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PURPOSE OF REPORT AND POLICY CONTEXT

In response to concerns raised by members, the Chief Executive commissioned
an independent barrister to carry out an investigation into the procurements
associated with the Home to School Transport service change which was
implemented in September 2019.

The independent barrister has now concluded his advice which is attached to the
Part 2 report. This report makes recommendations about how the Council should
deliver change programmes.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
That the Committee notes the report.
CONTEXT/ BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The Home to School Transport Members Policy Panel has reviewed the
management of the Home to School Transport service and associated problems
that caused significant difficulties for children, young people and families in
September 2019. As part of the investigation, the matter was referred to a group
of experts from the LGA (the Local Government Association) who undertook a
thorough review and consequently made important recommendations.

The HtST Members Policy Panel has seen substantial improvements in the
service since September 2019. It has now concluded that the service review
side of the work has come to an end and submitted a report to the Children,
Young People and Skills Committee on 9" November 2020. That report
contained recommendations to that Committee to ensure a high quality and
appropriate service in the future.
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On 27 October 2020, Audit & Standards Committee established a member panel
to consider the first draft of Counsel’s advice and oversee the process by which
comments are sought from those mentioned in the advice (the Maxwellisation
process). The panel is cross party with one member from each political group
and is chaired by the Council’s independent person, David Bradly. The panel
asked Counsel to (virtually) attend their second meeting and have therefore had
the opportunity to question him about his advice.

The panel met prior to the commencement of the Maxwellisation process and
then following its conclusion, once Counsel had finalised his advice. The
recommendations of the panel are set out below.

The LGA Review and the Corporate Modernisation Delivery Board
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The LGA Review recommended (as one of a number of recommendations), that
the Council:

Review governance arrangements for projects and programmes so that
all significant change projects go to the Modernisation Board. The
review should include simplifying governance arrangements,
ensuring clear lines of accountability and decision making, with a
clear audit trail.

Arrangements to govern Modernisation programmes and projects are already in
place. The most significant corporate programmes and projects are overseen by
the Corporate Modernisation Delivery Board (CMDB), and other significant
programmes and projects are overseen by the relevant Directorate
Modernisation Board. An Advisory & Support Group (ASG), comprising
representatives from all support services (including Finance, Legal, Procurement
and Audit) is in place to scrutinise all significant change proposals at corporate
and directorate level. A report will be taken to a future meeting of the CMDB to
re-emphasise and strengthen these arrangements. It recommends the robust
approach to governing corporate Modernisation by the CMDB be mirrored at
directorate level, with Directorate Modernisation Boards reiterating the
importance of robust business case development and scrutiny by the ASG, and
the need to bring any significant change proposal to the CMDB for peer review at
key stages.

The Panels’ Recommendations
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The Panel notes that steps have already been taken to ensure that urgency
decisions are only taken in appropriate circumstances where it is not possible to
convene a sub-committee or special committee.

The Panel recommends that any project involving major changes to services
which may impact on residents should be identified as a project and the following
steps should be put in place:

- A Project Board should be established.
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- Modernisation governance arrangements, processes and guidance should
be followed.

- Terms of reference should be agreed by the Board. They should cover the
following:

Attendance: the Board should be attended by the core team of officers directly
involved in the project. Legal and Finance should be invited but may not need to
attend every meeting. Consideration should be given to inviting IT, H&S,
Procurement, Equalities and HR as appropriate.

Roles: A Senior Responsible Owner (SRO) and Project Manager should be
identified. For projects on the Corporate Modernisation List, a Sponsor (who is
usually a member of the Executive Leadership Team) should also be identified.

Reporting and decision-making arrangements: Including regularity and content of
reports.

Scope: The Corporate Modernisation Delivery Board should act as a peer review
group to the core team of a project on a directorate Modernisation list. Any
concerns about the project should be raised directly with the SRO.

Where Service Provision Changes are considered, regard should be had to
whether a pilot could be run, or the service changes could be introduced
incrementally.

Officers should timetable meaningful gateway decisions about whether to
proceed and be willing to stop if there are concerns.

The Executive Leadership Team should embed the following cultural changes in
the organisation:

- Service changes should not be rushed — even to meet challenging savings
targets. The priority must always be good governance.

- Internal support services should be encouraged to escalate concerns
about projects; challenges should be welcomed as essential to ensure
successful change.

- They should foster a culture in which officers are willing to recommend
that projects are not proceeded with at gateways.

- Equalities implications should be central to consideration of service
changes.

The Chief Executive should take steps to ensure that all officers are aware of,
and comply with, their obligations under the Council’s Contract Standing Orders.
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CONCLUSION

The Panel has made various recommendations in response to the independent
barrister’s advice.

FINANCIAL & OTHER IMPLICATIONS:

Financial Implications:

There are no direct financial implications arising from the recommendation of this
report. Any costs associated with setting up the panel will be met from existing
resources. The cost of commissioning an independent barrister is reflected in the
Targeted Budget Management (TBM) financial position for the service which is
reported throughout the year to Policy and Resources Committee.

Finance Officer Consulted: James Hengeveld Date: 17/3/21

Legal Implications:

The legal implications are set out in the Part 2 report.

Lawyer Consulted: Alice Rowland Date: 18/1/21

Equalities Implications:

The HTST transport service caters for some of the most vulnerable children and
young people in the city. Any recommendations resulting from the independent
barrister’s review should consider how equalities implications are given priority
when services are procured.

Any Other Significant Implications:

None

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Appendices

None

Background Documents

None
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