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Evaluating The Provision Of A People’s Panel (Recommendation #33) 
 
Date: 18th December 2019 
 
Key decision: No 
 
Class: Part 1  
 
Ward(s) affected: All 
 

Contributors: Interim Chief Finance Officer 

Outline and recommendations 
 
The purpose of this report is to update the Local Democracy Working Group (LDWG) on 
the evaluation of a People’s Panel as an effective method to engage with a representative 
sample of Lewisham’s adult population, including the seldom-heard.  
 
The report sets out the work done to understand the purpose and the pros and cons of a 
People’s Panel. It also sets out the different ways the council could set up a Peoples Panel 
and the estimated cost of each of these options.  On the basis of the information gathered 
and outlined in the report the Local Democracy Working Group is recommended to agree 
that: 
 

 A People’s Panel should not be set-up in Lewisham at this time 

 More bespoke options for involving seldom-heard communities in the 
business and decision-making of the council be explored and reported back 
to the Working Group in early 2020 

 Other LDR recommendations currently underway within the ‘Public 
Involvement’ theme, should consider effective engagement with the seldom-
heard as an integral part of their evaluation. 
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Timeline of engagement and decision-making 
 
May 2018 – Mayor Damien Egan promises to launch a review that will make the Council 
‘even more democratic, open and transparent’ 
 
July 2018 – Full Council agrees to establish a Local Democracy Review Working Group 
consisting of eight councillors. They are tasked with making recommendations about how 
the Mayor and Council could enhance their openness and transparency, increase public 
involvement in Council decisions and promote effective decision-making 
 
September 2018 to January 2019 – the Working Group gathers evidence from a wide 
range of residents, community groups and local councillors (including an online 
questionnaire completed by over 700 respondents, workshops at four secondary schools 
and attendance at over 40 events) 
 
January to March 2019 – the Working Group collects their evidence into a final report, 
which identifies 57 recommendations for change 
 
March/April 2019 – Mayor & Cabinet and Full Council agree the report and  
recommendations 
 
April 2019 to March 2020 – the retained Local Democracy Working Group oversees 
delivery of the recommendations 

 

Reason for lateness and urgency 
 
The report has not been available for five clear working days before the meeting and 
the Chair is asked to accept it as an urgent item. The report was not available for 
dispatch on 10th December 2019 because of the pre-election period. The report cannot 
wait until the next meeting because this was the only suitable date available in the 
Council calendar in advance of Christmas based on member availability and decisions 
are required to enable work to progress in advance of the next scheduled meeting. 
 

1. Summary 
 
1.1. The purpose of this report is to update the Local Democracy Working Group (LDWG) 

on the evaluation of a People’s Panel as an effective method to engage with a 
representative sample of Lewisham’s adult population, including the seldom-heard. 

 

2. Recommendations 
 
2.1. The Local Democracy Working Group is recommended to agree that: 
 

 A People’s Panel should not be set-up in Lewisham at this time 

 More bespoke options for involving seldom-heard communities in the business 
and decision-making of the council be explored and reported back to the 
Working Group in early 2020. 

 Other LDR recommendations currently underway within the ‘Public 
Involvement’ theme, should consider effective engagement with the seldom-
heard as an integral part of their evaluation 

 
2.2. In the event that paragraph 2.1 is not agreed, it is recommended that officers make a 
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referral to Mayor and Cabinet for a formal decision. 
 

3. Policy context 
 
3.1. The recommendations of the Local Democracy Review are consistent with all the 

Council’s corporate priorities (contained within the new Corporate Strategy 2018-22). 
Effective decision-making underpins the delivery of every commitment within the 
strategy and we will continue to work closely with our residents to understand the 
differing needs of our diverse community. However, the recommendations are 
particularly relevant under the priorities of: 

 

 Open Lewisham – Lewisham is a welcoming place of safety for all where we 
celebrate the diversity that strengthens us 

 

4. Background  
 
4.1. Recommendation #33 of the Local Democracy Review is part of the ‘Public 

Involvement In Decisions’ theme. It sits under the thematic areas of the ‘Effective 
Engagement’ and ‘Seldom-Heard Voices’, with Cllr Codd and Cllr Campbell as LDWG 
Champions respectively. The recommendation states that: 

 
‘The introduction of a People’s Panel should be explored reflecting the demographic of the 

borough’ 
 

5. What is a People’s Panel? 
 
5.1. A People’s Panel (most commonly referred to as a Citizens’ Panel) aims to be a 

large, demographically representative group of adult citizens regularly used to assess 
public preferences and opinions.  
 

5.2. People’s Panels are typically used by statutory agencies, particularly local authorities 
and their partners, to identify local priorities and to consult service users and non-
users on specific issues. 

 

6. Who are the participants in a People’s Panel? 
 
6.1. Participants are usually recruited through either face-to-face in street interviews or by 

post using the small user postal address file (PAF) which Royal Mail use to deliver 
the mail and is updated every three months. Postal recruitment tends to be a popular 
approach given its wide reach and relatively low cost. Quotas are usually set on key 
demographic attributes such as age, gender, ethnicity, housing tenure and ward 
residence. 
 

6.2. It is increasingly common for local authorities to adopt a self-selecting recruitment 
model. This relies upon residents to take the necessary proactive steps to sign-up to 
the panel themselves. Although demographic data is captured on the prospective 
panellists, this approach is rarely representative of the local population. However, it is 
a cheaper way of recruiting panel members and might be considered as more open 
and democratic. 
 

6.3. People’s Panels can range in size from a few hundred to several thousand people. 
With more than 1,000 participants it is often possible to identify sub groups of Panel 
members who can be surveyed or consulted about issues specific to their needs or 
interests. 
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6.4. The Panel needs to be systematically renewed in an attempt to ensure that it remains 

representative of the population throughout its lifespan. 
 

7. How frequently does a People’s Panel meet? 
 
7.1. Once citizens sign-up or agree to participate, they will be invited to a rolling 

programme of consultation. This typically involves regular surveys and occasional 
face-to-face activities, such as focus groups and workshops. 
 

7.2. Not all members will be invited to take part in all Panel activities. This is why it is 
important to be clear at the recruitment stage about what is expected of each Panel 
member, and what their membership is likely to entail in terms of type of contact and 
frequency of involvement. 
 

7.3. It is best practice to keep contact with Panel members regularly but to vary the 
approach so that participants have a choice in how they can get involved. A regular 
survey is acceptable, as long as there are other opportunities for members to express 
their views such as through focus groups. 
 

7.4. Planning a sensible programme of consultation is important to ensure that a variety of 
topics and research methods are employed, and that activities are spaced throughout 
the year. 

 

8. How much does a People’s Panel cost? 
 
8.1. Costs vary depending on the involvement of professional support, recruitment 

approach, size of the Panel, the methods in which the members are consulted, the 
frequency of consultation and how often membership is renewed. 
 

8.2. In some cases incentives are given to encourage participation in a Panel, for example 
a prize draw. 
 

8.3. If the Panel is shared with other partner organisations, the costs can be reduced. 
However, when sharing the Panel with other organisations, agreement on the rolling 
programme of engagement must be achieved to avoid participant fatigue. 
 

8.4. If managed in-house, officer time will be needed to keep the Panel database up to 
date, recruit new participants, and to run and analyse the consultations. Feedback on 
the outcome of consultation needs to be produced and spread among the participants 
(often through a newsletter) and among the wider public (often through local or new 
media). 

 

9. What are the strengths and weaknesses of a People’s Panel? 
 
9.1. The strengths of a People’s Panel are as follows: 
 

 Panels provide a readily available cohort of residents that can be consulted at 
short notice, providing services with more responsive engagement 
opportunities 

 If the Panel is sufficiently large (+1,000) there may be opportunities to target 
sub-groups (e.g. by age, ethnicity, housing tenure or ward) 

 Response rates to surveys may be higher than with the general public as the 
Panel have already agreed to engage with the council over a period of time 

https://lewisham.gov.uk/contact-us/send-us-feedback-on-our-reports


  

Is this report easy to understand? 
Please give us feedback so we can improve. 

Go to https://lewisham.gov.uk/contact-us/send-us-feedback-on-our-reports 

 Focus groups or workshops can be recruited and implemented more quickly 
than an equivalent with the general public 

 If fully engaged, panellists may have opportunities to interact with a diverse 
range of services and other residents and achieve a sense of accomplishment 
through greater civic participation 

 
9.2. The weaknesses of a People’s Panel are as follows: 
 

 Despite best efforts, panels are rarely representative of the local population. 
This is especially true of self-selection recruitment models adopted by the 
majority of panels used by local authorities today 

 Even where third party professionals are used in targeted panel recruitment, 
maintaining a representative panel is an ongoing challenge requiring regular 
refresh activity. Typically, younger residents, BAME residents and those living 
in the most deprived areas tend to be under-represented in panel activity 

 The most frequently used panel activity is the voluntary completion of online 
surveys. Even where the panel in its entirety is representative, those that 
actually respond to survey requests may not be. This incurs a risk that panel 
feedback is being reported to decision-makers as a ‘representative voice’ 
when in reality it is the viewpoint of a narrower cohort of residents 

 Panels take considerable time and resource to be managed effectively and to 
build and maintain ongoing relationships with panellists. They may set 
unrealistic expectations with some residents who see them as an unending 
commitment on the part of the Council 

 The panel might make recommendations that cannot be delivered 

 Online panel engagement is unlikely to be the most conducive method of 
involving the seldom heard. Likewise face-to-face activities may be 
intimidating for less confident members of seldom heard communities, 
unaccustomed to public engagement in focus group or workshop settings 

 

10. Lewisham’s Citizens’ Panel (1997-2007) 
 
10.1. Lewisham set up a Citizens’ Panel (i.e. People’s Panel) in 1997 with the support of 

OPM Consultants. Initially the panel consisted of 1,100 residents broadly 
representative of the borough profile for adults in terms of gender, age, ethnicity, 
housing tenure and employment status. By 2005 the size of the panel had shrunk to 
475 residents, with only 200 actively engaged, and it was no longer representative. 
 

10.2. Throughout the panel’s lifespan, sixteen telephone surveys were undertaken by OPM 
on behalf of the council. These surveys were shaped by teams across the council to 
gauge public opinion and inform a range of service and policy developments. 
 

10.3. Panel members were also invited to participate in focus groups or workshops based 
upon their demographics. This readily available pool of residents meant that such 
activities could be undertaken relatively quickly and cheaply and enabled service 
areas to undertaken deliberative engagement. 
 

10.4. The panel was managed by a PO1 officer within the corporate policy team with 
oversight provided at service manager level. Responsibilities included relationship 
management of panellists, administration and coordination of panel activity, 
production of regular panel newsletter, and acting as a point of contact with OPM.  
 

10.5. Although the panel was offered as a resource to other public sector agencies in the 
borough, only Lewisham Hospital made use of it for a short period (2003 to 2004) 
with a £5k contribution to the running costs. Outside of this period, no partners 
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contributed to the costs of the panel. 
 
10.6. When the panel was set up in 1997 it had a dedicated budget of £80k. This covered 

set-up costs, annual telephone surveys, incentives for focus group activities, external 
facilitation as appropriate, as well as an annual honorarium to panel members. 

 
10.7. An evaluation of panel costs in 2005 by Corporate Policy concluded the following: 
 

 Annual membership honorarium – This was recommended by OPM when the 
panel was established in 1997. At its peak, the cost of doing this was £11k per 
annum, with hundreds of panellists receiving an honorarium despite having 
undertaken no activity. Benchmarking indicated that no other authority did this 

 Surveys – The 2004 OPM report identified telephone survey costs at £19k per 
survey. This included support in terms of survey and question design, running 
the survey, analysing and reporting the results 

 Focus groups – An analysis of the costs of the last four focus groups indicated 
an average cost of £1.2k. This included incentives paid at £25 per participant, 
refreshments, transport and childcare allowances, and administration 
(excluding officer time). It did not include facilitation costs 

 Facilitation – In the main, council officers facilitated focus groups unless the 
subject under discussion indicated that third party facilitation would provide 
better or more objective results. External facilitation was used primarily for 
large events or Best Value Reviews. Facilitation costs ranged from between 
£550-£1,000 dependent on the number and experience of facilitators 

 Membership renewal – The cost of replacing departing panellists was 
estimated to be about £8k per annum 

 
10.8. It was recognised that attrition of panellists was inevitable and an annual refreshment 

of one-third of members was advised to keep the panel up to strength. More 
challenging was to ensure representation, as participation in panel events was 
typically undertaken by a core group. In 2004, at the time of the last survey, OPM 
reported that of the 718 panellists who responded, 71% said that they had not been 
involved in a citizen panel event. Reasons cited for this included being too busy, 
having other commitments or events being held at inconvenient times. 
 

10.9. Other councils and service providers contacted as part of the evaluation in 2005 
agreed that panels could not be seen to be truly representative of the wider 
population, raising the following concerns: 

 

 Once recruited, the attrition rate for panellists is fairly high, so immediately it 
becomes unrepresentative 

 Through ongoing involvement, panellists quickly become ‘professionalised’ 
and know more about the council than the average citizen. As such their views 
cannot necessarily be seen as representative 

 There is a risk that officers reporting on consultations for the benefit of 
decision-makers might present feedback from panellists as representative of 
the wider community 

 
10.10. As part of the panel evaluation, corporate policy presented a number of options to the 

Mayor’s Consultation Board (MCB) for consideration. MCB members were keen to 
retain a citizens’ panel. However, the preferred option was for the panel to be 
completely re-launched combining elements of an in-house and outsourced 
approach. 
 

10.11. A business case for a revised panel was developed in September 2006. Resource 
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implications identified set-up costs of £61k (including panel recruitment and launch 
event), annual running costs of £85k (including four surveys, two deliberative events, 
annual panel event and panellist refresh) and staffing costs of £45k (One FTE PO2/3 
with on-costs). 
 

10.12. It is uncertain why the procurement activity did not proceed but it seems likely that the 
costs were considered to be too high and the required funds could not be identified. 
The existing panel seems to have been retired in 2007 and was not replaced. Instead 
alternative forms of engagement were piloted, including quarterly ‘temperature test’ 
telephone surveys, an online Community e-Panel and the launch of local assemblies 
in 2008. 

 

11. Benchmarking 
 
11.1. Desk-based research has been undertaken to review a selection of local authority 

citizens’ panels from across the UK. Key learning from this benchmarking exercise is 
as follows: 

 

 Panel size ranges from 673 (Lincoln) to 5,250 (Cardiff). The majority comprise 
between 1,000 to 2,000 panellists 

 The vast majority of panel activity consists of online surveys. These surveys 
are either thematic, or a disparate collection of service-specific questions. 
Typically there are between 2-4 surveys per year, though Hackney does two 
surveys per month. No panels have undertaken telephone surveys 

 Opportunities for panellists to engage in face-to-face activities (e.g. workshops 
or focus groups) is less common. Where this is undertaken it is usually once 
or twice annually, though Leeds does up to four focus groups per year 

 With the exception of Barnet, Reading and Midlothian, the majority of panels 
are self-selecting. This means they are reliant on residents to seek out and 
enrol in the panel themselves. 

 Although all panels state their aim of being demographically representative 
(e.g. by age, gender, ethnicity and area of residence), practice indicates that 
this is rarely achieved. Most panels are under-represented by younger, BAME 
and socio-economically deprived residents. 

 There is a fairly even split between those panels that operate a fixed term 
membership (3-5 years) and those that practice a rolling membership 

 Most panels offer incentives in the form of prize draws for the completion of 
online surveys, and cover expenses where panellists are invited to participate 
in events. Hackney offers a tiered rewards scheme, where greater levels of 
involvement result in more generous incentives 

 None of the panels have dedicated resource. The majority are designated 
resource i.e. they are the responsibility of an officer with a broader remit. The 
demands on officer time are correlated to the size of the panel, recruitment 
activity, frequency of both online and offline activities and the extent to which 
regular communication is undertaken with panellists e.g. e-newsletters 

 Only three panels (Barnet, Hackney and Reading) utilise the service of third 
parties either in panel set-up and recruitment or in the design and delivery of 
surveys 

 
11.2. Further benchmarking information on citizens’ panels in other local authorities can be 

found in the table below: 
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12. Options 
 
12.1. Having considered the evaluation of Lewisham’s previous citizens’ panel, alongside 

best practice and benchmarking research, the following four options are presented for 
consideration by the Working Group in support of Recommendation #33 of the Local 
Democracy Review: 

 
Option 1: Outsource panel 
 
12.2. Description: Panel recruitment and ongoing engagement will be outsourced to a third 

party. This will include the initial set-up and ongoing refresh of panel members, the 
design, delivery and analysis of surveys (online or telephone), occasional face-to-face 
activities and regular communication with panellists (e.g. monthly e-newsletter). 
 

12.3. Pros: The panel will be actively maintained to ensure that it is of sufficient size 
(c.1,100) and diversity to be representative of Lewisham’s population. Under-
represented groups can be identified and targeted in recruitment drives. Consultation 
data and reporting to decision-makers will be robust. Active and regular 
communication with panellists will encourage ongoing commitment. Demands on 
officer time and resource will be limited. 
 

12.4. Cons: This is the most expensive option due to third party costs. Procurement 
requirements will lengthen implementation. Third party involvement may reduce 
responsiveness to unplanned panel requests. 
 

12.5. Indicative annual costs: The following indicative costs have been provided by a 
leading market research company. 
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Recruitment Surveys Deliberative 
Annual Panel 

Refresh 

Postal 
Face-to-

face 

Online 
surveys 

(x4) 

Telephone 
surveys 

(x4) 

Full day 
event with 

30-40 
panellists 

(x1) 

Postal 
Face-to-

face 

£26k £45k £56k £76k £30 £9k £12k 

 
12.6. Total costs will vary depending on recruitment method, survey method, deliberative 

events and annual panel refresh method. Based on a panel of 1,100 with four surveys 
and one deliberative event per year, total costs for this option will range from 
£120,000 to £163,000. 

  
Option 2: Partially outsource panel 
 
12.7. Description: Initial set-up and ongoing refresh of panel members will be outsourced to 

a third party. Design, delivery and analysis of online surveys, occasional face-to-face 
activities and regular communication with panellists (e.g. monthly e-newsletter) will be 
undertaken in-house by council officers. 
 

12.8. Pros: The panel will be actively maintained by a third party to ensure that it is of 
sufficient size (c.1,100) and diversity to be representative of Lewisham’s population. 
Under-represented groups can be identified and targeted in recruitment drives. 
Having engagement activities in-house will increase responsiveness to unplanned 
panel requests. 
 

12.9. Cons: Demands on officer time will be more resource intensive than Option 1. 
Analysis and reporting of panel feedback may be more basic than through a 
professional market research agency. 
 

12.10. Indicative annual costs: The cost of using a third party to recruit and annually refresh 
the panel will be between £35,000 and £57,000 depending on whether recruitment 
methods are postal or face-to-face. Panel activity in-house costs are predominantly 
determined by officer (PO6) designated time. Based upon four online surveys per 
year (with prize draws of £50), quarterly e-newsletter and annual panel event, costs 
would be circa £20,000. Total costs for this option would therefore range from 
£55,000 to £77,000. 

 
Option 3: Insource panel 
 
12.11. Description: Panel recruitment will be self-selecting through Citizen Space on the 

council’s website. Design, delivery and analysis of online surveys, occasional face-to-
face activities and regular communication with panellists (e.g. monthly e-newsletter) 
will be undertaken in-house by council officers. 
 

12.12. Pros: This is the cheapest option for the set-up and running of a panel. It is also the 
option that could launch panel activities most quickly.  Having engagement activities 
in-house will increase responsiveness to unplanned panel requests. 
 

12.13. Cons: Demands on officer time will be the most resource intensive for this option. 
Panel is unlikely to be representative of the Lewisham population due to the web-
based, self-selecting approach. Panel size may fluctuate and seldom-heard or under-
represented groups likely to be an issue. Risk that panel results may be 
communicated to decision-makers as representative. 
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12.14. Indicative annual costs: Costs are predominantly determined by officer (PO6) 

designated time. Based upon a self-selecting panel with four online surveys per year 
(with prize draws of £50), quarterly e-newsletter and annual panel event, total costs 
for this option would be circa £20,000. 

 
Option 4: Engagement of the seldom-heard through more targeted ‘Public Involvement’ 
recommendations 
 
12.15. Description: The ‘Public Involvement’ theme of the LDR contains other 

recommendations that are better aligned to the empowerment of the seldom-heard 
and providing marginalised communities with a voice in decision-making and priority-
setting than a People’s Panel. For example: 

 

 #16 states that “councillors and officers should routinely and regularly be, and 
provide information in, places that constituents use and meet”. The 
development of this recommendation (e.g. an annual programme of outreach 
in each ward) should better reflect the diverse views of the borough, at 
cheaper cost than the establishment of a panel 

 #17 states that “the model of councillor surgeries should be expanded to trial 
the benefits of council surgeries, partnership surgeries and virtual surgeries”. 
The development of this recommendation (e.g. members engaging with 
residents alongside statutory partners, council officers and the Third Sector) 
should stimulate greater public engagement, with VCS organisations helping 
to identify and involve those from harder-to-reach communities. 

 #31 states that “the Council needs to develop and improve how it attempts to 
actively engage with seldom-heard groups and individuals to inform decision-
making that will impact on them”. The development of this recommendation is 
already underway involving a programme of engagement that specifically 
seeks the views of a range of groups. Early indications are that a People’s 
Panel approach is not the best way to engage them going forward 

 #39a states that “as part of further developing a place-based engagement and 
involvement approach….civic crowdfunding should be developed”. The 
development of this recommendation should empower all communities to 
develop their own projects, access external funding and work more 
collaboratively and supportively with one another and the Third Sector 

 #39b states that “as part of further developing a place-based engagement and 
involvement approach….the Place Standard should be trialled”. The 
development of this recommendation is already underway and will allow 
diverse communities to assess their local area through structured 
conversations and prioritise for action those things that matter most to them 
with suggested actions for improvement 

 #39c states that “as part of further developing a place-based engagement and 
involvement approach….a model of citizens’ assemblies should be 
considered”. The development of this recommendation is already underway 
and if approved by Mayor and Cabinet, would seek to recruit a ‘mini-public’ or 
representative sample of Lewisham residents based upon certain Protected 
Characteristics such as age, gender, ethnicity, disability etc. so that their 
voices can be heard on complex issues of significant importance 

 
12.16. Pros: Engagement activities can be customised to the unique needs of each group 

with a ‘toolkit’ of options for use by members and officers developed through the 
delivery of all of the recommendations. Engagement with the harder-to-reach can be 
undertaken on their own turf, in familiar, unthreatening environments with the full 
support of their communities to hand. Voices of specific communities can be clearly 
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heard and articulated to decision-makers. Responses can be less ‘professionalised’.  
 
12.17. Cons: Bespoke nature of this option might be logistically more complex in terms of 

planning and delivery. Targeted activity is less visible to the wider population as it 
involves a smaller sample of respondents. Members will carry greater accountability 
due to the rolling face-to-face interaction with vulnerable or disempowered 
communities. Personal interaction may result in disparate discussion threads. 
 

12.18. Indicative annual costs: It is difficult to assign costs to this option as it encompasses a 
collection of other recommendations that vary from no-cost (Place Standard) to high-
cost (Citizen’s Assembly). Each of the LDR recommendations identified above will be 
individually costed and reported to the Working Group for consideration and 
recommendation before any financial commitments are undertaken. 

 

13. Conclusion 
 
13.1. Recommendation #33 of the LDR required that ‘the introduction of a People’s Panel 

should be explored reflecting the demographic of the borough’. A key driver behind 
this recommendation was to provide the seldom heard with a voice in the ongoing 
business of the council. 
 

13.2. Upon consideration of the features of a Peoples’ Panel, the pros and cons of the four 
options set out above, and evidence from Lewisham’s previous Citizens’ Panel and 
existing panels operating in other local authorities, it is recommended that the 
Working Group agree Option 4 as the preferred way forward. The rationale for this 
recommendation is as follows: 

 

 Despite the investment of considerable time and resource, People’s Panels 
are unlikely to remain representative, even with an annual refresh. Typically, 
younger residents, BAME residents and those living in the most deprived 
areas tend to be under-represented in panel activity 

 Outputs from the panel may not be sufficiently representative to inform and 
influence decision-making with the required levels of confidence. Views 
shared with decision-makers are likely to be those of a narrower cohort of the 
most active and engaged panellists. 

 Panels tend not to yield the best return on investment, especially as a tool to 
engage with the seldom heard or harder-to-reach  

 Option 4 considers a fuller array of tools, mechanisms and insights for use 
when engaging with the seldom heard. This recognises that bespoke and 
targeted approaches are more likely to encourage involvement 

 
13.3. Although Option 4 is over-arching in description, the individual LDR recommendations 

sitting within it will be individually evaluated and reported to the Working Group for 
consideration. These will incorporate options for engaging with the seldom heard 
which should be more nuanced and effective. 

 

14. Financial implications 
 
14.1. The Local Democracy Review was delivered with a budget of £10k, primarily by using 

existing expertise and resources within Corporate Policy. No further budget was 
allocated for the delivery of the 57 recommendations and there is an expectation that 
implementation will be achieved within existing resources wherever possible (given 
the Council’s ongoing budget savings process). 
 

14.2. Any additional costs incurred through the realignment of Recommendation #33 to 
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other recommendations within the Local Democracy Review (i.e. Option 4) will be 
identified in the respective papers to the Working Group, scheduled for early 2020.  

 

15. Legal implications 
 
15.1. The Council has power to establish a People’s Panel by virtue of the general power of 

competence set out in Section 1 Localism Act 2011. 
 

15.2. In deciding whether to establish a People’s Panel, members must be mindful of the 
Council’s fiduciary duty to Council Taxpayers and must be satisfied that the cost is 
counterbalanced by the potential benefits of doing so.  Provided members are 
satisfied on this point there is no legal impediment to establishing a People’s Panel.  
However members must be aware that they would not be able to subjugate their 
decision making to that of the People’s Panel. In considering any recommendations 
of the Panel, if established, members would need to make decisions based on their 
own judgement having taken into account all relevant considerations and 
disregarding irrelevancies. Such issues would be the subject of detailed reports to 
members at the appropriate time.   
 

15.3. By virtue of the Local Authorities (Functions and Responsibilities) (England) 
Regulations 2000 as amended, any decision to establish a People’s Panel lies with 
the Mayor. Should the Local Democracy Working Group support the establishment of 
a People’s Panel, their recommendation would be the subject of a report to Mayor 
and Cabinet.   
 

15.4. The Equality Act 2010 (the Act) introduced a new public sector equality duty (the 
equality duty or the duty). It covers the following nine protected characteristics: age, 
disability, gender reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and 
maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual orientation. 
 

15.5. In summary, the council must, in the exercise of its function, have due regard to the 
need to: 

 

 Eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and other 
conduct prohibited by the Act 

 Advance equality of opportunity between people who share a protected 
characteristic and those who do not 

 Foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic 
and persons who do not share it 

 
15.6. The duty continues to be a “have regard duty”, and the weight to be attached to it is a 

matter for the decision maker, bearing in mind the issues of relevance and 
proportionality. It is not an absolute requirement to eliminate unlawful discrimination, 
advance equality of opportunity or foster good relations. 
 

15.7. The Equality and Human Rights Commission has issued Technical Guidance on the 
Public Sector Equality Duty and statutory guidance entitled “Equality Act 2010 
Services, Public Functions & Associations Statutory Code of Practice”. The council 
must have regard to the statutory code in so far as it relates to the duty and attention 
is drawn to Chapter 11 which deals particularly with the equality duty. The Technical 
Guidance also covers what public authorities should do to meet the duty. This 
includes steps that are legally required, as well as recommended actions. The 
guidance does not have statutory force but nonetheless regard should be had to it, as 
failure to do so without compelling reason would be of evidential value. The statutory 
code and the technical guidance can be found at:  
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https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/technical-guidance-public-
sector-equality-duty-england  
 

16. Equalities implications 
 
16.1. The key driver behind the recommendations set out in Section 2 is the adoption of 

methods better suited to engagement with the seldom heard. This targeted and 
bespoke approach will work to ensure that the voices of the marginalised and under-
represented are fully inclusive in the business and decision-making of the council 
going forward. 

 

17. Climate change and environmental implications 
 
17.1. There are no specific climate change and environmental implications arising from this 

report. 
 

18. Crime and disorder implications 
 
18.1. There are no specific crime and disorder implications arising from this report. 
 

19. Health and wellbeing implications  
 
19.1. There are no specific health and wellbeing implications arising from this report. 
 

20. Background papers 
 
20.1. There are no additional background papers for this report. 
 

21. Glossary 
  

Term Definition 

Insourcing 

Insourcing is the assignment of a project to a person or 

department within the organisation rather than to a third party. 

Insourcing is the opposite of outsourcing. 

Local Democracy Review 

The Local Democracy Review was a councillor-led review of local 

democracy in Lewisham, which made recommendations about 

how the Mayor and Council could enhance their openness and 

transparency, increase public involvement in Council decisions 

and promote effective decision-making. 

Local Democracy Working 

Group 

The Local Democracy Working Group is a group of eight 

councillors who are responsible for implementing the 

recommendations of the Local Democracy Review during 

2019/20. 

Outsourcing 

Outsourcing is the practice of hiring a party outside an 

organisation to perform services that might otherwise be 

performed in-house by the company's own employees and staff. 

https://lewisham.gov.uk/contact-us/send-us-feedback-on-our-reports
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Term Definition 

People’s Panel 

A People’s Panel (most commonly referred to as a Citizens’ 

Panel) aims to be a large, demographically representative group 

of adult citizens regularly used to assess public preferences and 

opinions. 

 

22. Report author and contact 
 
22.1. If there are any queries about this report then please contact Stewart Weaver-

Snellgrove (Principal Officer, Policy, Service Design and Analysis) on x49308 or 
email stewart.weaver-snelllgrove@lewisham.gov.uk. 
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