
the leader agrees something with me it has to be delivered. We have to own
that decision together. So the member levels of involvement are much, much
higher than in the old days. | have seen in my career in the 1970s people
turning up for committees and slitting the envelope and getting the agenda out
and just agreeing things. Particularly in West Yorkshire, we were sent along
to defend recommendations of the committee. Rather like a cricketer would
defend against a difficult fast bowler. Just get this through, just get this
through. There has to be much more trust now. Much more member
involvement, much more political leadership rather than the opposite.

695. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: Given that amongst senior officer
cadre, the pay inflation, greater expectations, more of the revolving door, is
there a risk underpinning all of this of what you describe as greater
politicalisation?

696. DAVID MONKS: Yes. Yes, there is. The officer cadre. I think we had
a run at that a good few years ago when we had [Whittaker] and all that sort of
stuff and people who had, let us say, political membership not being able to be
promoted to chief officer level and all that sort of stuff. The impression | have
at the moment, remember | do not work in the Mets and the London Boroughs
have a slightly different culture than the districts, is | think that has gone off a
bit. 1 noticed in some of your papers that there is certainly a tendency, if | may
develop it from there, for the politicians to become more managerial, if you
follow what | mean. Certainly | have noticed working with my leader, who | get
on with very well, and the members of the executive members, they do get
involved in the actual running of the ser
are you emptying this bind or, AWhy are vy
like that, it is not as bad as that, but inevitably there is a more managerial
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response to problems rather than a political response. There was an issue
there.

697. | will be careful what | say about our pay scales, it is a very touchy topic
now. | have to go on the record and say | sometimes think there is a new
crime in this country and that is to work in the public sector and to have a final
salary pension. It is a bit like a new hanging offence. It appears to be, if you
read the media, very, very unpopular. But when | joined 35 years they said,

AYou have to join this pension scheme,

goo. N o b o dogd ysaasithey wiere goB@to give you a lot of criticism
for it. Itis part of the deal. We can put up arguments as chief executives that
compared to the private sector our salaries are --

698. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: | did not want to deal with that.
699. DAVID MONKS: No, no, | am sure you do not.
700. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: That was really just by way of contrast

perhaps with previous generations and therefore expectations change.

701. DAVID MONKS: Absolutely.

702. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: You get paid more, you expect more.
703. DAVID MONKS: Yes, that is a fair comment. Absolute fair comment.
704. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: Can | ask you about how you feel that

senior officers are held to account by members in this new environment?

705. DAVID MONKS: Certainly. The first thing | would say, | think,
accountability is a very broad ranging word and | personally feel in my career
there is all sorts of accountability. | will come on to members in a moment. |
feel for me to be accountable | am accountable to more than just the
members, | think. | am accountable to the community. | think you are
accountable for the legacy you leave after your work. Accountable to our
partners. | heard you talking earlier on about our partnership working, that has
certainly grown in the last ten years.

706. Formal accountability to the members, yes. Both privately and publicly.
For example, this morning | was talking privately to the cabinet about a

number of iIissues and they were saying,

What is happening about that? | thought someone was doing something

el seo. I am not going to go into al
discussion and you may not like that but that is the way a lot of us work. We
have to work in private. But they were holding me to account and asking me
what to do. To use a biblical phrase, | was having to give an account of my
stewardship and the stewardship of my officers as well. | think that is right, |
think that is entirely part of the job.
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707. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: Has that changed as a result of the
cabinet?

708. DAVID MONKS: Yes, that is much more direct now. That is much
more focused. | work at an authority that is a great believer - a conservative
controlled authority - in performance related pay. You deliver against your key
performance targets, we will give some more money. That is a very formal
system that is measured. It applies to me as it does to most of the other staff
of the authority. Not everybody, but they are very, very focused and very clear
on that. | am perfectly happy with that arrangement.

7009. What we try and avoid, and | think | am picking up from the government,
is what | would call extreme public accountability. One of the government
suggestions, whatever you think of it, is that there are public meetings and

guys | i ke me go along and people say,

deci sion? Why is this happening?o
have done an awful lot of public meetings, | believe that is a very weak form of
accountability. | believe that people that turn up at those meetings are
motivated by an agenda other than accountability of the officers. They are
often motivated by just a dislike of the council, a dislike of the public sector,
perhaps even a personal dislike of you. You are not being held to account,
you are just sometimes being shouted at really. Now, | do not think that is a
terribly good use of my time, and you get used to that over the years, but that
is not the accountability that | would have in mind. | do not think it is the
accountability you are asking me about.

710. We have to be responsible for our actions. Yes, someone will call us to
judgement in the formal way as with my members.

711. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: | would like to move on to scrutiny and
focus on a particular aspect. We have had a lot of evidence today about
scrutiny and a recurrent theme has been the distinction between the select
committee model where select committees have got their own style and a
local authority model where the executive resource is provided from the pool
of people, in many cases the same people who are advising their cabinet, |
guess. Tell me something about the conflict that that creates for officers.

712. DAVID MONKS: Sure. Itis a very interesting point and it is something
that | still feel we are working through and authorities are working through it at
different speeds.

713. Let me tell you about my experience of it. When we started off on
scrutiny I, as Chief Executive, just automatically assumed | would turn up at
these meetings. | had done this all my career, | go to all sorts of meetings, |
walk in, I always sit on the right hand of the chairman, | always look at the
agenda and, as you might imagine, | am not the sort of guy who will sit there
for two hours and say nothing. Forty minutes is usually it and | feel | have to
same something or other. After a couple of years one of the chairmen of our
scrutiny panels, who is a great character, he is a farmer from the Fens, | do
not want to categorise or stereotype people but let us say he has a certain
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view of life, which being a farmer on the Fens - | think he the sixth generation

now-does give you. He s p ok gusttdonotwant once an
you to come any moreo. AWhat do you mean
more? | am the Chief Executive, | am in charge of all the staff here. All the
staff that come and talk to you, I am res
fine, but just do not come. That is your title, Executive. You work with the
executive, this is scrutiny. This is sorm

decision. This is not a man that haunts the corridors of academia. This is not
a man who reads every report from the IDeA, this is a man who has worked
the system out in his mind and he identifies me with the cabinet, with the
executive, with doing things. His role in scrutiny is to monitor that, to check on
it, perhaps put some constructive advice to change things. He told me not to
come.

714. Needless to say | got over it but | was a bit offended at the time. If you
work at authorities you learn to get over it. So | did not go. | just did not go.
To me that brought home the distinction. We have now appointed in HDC a
full time mid-range scrutiny officer who is responsible for all the scrutiny
panels. We run three scrutiny panels. We are not big enough to have a whole
cadre of scrutiny officers. No authority in my view can afford that. So the
service officers are still going, some of our partner officers turn up to report on
things but they do not, as of right, want to see the Chief Executive and the
Chief Officers at these panels. | am invited to go as other officers are, for
example, when we are dealing with the sustainable community strategy or the
budget or some other issue like that but | just take my place in amongst the
other invitees --

715. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: It is not, with respect, whether you go
or not it is that you are kind of nibbling at the edge. You and your senior
colleagues have advised cabinet members, have advised the leader on policy,
you know where the bodies are buried in terms of the options, the risks and
then you are going along to the scrutiny committee, how open can you be
about how many bodies there are and where they are buried.

716. DAVID MONKS: Well, there is not too many bodies buried. It is not too
vicious in local government. No, | would expect to answer questions openly
and frankly. In my view, if you are going to have a culture where | go along
and face members, whether on a policy panel, a cabinet or in scrutiny, and
mislead them or try and do things which are not trustworthy, you are not fit to
hold public office frankly. There are sophisticated ways of --

717. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: Are you going to tell them what
questions to ask?

718. DAVID MONKS: No, definitely not. Definitely not. They have private
briefings when they see some of the officers who help them with those
questions. But | would not seek to ask those questions.

719. The officer point, and this is again an issue that we are working through,
| believe that if you have too many officers associated with the scrutiny
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function amongst local government officers they become rather regarded as
fifth columnists. Because if you have ever worked or been a member of a
local authority there is a good spirit amongst the officers. It is a good team.
You feel part of something and | think there is a chance if you have a lot of
scrutiny people, they are sort of pariahs who are on the edge or are out to

catch you out, sort of supped up auditors

you doing this? We know where some of the bodies are buried [if | may call it
that] back at you, and we aworgwgydar they
local authority staff to behave. You have got to encourage the team spirit.

720. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: You are not in favour of a separate
power then of officers supporting the scrutiny?

721. DAVID MONKS: | would not. | would not. They have to be part of our
team but they have to be seen as offering constructive helpful advice. You
know, it has not got to be sniping stuff all the time.

722. Now, what has happened sometimes in scrutiny is that it does spill over
into the political system, without a doubt, and with conservative control the
main opposition is liberal democrat and the liberal democrats often lead the
questioning. Originally we had a liberal democrat chairman of one of our
scrutiny panels, that has been stopped now. But this is personality stuff really
as much as politics stuff. It is that sort of authority.

723. You have also got to deal with the personalities. We have a very large
controlling group in Huntingdonshire, and | will try and be careful what | say
because | would like to carry on working them. But there are some people
who do not hold leading positions in the group who feel for both personality
and parochial reasons they are getting a poor deal or they are getting a raw
deal, and some of those issues are often aired at scrutiny - but we see them
coming - often in a, let us say, unhelpful way. But that is life.

724. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: | would like to come back to something
you touched on earlier, which is the role of backbench non executive
members. There are those who say that scrutiny was invented to give them
something to do.

725. DAVID MONKS: Probably | said that.

726. DR BRIAN WOODS-SCAWEN: If | can give you an illustration,
Birmingham City Council have got 110 members in the cabinet, 110 people
wandering around that they have got to try and find a job for. Why do you
think able people of the next generation would want to stand for election in
that environment?

727. DAVID MONKS: The short and easy answer is they would not. | think
it would be fair to say, certainly from my experience | know a lot about a good
number of authorities, most political parties now do struggle to get candidates
coming forward for local election. So there is no secret on that. Particularly
younger people, particularly people who have got other interests and
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pressures in their life. If you look at the average age of local authority
members it is high in the 60s and we have some desperately bad expressions,
is it pale, male and stale or something like that. You see that in the trade
press.

728. If it is going to be reflective of our society now we have to get
representatives of all communities: young, old, black, white, whatever, all sorts
of different people on and it is not doing that. | think the answer - it is not an

easy answer - does notlieins cr ut i ny. The answer does n
you on a scrutiny panel and you can get stuck into this issue and maybe try
and i mprove thingso. Il think the answer

community leaders of their particular village, suburb or whatever and speak on
behalf of that area in a more - it is not very fashionable - parochial way. Why
Is it that we are not getting as much in the way of resource as another part?
Try and get them focused on that rather than into the scrutiny role.

729. Scrutiny is not easy to learn. What | found, certainly with our scrutiny
panels, is that the focus at the start was more on the dynamics of the
committee than the dynamics of looking at an agenda and going through a
meeting, because that is what members were used to. Now this scrutiny stuff,
gosh, that is quite new and difficult.

730. We tried to do it different ways. One of our MPs at that time was Brian
Mawhinney, now Lord Mawhinney, and we invited him along to talk to us
about how the select committees worked to see if we could pick up some hints
and tips. You know, we are not proud, we will absolutely learn from anybody
and try and pick up these hints and tips.

731. So | think it is new, | think it is developing. | think it has been tough on
scrutiny to keep blaming it. Where do you put all these non executive
members? | think the way forward is more in the community leadership role
rather than scrutiny.

732. BARONESS MADDOCK: Can I just follow up those points that you
have been talking about. | have been to training sessions, | do not know how
many people in your council go to training sessions about scrutiny but there is
very good examples of where actually local people can use scrutiny process
and we had evidence in the last session. So is it not a matter of the culture of
the place that if there is a culture where members believe that they can use
the process then it can be effective?

733. DAVID MONKS: Yes, I think there are two ideas there. The idea of
scrutiny usually, the way we are doing it, focuses on key themes and key
issues by tackling problems around the environment, problems around the
budget, something like that. What | am trying to distinguish therefore - if | may
use this rather critical word - backbench member, is to focus on them in a
more parochial way and say in our village, or in our community, suburb,
whatever it is, we have a particular issue around cohesion or pollution or
something like that and | want to engage those who can do something about
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that issue on behalf of my community. That is not particularly thematic. Do
you see what | mean?

734. BARONESS MADDOCK: Yes, | realise there are different ways of
doing it. So you are saying that individual councillors have not been able to do
that in the past?

735. DAVID MONKS: The system we are using at the moment is not terribly
helpful if you want to do that. It is not really terribly feasible to have -
Huntingdon is a big area, we have 85 parish councils - those sort of issues on
a scrutiny panel because you have got to drive the darn thing along. So the
way it is run, the way the members want to lead on it is much more thematic
and they have tried to structure it with the three panels to try and reflect the
portfolios held by the executive councillors on the cabinet, which are very, very

themati c . So you have got a big strategic |
of Ramsey we have got some issues with young people who do not have
enough to do, why do you not put somet hin

IS quite a specific issue rather than -- they are linked without a doubt but to try
to drive it on specific issues through the scrutiny panels is not easy.

736. BARONESS MADDOCK: Brian, do you want me to carry on? We
wanted to talk a bit about openness and changes. Part of the point behind the
new arrangements was to try and make process of decision making more
open and more transparent. | am not sure from the evidence you have given
us that that is actually what happened in Huntingdon. Would you like to
comment?

737. DAVID MONKS: If you have heard that, that is exactly what | am
saying, yes. | do not think the decision making process is that much more
transparent. | think it is a bit clearer who is actually doing something. Under
the old system, if you can remember it, we seemed to have a plethora of
committees and certainly with in Huntingdonshire and North Warwickshire
where was | before, things seem to emerge and bounce through some sub
committee, then to finance, then to policy, then back to something else and
eventually end up being cancelled and about three cycles later we would
actually to do something about it. It strikes me now that we seem to have
scrapped all those and we push big issues into cabinet, decisions are made
there so you can see a report and cabinet are going to do something on that.
We also run a lot more delegation now than we used to. So on the planning
side for example, which is a controversial issue in Huntingdonshire. So it is
clearer who is doing it.

738. Now, whether that improves accountability or, much more importantly
for me, whether it improves the quality of the decision, that is a better
question, | think. | think the new system has yet to be proved on that. The
last one lasted us 120-odd years and | think the jury is still out on that.

739. BARONESS MADDOCK: We have had various bits of evidence about
the fact that nobody seems very interested in what goes at executive
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committees outside the council. You do not get many press and so on, is that
a similar situation in Huntingdon?

740. DAVID MONKS: Absolutely, yes. Absolutely.

741. BARONESS MADDOCK: Was it different under the old system?

742. DAVID MONKS: No.

743. BARONNES MADDOCK: So when you had the committee system they

did not come and listen?

744. DAVID MONKS: Yes. This surely cannot be a shock to you if you
know anything about local government. How many people want to turn out on
a wet Tuesday night to hear people talk about a sustainable community
strategy? A very strategic issue, very important but for the all very good
decent people in their lives it is a somewhat nebulous concept, is it not? If you
want people to turn up at meetings, and | think | have said this to your staff,
come to our development control, or is now called development management.
Development control planning is now transmogrified itself into development
management. Some of those meetings, again on wet cold winter nights, we
have 100-120 people there because it deals with controversial issues.
Travellers and gypsies sites, building more houses, a very controversial issue.
We have some old RAF runways left over from the war in our district and we
had a very controversial proposal at a place called Alconbury and we had so
many people trying to get into the meeting, we had to stop it on safety grounds
and then we reassembled later on and transmitted by a close circuit television
to a performing arts centre with about 500 people watching, during the day.
Prepared to take time off because they thought we were starting a new airport
and they had visions of fuel being dumped on their houses. That is what gets
people interested.

745. | am sorry if that is rather cynical and rather basic but that is what gets
them going. They will not come along for an interesting but perhaps rather
detached discussion about the sustainable community strategy.

746. BARONESS MADDOCK: One of the other things that we discussed
today is whether the new arrangements have had any affect on public trust.
How do you think trust in Huntingdon is post the new arrangements?

747. DAVID MONKS: | do not think it has changed very much. | do not think
the new arrangements have increased trust, on the other hand | do not think
they have decreased it. We can provide you survey figures on this. Every
year we have to do this place survey thin
muchdoyoutrust the council ?0 but there are qu:
like how much confidence do you have in their ability to deliver services? How
much confidence do you feel in their services? Are you happy to live here?
That sort of stuff. We score pretty well, above average. If you look at a place
like Huntingdonshire it is quite a prosperous area, we seem to be avoiding so
far - touch wood - the worst of the recession, so you would expect to get those
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sort of answers. But | think if you relate the structure and its changes to trust,
| do not see a direct correlation at all. | do not.

748. Having said that, | have worked for five authorities and there are always
the conspiracy theorists. These are generally the people who write to the local
newspapers and they occasionally write me letters, or emails now, and they
always know better than you and they always know why you are doing this
and there is always some surreptitious motive and they are going to report you
to the police. Those folks are always around and | think whatever you do you
are not going to please them. You just get used to that. | do not think,
however, they are increasing in number, and | do not think that they feel that
the new system is less trustworthy than in the past. They just feel it is the
same.

749. BARONESS MADDOCK: The evidence we had earlier is that actually
most people do not understand what the structures are. | was just asking
whether you thought there any difference in your area. One of the big
changes with local authorities is the number of partners they work with and the
number of partnerships that are set up. Scrutiny of that is rather more difficult.
Do you have any views on how your authority deals with scrutinising the
partnerships, or does anybody scrutinise them at all?

750. DAVID MONKS: | think you are being very gracious by saying they are
difficult. | think they are verging on the gothic really and Neolithic. It is very,
very difficult indeed, particularly in two tier areas, because remember we have
a county LAA agreement which all the districts chip into and the county council
and the health service and the constabulary and fire and so on and so on. So
you have a room with about 50 people in and the scrutiny of that is led by the
county council and is mainly county councillors and it is called the Joint
Accountability Committee. | say it on public record, we need to develop that.
We need to get it more efficient, we need to get it more sophisticated, we need
to get it more focused. We are just starting on that.

751. There is a report going to Cambridge next week on it. The strategic
partnerships which sit underneath that, the proposal is that they will be
scrutinised by the District Council Scrutiny Panels for their area. That is just
starting. | think that is a fair idea because at least we have got other scrutiny
panels up and running and at least they have some idea and some contact
and some knowledge of what the strategic partnership is doing. So that is
how it would work.

752. The problem, I think, with that is you are associating the partnerships
too much with the | ocal authorities and p
of the county council, this iIs just an ad

problem. Whatever you think of us, we do live in a political environment and
work in a political environment, that is not necessarily true of the health
service, is it? They seem to be being sucked into that. We are just starting on
it, it is messy. If you ask the average man in the street in Huntingdon or St
Neots, one of our big towns, | do not think he would have clue what you are
talking about with this, not a clue. For us to try and explain it is going to be
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very, very difficult indeed and very challenging and | am not sure we will
succeed.

753. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you very much. Very quickly,
Lloyd.
754. LLOYD CLARKE: Could I just ask a quick question which is for clarity,

please, linking two things together. One thing that you said was that now you
as an officer, and other officers have been more directly held to account by the
politicians, and | was not sure whether you were saying that was good
generally speaking. Then the second thing was you actually said that some
leaders were developing a managerial role. | am not sure whether you were
saying that that was good, bad or indifferent or in fact whether it was their job
at all. You did not come down one way or the other.

755. DAVID MONKS: That is because | am a chief executive and used to
working in a political environment. From what | remember you have a police
background so you are clearly making notes of this as evidence.

756. LLOYD CLARKE: Yes, but it is all being recorded.

757. DAVID MONKS: | was a practising solicitor many, many years ago in
Yorkshire. It is certainly not for me to comment on the quality of the leaders |
have worked with.

758. LLOYD CLARKE: Itis not the quality | am interested in. But particularly
about this, do you feel that the leaders are straying into a managerial role now
which clearly, in my view, they should not be. That is your job, you are the
executive, they are the non executives. So would you prefer them to remain
as non executives or do you feel that the system is driving them into a more
managerial role?

759. DAVID MONKS: There is no doubt about it that leaders have become
more managerial over the last few years. There is no doubt about that.

760. LLOYD CLARKE: What about straying into a role which --

761. DAVID MONKS: Well, careful. Careful, straying without a doubt is a

pejorative word. It is a partnership, we work together. | do not have the
answers to everything, for goodness sake. You are just the hired hand, you
work for five authorities, you obviously have some abilities and qualities and
people take you on from what you are. But | do not have any claim to be
100% correct on everything that comes across. If you know about local
government, there is no clear 1|ine

politics of that and do not dare cross

work like that.
762. Often | would say that I, particularly as Chief Executive, would give what

you would characterise as political advice. We do not have political systems,
most district councils do not have them but often | would say to some of the
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| eadi ng me idaly is ot a varyPgndd idea to do this now, is it? Do

you really want to say this in the
smart. Why do | say that? Because we would produce something for them, it
would go wrong and they would getcross and say, fAWhat
that for, did you not spot it?0 So
is a shifting line.

763. What it has to be is a relationship of trust, where people do not get
defensive. If you are talkingprivat el y t he | eader wi | |

other day and they were doing thisbo

for in front of the | eader ?20 You ne

764. LLOYD CLARKE: | am content that you did leave it without coming out
on one side or the other. | was not sure that you intended to or not, which is
what | wanted to clarify.

765. ALUN MICHAEL: | am tempted from hearing from you and doing the
presentation, enjoying your demonstration of skills a chief executive has, to
offer you the reflection that there is no policy recommendation that cannot be
made to appear inevitable when described by a competent chief executive,
especially if he has got a legal background. Seriously, you referred to culture,
you referred to scrutiny, you referred to the political considerations, and to be
consistent | have asked other witnesses today about methodology. It came
out of the first witnessd comments.

766. If you are going to have evidence based policy making and if you are
going to have the same basis for scrutiny of the decisions that have been
taken, then the methodology and the evidence base is going to be crucial and
rather than taking time now, | think | would be interested if you could provide
us some details about how you and your authority deal with that issue.

767. DAVID MONKS: Of course. Delighted. Sure, if | can just answer
quickly, Sir Christopher. It is important in that instance for scrutiny to have a
separate budget to know that when they doing budget cuts they will always be
able, as they have done, to go outside if necessary to consultants to get
evidence to support them to enable them to look at something, question
something, compare the work with another authority. So I think that is one
way forward, but | would be delighted to provide you with whatever you
require.

768. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: We have been told in other evidence that
the average amount is about £32,000, is that the right figure?

769. DAVID MONKS: It would be about high 20s, something like that but we
are quite a big district.

770. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: So there is not a lot of it about?

771. DAVID MONKS: Itis not huge, and our net budget - | do not know how

interested you are in finance, we could spend weeks on that - is about £26-27
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million a year but our gross budget, if you think of it in commercial terms,
turnover is about £120 million a year. We are quite a big district, 1,400 staff,
that sort of thing.

772. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Okay, that has been extremely helpful.
Thank you very much. | & requestthatoouwdlbel r es pon
helpful.

773. DAVID MONKS: Of course. | met Alun before when he was a Minister
at the police headquarters so | will talk to you just so | know exactly what you
want. But as | said in the evidence, we are always delighted and certain
members of the Committee have visited Huntingdon.

774. LLOYD CLARKE: It does beg the question, a lawyer meeting Alun at
police headquarters, it brings all sorts of things to my mind.

775. DAVID MONKS: A typical product of the police mind, if | may say so,
Lloyd.

776. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: | think you did say, if | heard you
correctly, you were a police solicitor at one point.

777. DAVID MONKS: When | started my career many, many years ago - |
will not say when - | was doing prosecutions for the police in South Yorkshire.

778. But if you would like to visit Huntingdon, Chair, you are most welcome
to do so, any of you. Some of you have been before when | was giving advice
on elections. Meet some of the members, see some of the committees in
action, we would be delighted.

779. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you very much, it is a kind
invitation. Each of us are visiting a range of different authorities and if we left
Huntingdon off the list last time it is no reflection on your hospitality.

780. DAVID MONKS: You are most welcome to come.

781. SIR CHRISTOPHER KELLY: Thank you very much.
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LOCAL LEADERSHIP AND PUBLIC TRUST: OPENNESS AND ACCOUNTABILITY IN
LOCAL AND LONDON GOVERNMENT

Opening Statement from the Centre for Public Scrutiny

12 March 2009

The Centre for Public Scrutiny promotes the value and potential of scrutiny in modern
and effective government - to hold executives to account and to create a constructive
dialogue between the public and its elected representatives - to improve the quality of
public services. We bekbhegsebehaerdbeveenmsat

We promote four principles of good scrutiny that are mutually reinforcing and lead to
improved public services through community leadership. Good public scrutiny:

1. provides oOcritical f r i enmakets ard ldecisibne nge t
makers

2. enables the voice and concerns of the public

3. I's carried out by oO6independent mi nded
scrutiny role

4. drives improvement in public services

Our response can be summarised under the following points:

1. Talking about an effective accountability framework for "local government" is no longer
relevant. CfPS believes that we should be seeking to enhance good governance and
accountability across all public bodies, particularly in the context of increasing
partnership-working.

2. CfPS does not believe that a "culture of scrutiny” is meaningful on its own. It is vital to
look at the culture of governance across the whole organisation (or partnership) and to
seek one which values challenge and scrutiny as part of accountable decision-making,
policy-making and review (see our cycle of decision-making which tries to identify the key
accountability points).

3. The CfPS four principles of effective scrutiny provide an established framework for
judging scrutiny and we can identify some conditions which are likely to lead to
successful scrutiny, although finding quantitative measures for evaluating scrutiny's
effectiveness is notoriously hard for a number of reasons (for example a reluctance of
executives to give scrutiny credit for its work).

4. We believe that resources for scrutiny are more important than formal powers, but the
issue of culture referred to above is also important.

5. However, simplifying the current legislative framework for overview and scrutiny, which
has developed piecemeal and contains key gaps, would help further empower and
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strengthen scrutiny in the context of increasing cross-sector and cross-authority boundary
partnerships, joint executive arrangements etc.

6. Further progress i s neyetd actlivelyi emgage @and unvalve théd s c a p a
public in decision-making consistently across the board, though there are lots of
examples of excellent practice which show what can be done. If local government as a
whole grasps this and sees the potential for engaging the public through a properly
supported scrutiny process and thereby enhancing public perceptions of openness in
public sector decision-making, there is great potential for improving openness and
accountability as well as making scrutiny more effective.

7. In relation to arrangements in London, we believe that the first four points above apply
equally to London as to local government. The GLA needs a governance culture which
values challenge and scrutiny as part of an accountable decision-making, policy-making
and review process. This includes ensuring a public decision-making process but more
importantly a robust scrutiny framework which is respected by all parts of the Authority.

8. We believe that there is scope for greater collaboration between the London Assembly
and the London boroughs®dé6 scrutiny f uwdetions.
strategic approach, while the boroughs bring local knowledge and i in the case of health
scrutiny, for example 7 greater formal powers to hold decision-makers to account. We
believe both could benefit from closer working and that London-wide public accountability
would be enhanced.

Rt Hon Nick Raynsford MP Jessica Crowe
Chair Executive Director
Centre for Public Scrutiny Centre for Public Scrutiny

www.cfps.org.uk
info@cfps.org.uk
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