
Scrutiny Review – comments from members of the public 

Comments were received by members of the public following the Scrutiny Review 
workshop. These are set out below, together with responses to any points or 
questions raised. 
 
Daniel Speed 
 

Who or what organisation would provide scrutiny training? 

 

We provide training in-house but have also commissioned the Centre for 

Governance and Scrutiny to provide Overview and Scrutiny training for our 

Members. 

 

Scrutiny Committees should be made of non-executive and backbench Members. 

 

They are – this is a requirement prescribed in legislation. 

 

Part of the Cabinet/Scrutiny Protocol should be a requirement for recorded 

responses from Cabinet on Scrutiny reports put to it. 

Any response to a report from an Overview and Scrutiny Committee to Cabinet 

would be recorded in the minutes of the meeting. 

 

Communities should be involved in pre-scrutiny with information gathering in via 

town hall meetings, public surgeries and social media questions. 

 

Overview and Scrutiny Committees have the ability to carryout their business in this 

way now. 

 

Scrutiny needs to hold the executive to account, not be a critical friend. Needs to be 

independent and cross-party. 

 

Scrutiny should be seen as a critical friend, whilst holding the executive to account. 

Politics should not play a part in holding decision-takers to account and the political 

balance of committees ensures that it is undertaken on a cross party basis. 

 

Reviewing and scrutinising past performance, especially when looking at financing 

and return on investment is important to plan for the future – especially in new 

ventures and long term project. 

 

This already takes place. 

 

Further public questions should be allowed. 

 

Members of the public have the ability to speak at meetings of Overview and 

Scrutiny Committees and consideration as to the provision of public speaking was 

undertaken as part of the constitution review. 

 



Scrutiny Officers should be independent. 

 

All of the Council’s officers are political impartial and therefore independent. 

 

Committees and Chairs should reflect the balance of the authority with a mix of 

cross-party representation and form a mix of wards. 

 

Committees already reflect the political balance of the authority. Nominations are 

made by political group leaders as to the membership of Committees which are 

approved by Full Council. 

 

The process for the appointment of Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen was covered as 

part of the constitution review but has been identified as specific recommendation in 

the scrutiny review. 

 

Anne Gayfer  

 

My overarching view is this the way SKDC works is too inwards-facing and that it 
must be scanning the horizon for challenges, threat and opportunities, with the 
context of the statutory duties and a strategic overview, taking into account the views 
of the public (With scope clearly defined to weed out personal issues) must be 
defined so that the whole council understand the framework within which scrutiny 
operates. 
 
This is one of the key aspects that the review has highlighted and is something that 
will be addressed through the comprehensive training we will be putting in place for 
all Members of Overview and Scrutiny Committees. It is essential that all Members of 
the Council understand the role of overview and scrutiny and how it can be utilised 
more effectively so sessions on the Council’s governance structure will be included 
as part of the inducation programme for Councillors in May 2023, which all Members 
will be required to attend. 
 
The patriarchal way of running councils was suited to the situation on the 19th 
century, or at least the populace did not have the wherewithal to challenge it.  It’s not 
suitable for a modern society and this is probably partly responsible for the lack of 
democratic engagement.  There are opinions - they’re on social media - how do we 
capture the view of the people and provide the service they want and need? 
 
There are certainly opportunities through social media and other channels to engage 
more effectively with the public on key issues. More informal task and finish groups 
could also be held to more effectively engage with communities and seek to tackle 
issues ‘on the ground’ rather than continuing the practice of solely holding formal 
meetings in a Council Chamber. 
 
Scrutiny needs to be approached from a strategic outcomes perspective to delve an 
overarching framework from within which scrutiny itself can be framed.  It should be 
risk-based as the LA can’t do everything.  Right at the end this was read out from the 
constitution, from the bit I hadn’t been able to find!  But this cannot be boxed up as 



you suggested - scrutiny must START from looking outwards at everything. See 
“Trying Hard is Not Good Enough” by Mark Friedman. 
 
We do provide links to the Council’s Corporate Plan and strategic objectives in every 
report – there is a specific part of the report template that covers this, but it could 
perhaps be more comprehensive. We also have a risk section which should make 
links to the Council’s corporate risk register or service risk registers.  
 
A key element coming out of the review was about work programming and ensuring 
that sufficient consideration is given to the work that Overview and Scrutiny 
Committees plan to undertake. A more strategic approach to subjects under scrutiny 
should be undertaken, with a key focus on outcomes – how can scrutiny of this 
particular matter make a difference/influence/improve are examples of questions to 
be asked to achieve this. 
 
There is also a HMT Green Book which is probably too heavy handed to be instituted 
in total, but it should be being used as a modus operandi for all projects (and 
everything is a project).  It includes making the strategic case and then examining 
the cost benefits, which includes “valuing” things like ecosystems, health etc and my 
feeling about this council is that it moves straights to the cost benefit, the strategic 
case is ignored or not known and difficult things in the cost benefit analysis get swept 
under the carpet and put into the “too difficult” box.  For example some of the 
changes such as downgrading Gravity Fields and closing the Deepings Leisure 
Centre are not in the public interest if you take into account things that are hard to 
value e.g feeling positive (leads to better health outcomes). 
 
I would expect this to feature in the training being facilitated by the Centre for 
Governance and Scrutiny.  
 
The NAO has criticised public sector leadership is non-existent, partly because no-
one has been given the role specifically (this is particularly in the context of the 
Climate Act 2008, but it applies across the board).  A Green Book approach would 
create a systems approach where leadership is distributed rather than requiring one 
leader. 
 
Comments at the workshop made it clear that all Members no matter what their 
political persuasion, whether in leadership or opposition, should embrace the value 
that scrutiny can bring, reiterating the critical friend ethos.  
 
Constitution:  there are some circular accountabilities and I think that the Cabinet 
cannot be held to account.  Last time I looked only one third go the constitution was 
online.  I have been sent my own pdf.  Is the constitution now online and accessible 
through a search on the SKDC website? 
 
A comprehensive review of the Constitution was held earlier this year and the new 
version was approved on 26 May 2022. It is accessible on the Council’s website and 
should be the top result if you search South Kesteven District Council Constitution on 
Google. 
 



Diversity in scrutiny is best - I went to a Celebration of the Nations event at the 
Jubilee Church recently and the people there are not represented in Scrutiny. 
 
The Scrutiny Review itself is about the practice and governance associated with the 
function. 
 
A fundamental principle should be that people (public, councillors) should be 
educated and empowered to speak.  They should have a right to suggest topics (and 
would need education about what was in scope, which is what I have been trying to 
establish myself, unsuccessfully, by reading the constitution).  You have to be really 
determined to participate as a member of the public - even the door is kept locked 
now and there is no information about how to get in. 
 
Public access to the building is something that is being addressed. Members of staff 
are on hand to allow entry to members of the public during public meetings. 
 
Members of Scrutiny Committees have the right to request items for scrutiny – this is 
within the Constitution. 
 
Members of the public can attend any Scrutiny Committee and ask questions or 
make statements on anything they wish as long as it is relevant to the terms of 
reference of the Committee. This could be to suggest agenda items for future 
meetings, which is something that has recently happened and is welcomed.  
 
Exchange of best practice - should be standard practice to seek this out.  
 
We have a countywide Democratic Services group where managers from the eight 
authorities in Lincolnshire regularly meet and share practice. Officers in the 
Democratic Services Team are also Members of the Association of Democratic 
Services Officers where best practice on a range of issues, including scrutiny, is 
regularly shared and training held. 
 
Confidentiality: I disagree that this is not relevant to Scrutiny.  Meetings should only 
be confidential where this is a real matter of confidentially such as a personal issue 
or something that is commercial in confidence.  Embarrassment should not be 
covered by confidentiality as it lead to rumours and disenfranchisement.  Generally, 
the public should at least be able to observe and preferably make comments. 
 
The press and public would not be excluded from a meeting or have access to 
reports without there being a legitimate reason to do so, as set out in Schedule 12A 
of the Local Government Act (exemption paragraphs). 
 
Peer review: what happened to peer review? 
 
The Local Government Peer Review Panel came back to the Council in September 
to conduct a 6 month review and consider the progress made against an action plan 
that was developed to address a number of recommendations. The progress report 
has now been received and is very positive and was presented to the meeting of 
Cabinet on 13 December 2022. 
 



Engaging the public: it has been hard to find out about this workshop.  This should 
be a precedent so that members of the public feel that they are welcome in this 
space - I’d like to attend the Climate Change workshop for example, but even the 
member I asked didn’t know who ran it or how to become a member or to how to 
attend. 
 
There will always be informal meetings of Councils that are not open to the public – 
as much as the Council wishes to be open and transparent, it is not always 
appropriate to hold informal meetings, working groups or workshops in public. 
Outcomes from these meetings will normally be reported into a formal public meeting 
of the Council where public engagement would be able to take place. 
 
Teckal companies: the recommendation is not adequate.  To whom is this function 
accountable?  I have a lot of questions about these companies and even though I’m 
used to trawling though official papers the way the councils minutes of meetings are 
stored makes this so arduous that I have given up.  Not very transparent. 
 
The terms of reference for the Council’s Companies Committee which oversees the 
Council’s interest in its companies is set out in Article 2 of the Constitution. The 
Companies Committee is not a Scrutiny Committee and the recommendation in the 
Scrutiny Review is highlighting that this may not necessarily be adequate scrutiny of 
the Council’s companies as part of the scrutiny function. The draft proposal is 
therefore to disband the Companies Committee and provide the relevant Overview 
and Scrutiny Committee with the power to scrutnise those companies relevant to 
their terms of reference, so that the scrutiny of companies is formally part of the 
Council’s overview and scrutiny function. 
 
Brian Moran 

 

An example was provided of the 2019 Cycle Festival which following consideration at 

a workshop resulted in a different decision being taken, with the Cabinet Member 

choosing to ignore them. The notes of the workshop were not placed in the public 

domain, so there was no record of who attended or who proposed the 

recommendations. 

 

Where was the scrutiny, recommendations and democracy? The Cabinet member 

made a unilateral decision to stop the festival despite recommendations to hold it. 

 

History should be an important part of creating the 'tomorrow', and unless those who 

'say' they are representing the public, admit their failings and change the system of 

patronage and toeing the party line - as opposed to representing the people, there is 

no point in having scrutiny, or are they too egocentric? 

 

Cabinet as a body, or as individual Cabinet Members taking decisions, does have to 

give due consideration to recommendations from Overview and Scrutiny 

Committees, but does not necessarily have to adhere to them. Cabinet, and 

individual members of Cabinet, have the delegated authority to take decisions how 

they see fit. 



There will always be informal meetings of Councils that are not open to the public – 
as much as the Council wishes to be open and transparent, it is not always 
appropriate to hold informal meetings, working groups or workshops in public. 
Outcomes from these meetings will normally be reported into a formal public meeting 
of the Council where public engagement would be able to take place. 
 


