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1
PURPOSE

1.1
To report on a member training event attended by Councillors B Jones and I Sayers and Bill Alker, Community Development Officer at County Hall, Preston on Friday, 20 February 2009.

1.2
To highlight matters of importance and relevance which Committee will have to address in the coming weeks and months. 

1.3
Relevance to the Council’s ambitions and priorities:

· Council Ambitions - 

overview and scrutiny of the Council’s committee is vital in terms of the Council’s smooth working and political reputation.

· Community Objectives – None.

· Corporate Priorities – None.

· Other Considerations – None.

2
BACKGROUND

2.1
The Government announced in 2007 that it would be enacting legislation to enable what it then termed ‘community call for action’.

2.2
This was included in the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Act 2007.  Its main aim was to strengthen the powers and resources available for overview and scrutiny in two particular directions – the scrutiny of all partners signed up to the Local Area Agreement and the use of scrutiny to empower local councillors through calls for action. 

2.3
There is currently another Bill before Parliament, The Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Bill, which will further clarify various aspects of the legal position.

2.4
The workshop was set up to help councils who wished to understand current legislation and what they should be doing to development their scrutiny functions.

2.5
Committee had agreed at their last meeting to send four delegated to attend the workshop.  Unfortunately Councillor Terry Hill could not attend on the day.

3
ISSUES

3.1

The workshop was led by Andrew Coulston, an acknowledged expert on scrutiny from the University of Birmingham and working for the Institute of Local Government.

3.2
There were three key elements to the workshop training:

· 
councillor calls for actions;

· local area agreements;

· joint working.

3.3
Having been split into six groups for the morning session we were asked a number of questions:

1.
What had been the main successes of scrutiny?

2.
What had been its main failures or limitations?

3.
What are the main challenges for scrutiny over the next two years?

3.4
The main successes were listed as monitoring, cross party working and a genuine desire to make a difference.

3.5
The main failures or limitations were that councillors and some officers were not taking scrutiny seriously enough, a whole plethora of issues to look at, financial implications for any new ideas and lack of engagement with the public.

3.6
The key challenges were recognised as:

· avoiding duplication with main stream work of the council;

· diversity between national (strategic) and local (grass roots) issues;

· encouragement of public to take an active part in scrutiny;  and

· relationship between committees and scrutiny members.

3.7
The afternoon session concentrated on the three key issues mentioned in paragraph 3.2 above.  Bill Alker attended the Councillor Call for Action session, Councillor Jones attended the LAA Workshop, leaving Councillor Sayers to attend Joint Working.  

3.8
In terms of Councillor Call for Action;  whilst this is a much awaited power, the reality is probably that there are much quicker ways to resolve a local issue.  

3.9
CCFA is basically a port of last resort for unresolved problems and issues.  It should be used sparingly and was not a panacea for all ills.  

3.10
Scrutiny on the Local Area Agreement was much more difficult to quantify as there are already a number of bodies scrutinising the LAA including Government Office North West,  the various partner agencies, Comprehensive Area Assessment, the Audit Commission, etc.

3.11
The LAA is such a vast entity that detailed scrutiny would have to focus on a very specific area of concern, such as community engagement, third sector partnerships or reducing health equalities in older people.

3.12 
The trick would be to avoid duplication.

3.13
Joint working already exists, particularly in the realms of public health via joint health scrutiny working.  This element of joint working has been very very positive. 

3.14
If the scrutiny was between the County Council and District then it would be sensible to use the Lancashire Locals Forum as a vehicle for airing these issues.

3.15
There was a need to differentiate between a joint Overview and Scrutiny Committee and task groups.  The latter route was felt to provide the best route into joint scrutiny.

4.
CONCLUSIONS



4.1
The training session was very useful in that it gave up to date information on current legislation and thinking, especially on Councillor Calls for Action.

4.2
The verdict on CCFA seems to be “don’t use it as a cure all for all constituency problems”.  There are other quicker ways to resolve local issues. 

4.3
A fuller report will be submitted to the June meeting on CCFA when the guidance notes have been fully digested and understood.

4.4
On LAA scrutiny it was difficult to identify how this could be done without duplication of effort and it was felt that a single issue would be the best route to pursue.

4.5
On joint working it was acknowledged that this already exists and is well embedded in the public health arena.  

4.6
In terms of better relationships between County and Districts it was felt that the avenue here should be via Lancashire Locals. 

5
RISK ASSESSMENT

5.1
The approval of this report may have the following implications

· Resources – None.

· Technical, Environmental and Legal – None.

· Political – None.

· Reputation – None.
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