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Chairman’s Foreword 
 

 

I would like to thank all those who have been involved in this important topic.  Their help 
and knowledge have been invaluable.  I would particularly like to give a very special ‘thank 
you’ to Barbara Boyce and Jules Horsler for their commitment and enthusiasm and to all 
co-opted members for giving up their valuable time.  
 
We know that some groups of disadvantaged people find it harder to influence the 
decision-making process than other people.  This is unacceptable, and we need to work 
together to ensure that the council involves need to reach groups in decision making in a 
manner that is accessible – but above all – equitable.  As has been said before; the more 
inclusive the decision-making, the better the decision-making. 
 
Members of this panel have been visited by the following organisations, and I would like to 
thank them for their time: 
 
Disabled Persons’ Advisory Group 
Leeds Involvement Project 
York BME Citizens Open Forum 
LGBT Forum Steering Group 
Inclusive Living Sheffield 
 
I would like to congratulate all involved.  We have identified some key recommendations 
that will enable York to become more inclusive and I look forward to seeing them adopted. 
 
Cllr Paul Blanchard 



Glossary of abbreviations used in this report 

 

CYC   City of York Council 
BME   Black and minority ethnic 
DPAG   Disabled Person’s Advisory Group 
LGBT   Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender 
MESMAC  Community support service for gay and bisexual men 
OPA   Older People’s Assembly 
YREN   York Racial Equality Network 
SIWG   Social Inclusion Working Group 

 



Summary of Recommendations 
 

1.The council should consult on the formation of an Social Inclusion 
Working Group as discussed in Annex C to consider: 
 

• Whether the remit and membership DPAG could be expanded to 

include other equality issues.  
• How disabled people can be supported to participate in an inclusive 

and pan-impairment forum in the future if the role of DPAG has been 
expanded in this way. 

• Whether resources could be found to support the participation of 
community groups in an Equality Advisory Group. 

• The Social Inclusion Working Group should incorporate the levels and 
principles of participation detailed in 3.1 – 3.3 of this report and 

determine how these can be measured. 
 

2.The Council should work to strengthen inter-faith partnerships 
 

• The efforts to develop inter-faith work through the “City of Faiths” 

initiative and partnerships such as York Churches Together should be 
supported and encouraged by the council.  

• There needs to be clarity about the role, remit, powers and 
relationships of those involved in partnership bodies. 

• Actively involve faith groups in areas of common interest in the Local 

Strategic Partnership’s work.  
• Faith groups should be encouraged to participate at Ward Committees. 

• Ensure council agendas are accessible to forums such as Churches 
Together in York and the York branches of the British Humanist 

Association and the British Secular Society. This would enable them to 
know what was due to be discussed so they could contribute to the 

discussions where relevant. 

 
3.The Council should improve communication with need-to-reach 
groups 

 
• The requirements made of community forums to be inclusive and 

accountable to the communities they represent.  
• The level of resources given to community forums to enable them to 

be inclusive, accountable and sustainable. 
 

4.The council should encourage the co-option of community 
representatives onto decision making bodies. 

 
• Provide training to committee / board chairs to enable them to make 

meetings more welcoming and inclusive. This could include guidance 

on dealing with co-optees, visitors and members of the public. 



• Review and share with co-optees and community groups the guide to 

how the council runs and its decision-making structures (produced for 

Councillors).  
• There should also be training for co-optees prior to attending 

meetings. 
• Community forum representation from BME communities, young 

people, disabled people, LGBT communities and older people will be 
gender balanced.  The community issues set out in section 6 of this 

report should be addressed by the Council in consultation with the 
relevant groups. 

 
 



Inclusive Decision Making Scrutiny Panel 
 

1. Background 
 

1.1 The Older People’s Assembly in 2005 asked the Older People’s Champion 
to look at age discrimination in the Council and in particular to address 

older people’s involvement in the council’s decision-making process. At 
the same time consultation for the development of the Pride in our 

Communities (PIOC) Equality Strategy (2005-8) showed that groups 
representing people from disadvantaged communities felt that the 

council’s decision-making needed to be more accessible and inclusive. 

The PIOC therefore identified as a priority to review how community 
groups participate in decision-making. A Scrutiny Topic was registered by 

Cllrs Kirk and Potter and Julian Horsler, the Equalities Officer (see Annex 
A). This Scrutiny Panel (see Annex B) was therefore established with the 

following remit: 
 

1.2 Objectives 
 

• To establish a base for all sections of the community to become 
involved in the decision making process. 

• To ensure that access to the decision making process is clear, 
coherent and consistent.  

• To feed into the constitutional review with recommendations about 
future structure of decision making bodies. 

 

1.3 Scope  
 

• To carry out an ‘audit’ of community input into the decision-making 
process in York. 

• To compare practices in other local authorities and other relevant 
organisations in the private or community sectors. 

• To liaise with community organisations to ascertain their views about 
the system in York. 

• To identify principles against which any changes to community input 
to decision making can be based. 

• To identify improvements which could be made to the structure and 
process in York to ensure that community involvement is effective and 

equitable. 
 

2. How the panel did the review. 
 
2.1 The Scrutiny Panel co-opted a number of community representatives to 

sit on the panel, and others were invited to contribute to specific 
discussion topics. These were: 

• Lynn Jeffries, member of Include Us In. 
• Jack Archer, member of the Older Peoples Assembly and Older 

Citizens Advocacy York. 
• Rita Sanderson, York Racial Equality Network. 



• Paul Wordsworth, York Churches Together.  

• Fiona Walker, member of York RAP group (organisation of young 

disabled people) – contributor to discussion on DPAG. 
• Mike Higgins, Inclusive Living Sheffield - contributor to discussion on 

disabled people’s involvement. 
• Kenny Lieske, MESMAC Yorkshire – contributor to discussion on LGBT 

Forum. 
 

2.2 The panel held four informal sessions where it examined the principles 
and levels of participation it would like to underpin its review and 

proposals. It also invited people to the meetings to provide evidence and 
arranged visits to projects elsewhere to observe and learn from their 

practice. Examples include: 
 

• York BME Citizens Open Forum 
This was held on 9 March 2006 an and approximately 40 people were 

there with about 70% from ethnic minorities.  It was encouraging to see 

a wide diversity of ethnic backgrounds represented.  There was a 
presentation from the Commission for Equality and Human Rights (CEHR) 

which outlined their role and responsibilities to BME groups.  This was an 
interesting presentation which highlighted the need for York to be more 

aware of its growing ethnic diversity, in particular the growing population 
of immigrants from eastern Europe and its responsibilities to all BME 

groups. 
 

• Disabled Persons Advisory Group 
Members attended  DPAG as observers on 25 January 2006.  It appeared 

to be well attended but as there were no introductions our observers did 
not know who many of the attendees were and could see no name cards.  

The chair was friendly but did not make any concessions e.g. the 
attendees were not asked if they could hear everyone, nor was anyone 

asked if they could read the papers clearly.  There were no housekeeping 

rules reminding everyone what to do if the fire alarm went off, or where 
the disabled toilets were situated. 

 
The meeting was conducted in a manner similar to many other Council 

meetings and many of the attendees made no contribution to the 
discussion.  It was felt that it could have been more inclusive, for 

example by going round the table and asking every attendee if they 
wished to add anything to the debate.  The observers were also 

conscious of the very formal surroundings and wondered if this was an 
inhibiting factor. 

 
• Leeds Involvement Project 

Discussions were held with the manager and the coordinator of the 
mental health service user forums. The project had established a good 

reputation and attracted considerable funding over the past few years 

due to consistently supporting the effective involvement of disabled 
people and carers in a range of forums, reference groups, focus groups, 



and partnership boards as requested by public agencies in the city. They 

worked to agreed principles; such as participants are paid for their time 

and expertise, and they are given appropriate training prior to 
involvement to ensure participation is on an equal and fair basis.  See 

also Annex C 
 

• Yorkshire MESMAC LGBT Forum Steering Group 
MESMAC is one of the oldest and largest sexual health organisations in 

the country working predominately with Gay men, Bisexual men and 
men who have sex with men. They work across North and West 

Yorkshire, with offices in Leeds, Bradford, Wakefield, and York.  
 

On February 13th, Jack Archer, Fiona Walker and Lynn Jeffries attended 
the inaugural LGBT (Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender) Forum 

meeting, which Yorkshire MESMAC hosted at their York offices.  
 

The meeting was very well attended (the room was filled to capacity) 

and very well organised. The focus of the meeting was to identify the 
needs of LGBT people in the York area whilst developing new initiatives 

for the future.  
 

Areas discussed included:  
. The proposal of a LGBT newsletter that can be circulated and 

distributed 
. The need and opportunities for representatives of the LGBT Forum 

to participate on local authority committees and;  
. The development of some form of 'Pride Event' taking place in York 

during the summer.  
 

By the end of the meeting, a 'social committee' to look at potential social 
outlets and a newsletter team had been established and a representative 

from the LGBT forum was elected to join the ad hoc scrutiny group. 

 
2.3 The panel also sent a questionnaire to community and voluntary groups 

seeking their views and experiences of the inclusivity and accessibility of 
the council’s decision-making process. 27 questionnaires were returned 

and their findings discussed at the informal panel sessions. 
 

3. Principles To Underpin the Review 

 
3.1 The panel considered what level of participation it felt it was concerned 

with in this review. It looked at the following levels of participation (the 
most substantial being the “Supporting” and the least being 

“information”. 
 



Supporting � You help others do what they want – perhaps 

with a framework of grants, advice and 

support. 
 

Acting Together � Not only do different interests decide together 
but they form a partnership to carry it out. 

 
Deciding Together � You encourage others to provide some 

additional ideas and options, and join in 
deciding the best way forward. 

 
Consultation � You offer a number of options and listen to the 

feedback you get. 
 

Information � The least you can do is tell people what is 
planned. 

 

 
3.2 The Panel agreed that all levels of participation may be appropriate in 

certain circumstances. However the level that this scrutiny project should 
focus on is “deciding together” – with a vision that the higher the level 

we can achieve the better. The Panel agreed that ‘information’ and 
‘consulting’ were important elements but not sufficient on their own to 

constitute effective involvement – nor were they the focus of this 
Scrutiny Panel.  

 
3.3 The panel agreed the following principles that they believe should 

underpin any structures to support inclusion in decision-making. 
Although all principles were felt to be essential they were ranked in order 

of importance: 
 

Effective The participation should be effective – by influencing 

the decisions the council makes for the better. This is 
not just a fundamental principle but also the 

overriding purpose of inclusive decision-making. 
 

Openness and 
honesty 

This principle applies to all those involved in the 
decision-making (the Council and the community). 

There must be no hidden agendas or ulterior 
motives. This is essential if the participation is to 

based on trust – and hence if it is to be effective. 
 

Accessible and 
inclusive 

The participation process should be accessible to all. 
This includes ensuring disability access but also that 

the times, places and publicity for the participation 
meetings / events are inclusive. The processes 

should also be imaginative, varied and fun – one size 

does not fit all. 
 



Good 

communication 

It must be clear to all involved what decisions can be 

influenced, to what extent, how the decision will be 

made and what the outcome was and why. This must 
be done by the Council but also the community 

groups involved may be better placed to help with 
communicating outcomes to the community. 

 
Participative The participation process should encourage 

involvement and engage participants in a 
constructive way (not confrontational). 

 
Representative Community participants should be representative of 

the diversity of those communities. For example if 
speaking to disabled people does that include black 

disabled people, disabled men and women, older and 
younger disabled people etc. 

 

Accountable Those involved in the decision-making process 
should be accountable to the communities / 

organisations they ‘represent’. 
 

Clarity and 
Transparency 

It should be clear from the start what the purpose of 
the participation is and how it will work. Decisions 

should be made openly. 
 

4. Findings 
 
 The panel looked at how inclusive the decision-making process is for 7 

groups of people whose voice is often not heard. Although the remit 
could have been much wider it was felt important to focus on the more 

formal and structural mechanism for consulting with these communities 
– recognising that this is not and must not be the only involvement 

activity with these groups. 
 

4.1 Involving Faith Groups 
 

To make involvement of faith communities more effective survey 
respondents highlighted three key areas: 

• Ensuring the decision-making process is transparent – the 

involvement of faith communities and others in partnership can help to 
dispel ideas of ‘hidden agendas’. 

• Widening the inter-faith engagement to non-Christian faith groups. 
• Ensuring that faith representatives are accountable to the faith 

communities. 
 

The panel agreed that there was a need to involve faith communities in 
the decision-making process. This already exists in areas such as the 

Children’s Services EMAP and Scrutiny Board, the School Organisation 



Committee and SACRE. However it felt there was an important 

contribution to made in the following areas as well:  

• Building safer and stronger communities (community cohesion) in 
partnership with other agencies. There is an important link here with 

the Local Strategic Partnership and the need to develop a Local Area 
Agreement. There is already faith representation on the LSP but we 

may need to consider how this can be widened and strengthened – to 
involve minority faith groups. This appears to relate to the “acting 

together” level of participation that was identified in session one of the 
Scrutiny Panel, recognising the important role faith communities can 

play in helping to strengthen communities and build bridges between 
communities. 

• Racial and religious harassment is on the rise nationally and faith 
communities have an important role to play in combating the causes 

of harassment (intolerance and ignorance) through their community 
work, and by helping to raise awareness of the racial harassment 

reporting procedures. 

 
4.2 Involving Older People 

 
Survey respondents agreed that the existing Older People’s Assembly 

(OPA), supported be the Older People’s Champion roles appears to be 
fairly effectively involving older people in the decision-making process.  

 
Its main strengths are: 

• Its accountability: officers are elected, co-optees on other committees 
and forums are expected to report back, involvement from a wide 

number of older people’s organisations. 
• Its representativeness: meetings are well attended by men, women, 

disabled people. 
• Its communication: members of OPA value the contribution the 

champion makes to keeping up to date with the Council’s work. The 

regular newsletter keeps older people informed about its work. It 
seeks the views from wide numbers of older people on a regular basis 

(through group’s activities and through surveys). 
 

It could however be improved further by: 
• Funding the group so it can reach and involve more older people in its 

activities (especially BME people). 
• The Council demonstrating its commitment to involvement of older 

people by listening more and acting on what they are told. 
• More and better feedback for all older people on the results of 

consultation and involvement – not just to those active in older 
people’s organisations. 

• Making the work of scrutiny co-optees more effective. 
• Improving engagement with OPA from partner agencies. 

 

The Panel noted that the facility for there to be co-optees can be useful 
but there are concerns that they may not be really involved in decision-



making as important decisions appeared to have been taken elsewhere 

beforehand. In some cases there is a lack of clarity about co-optees right 

to speak. Many decision-making bodies and boards do not have co-
optees. Nonetheless co-optees can be useful because it meant that 

groups received paperwork in advance of meetings and therefore can 
speak to councillors and lobby – ie it gets you ‘inside the system’, and 

helps to get information out to the community. But people don’t know 
who everyone is, don’t know rules and how they can speak, where to sit 

etc. 
 

There are regular newsletters to the community from OPA already which 
are distributed through a network – to sheltered housing, residential 

homes etc. However with a paid member of staff (e.g. for 2 days a week) 
the distribution could be much wider and bring in the numerous luncheon 

clubs for example, and so they could have a representative on the 
committee. The funding is not secure enough to enable OPA to recruit to 

this post currently. There are 5 public meetings a year – the last of these 

attracting over 70 people. 
 

4.3 Involving BME Communities 
 

The panel identified the following strengths and weaknesses in the 
current structure for involving people from BME communities: 

 
Strengths 

• York BME Citizens Open Forums facilitated by York Racial Equality 
Network have been operating for 4 years with 20-40 people attending 

on a regular basis. 
• Each forum is based on a theme suggested by the public. Local, 

regional and national issues are discussed  all of which impact on local 
issues.  

• It is valued by BME citizens and groups in the York area – and 

recognised by CYC and the Commission for Racial Equality. 
• It is governed by the Commission for Racial Equality Quality 

Standards with specific race equality requirements.  York Racial 
Equality Network is the only organisation in York and North Yorkshire 

that complies with and meets those standards. 
• It is a source of specialist knowledge and is independent of the 

council. 
• It has managed to combat some of the issues surrounding the 

involvement of hard to reach groups. 
 

Weaknesses 
• The Forum finds it difficult to get feedback / support from other 

agencies. 
 

Recognising the presence and success of York BME Citizens Open 

Forums, it was felt that the confidence of BME citizens to become more 



involved in mainstream consultation and involvement still needs much 

work. 

 
Key issues that need to be addressed if effectiveness of Open Forums to 

influence Council can be improved are: 
• How do officers that attend open forums take the information back to 

the council? What happens then? Better feedback needed. 
• How do people who attend the Open Forums on behalf of a community 

group feedback to the community group, or pass the views of that 
group into the forums themselves? 

• Need for one body for BME citizens to feed into. This used to be 
Building Bridges but not clear if this still exists. Need somewhere to 

feed issues raised at Open Forums into Council and to be given 
feedback. 

• Need to establish confidence with the community that they will be 
taken seriously. 

 

4.4 Involving Young People 
 

The panel identified the following strengths and weaknesses in the 
current structure for involving young people: 

 
Strengths 

• Large range of organisations. 
• Supported by youth service, including a Voice and Influence Co-

ordinator. 
• Recognised by the council (Young People’s Advisory Panel and 

Champion). 
• Citizenship activities for schools in the Guildhall. 

 
Weaknesses 

• Lack of representativeness – how are people selected? 

• Lack of primary school input. 
• Lack of participation by young people. 

 
Although there were felt to be many strengths with the involvement of 

young people the developments in this area could still be built on further 
– in particular to improve participation, accessibility and accountability. 

The Young People’s Advisory Panel is working closely with the Children’s 
Trust and the Council to track what work is going on and to propose 

improvements. 
 

4.5 Involving Disabled People 
 

The questionnaire sent to community groups received its greatest 
response from disability organisations. There was a wide range of views 

expressed, some of them contradictory. The main points can be 

summarised as: 
 



• The meetings can be overly formal and although access in some ways 

(eg loops, chairing) is very good, in other ways they remain 

inaccessible to many disabled people – the venue is unsuitable and the 
reports / presentations contain too much jargon and are complicated. 

• The chairing of the meeting is very welcoming and as informal as the 
rules allow – however disabled people have little say over the agenda 

or the running of the meeting. 
• The meetings are effective for commenting on individual access issues 

but not for taking a collective overview or approach to disability 
issues. 

• There is sometimes doubt about whether consultation with DPAG is 
meaningful although this has felt to have improved in recent years. 

• Involvement in the group does reflect the diversity of physical and 
sensory impairments fairly well but not people with learning difficulties 

and mental health service users. Also there are no young disabled 
people or disabled people from BME groups. 

• The group is on one hand very friendly but on the other it can appear 

to people attending for the first time that they everyone else has long 
standing relationships that gives their views more weight. 

• Most disabled do not know the group exists or what work it does. 
• Participants are involved as individuals not as representatives of 

organisations of disabled people – and hence their views are not 
accountable. 

 
The panel identified the following issues in the current structure for 

involving disabled people through the Disabled Persons Advisory Group 
(DPAG): 

• Is there a clear, accountable process for how to get onto the DPAG 
and for how feedback from it is to be provided by DPAG members to 

their constituencies? 
• How/why do things get discussed? 

• What training do members of DPAG get around disability equality, 

other diversity and effective consultation issues? 
• How can the DPAG work to remove barriers to the involvement of 

some Disabled People in its work? 
• What is the DPAG development plan and system for prioritising its 

work? 
• What is the strategic role of the DPAG? Why does it exist at all – how 

can it be made more effective if it is to be kept? 
• How can the DPAG be promoted more effectively to a diverse range of 

Disabled People 
• How can the focus of the issues considered by the DPAG be 

broadened? 
• What is the decision making process – i.e. how are decisions reached; 

what happens to decisions/recommendations made by the DPAG; and 
how does the DPAG know what has happened to its 

decisions/recommendations? 

• Are there terms of reference for the DPAG – if so, do these need 
reviewing and if not should these be drawn up and agreed? 



• How can the DPAG be made more inclusive? There was particular 

interest in investigating further the role of Centres for Inclusive Living 

(CILs) and how these can support effective participation of disabled 
people. 

 
It was agreed that whilst not many disabled people knew about the 

existence of DPAG it was not necessarily any worse than scrutiny bodies 
in the council. It was also felt that the papers for DPAG go to a very wide 

number of groups and maybe it was those groups not informing their 
members that was more of the problem. The Panel also recognised that 

disabled people did have a say over the agenda and that the rules were 
not imposed rigidly. 

 
4.6 Gender 

 
The panel noted the following about the involvement in women in the 

decision-making process: 

 
• Councillors representation is approximately 2:1 in favour of men but 

there is a much better balance in the Executive and the Shadow 
Executive. 

• Management hierarchy still predominately men (glass ceiling still 
exists in the council and the wider city). There are areas where our 

gender balance in management is very good such as Primary Schools, 
but also other areas where we could do much better. 

• Council needs to set an example.  
 

The one survey to be completed on gender issues questions the merit of 
seeking to involve women as a specific group. However it does recognise 

the need for more women officers and councillors who are taking the 
decisions. 

 

It was agreed that whilst there were still many issues of women’s 
equality that needed to be addressed there also needs to be recognition 

of the need to manage the perception of positive discrimination. It was 
felt that it is better to address issues of gender equality. 

 
4.7 Involving the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender (LGBT) 

Communities 
 

The surveys demonstrate a degree of consensus that there is a need for 
some kind of structure for the involvement of LGB people that at the 

time didn’t exist. However MESMAC have now initiated an LGBT forum 
which met for the first time in February. The Forum is made up of LGBT 

people and other stakeholders. The Forum welcomed the idea of an 
equality panel, giving it a clear mechanism for communication wit the 

council and other disadvantaged groups.  

 



There was discussion about the need to involve LGBT community as a 

distinct group in the decision making process. It was agreed that due to 

the particular concerns they may have about services and policies and 
that raising these through mainstream decision-making bodies may not 

be possible (are these safe places for people to be ‘out’?) there is a need 
for a forum for LGBT people. Hence the initiative by MESMAC to develop 

such a forum was welcomed as offering an opportunity to develop 
involvement in this area. 

 
4.8 Setting an Example 

 
The Panel noted the importance for the Council to set a good example. We do 

want to make our decision-making process more accessible and inclusive to 
people from disadvantaged communities and hence this report considers how 

they can participate more effectively through community forums. However the 
Council also employs many decision-makers is senior positions within the 

Council. A truly ‘inclusive’ decision-making process would ensure that all 

sections of the local community are reflected within these posts. 
 

The Panel considered the equality-profile for the top 5% of staff working for 
the Council. Areas where improvement was needed were identified by looking 

at the three equality areas where this is currently monitored (race, gender and 
disability) in turn. 

 
4.8.1 Gender 

 
Whilst almost three quarters of the workforce are women (73%) just over half 

of the top 5% of paid jobs are held by women (51%).  
 

Of jobs that are graded ‘PO’ and above almost two-thirds are held by women 
(62%) but this varies greatly by directorate. So 70% of jobs graded PO and 

above in Community Services are held by women but only 9% of these jobs 

are held by women in Commercial Services. 
 

In all cases however this means that women are less likely than men to 
progress to the higher grades within the Council. Although the Council is 

amongst the best in this area when compared to other Councils (and is 
improving) it still needs to improve gender equality at these higher grades. 

 
The figures for recruitment however show that we continue to recruit more 

women than men. Last year about 6 out of every ten job applicants and 7 out 
of 10 new recruits were women. 

 
4.8.2 Ethnicity 

 
Just under 1 in 20 of the local population (4.9%) are from Black and Minority 

Ethnic (BME) groups. However only 2.8% of the Council workforce (and 2.6% 

of those on grades PO and above) are from BME groups. Although this would 
appear to show there is no ‘glass ceiling’ for BME staff working for the Council, 



they continue to be under-represented in the workforce. Some directorates 

however are doing better than others. So Community Services for example 

employs 4.2% BME staff. 
 

The ethnic profile for recruitment to jobs within the Council shows that 4.2% of 
job applicants and 3.5% of new recruits are from BME groups, which whilst still 

below the percentage for the local population shows that progress is being 
made in this area but that there is still much work to be done. 

 
4.8.3 Disability 

 
Of all the staff employed by the Council only 2.1% are disabled people. Not 

only is this considerably below the number of disabled people of working age in 
the city it has also fallen in the last year. The Council is investigating why this 

is and what steps it can take to reverse the decline. The Council has however 
increased the proportion of new recruits who are disabled from 1.3% to 3% in 

the last year but this is still of course much lower than the proportion of 

disabled people in the city. 
 

In contrast disabled people working for the authority are successful at reaching 
higher grades – with 3.6% of staff on grades PO and above being disabled. In 

Chief Executives 9% of staff on these grades are disabled. 
 

5. Recommendations 
 

The panel makes the following proposals to improve the inclusiveness 

and accessibility of the Council’s decision making process. 
 

1.The council should consult on the formation of an Social 
Inclusion Working Group as discussed in Annex C to consider: 

 

• Whether the remit and membership DPAG could be expanded to 
include other equality issues.  

• How disabled people can be supported to participate in an inclusive 
and pan-impairment forum in the future if the role of DPAG has been 

expanded in this way. 
• Whether resources could be found to support the participation of 

community groups in an Equality Advisory Group. 
• The Social Inclusion Working Group should incorporate the levels and 

principles of participation detailed in 3.1 – 3.3 of this report and 

determine how these can be measured. 
 

2.The Council should work to strengthen inter-faith partnerships 
 

• The efforts to develop inter-faith work through the “City of Faiths” 

initiative and partnerships such as York Churches Together should be 
supported and encouraged by the council.  

• There needs to be clarity about the role, remit, powers and 
relationships of those involved in partnership bodies. 



• Actively involve faith groups in areas of common interest in the Local 

Strategic Partnership’s work.  

• Faith groups should be encouraged to participate at Ward Committees. 
• Ensure council agendas are accessible to forums such as Churches 

Together in York and the York branches of the British Humanist 
Association and the British Secular Society. This would enable them to 

know what was due to be discussed so they could contribute to the 
discussions where relevant. 

 
3.The Council should improve communication with need-to-reach 

groups 

 
• The requirements made of community forums to be inclusive and 
accountable to the communities they represent.  

• The level of resources given to community forums to enable them to 
be inclusive, accountable and sustainable. 

•  
 

4.The council should encourage the co-option of community 

representatives onto decision making bodies. 
 

• Provide training to committee / board chairs to enable them to make 
meetings more welcoming and inclusive. This could include guidance 

on dealing with co-optees, visitors and members of the public. 
• Review and share with co-optees and community groups the guide to 

how the council runs and its decision-making structures (produced for 
Councillors).  

• There should also be training for co-optees prior to attending 
meetings. 

• Community forum representation from BME communities, young 
people, disabled people, LGBT communities and older people will be 

gender balanced.  The community issues set out in section 6 of this 
report should be addressed by the Council in consultation with the 

relevant groups. 

 

6        Community Issues 

 
BME Communities 

 
The Social Inclusion Working Group would provide a single body for the 
Open Forum to feed into. This would help give continuity for the forum - 

issues raised at the forum meetings have somewhere to be raised and a 

means for regular reports on progress made by the council. However the 
confidence and capacity of BME community groups will need to be built 

and supported if the forum is to achieve its full potential for effective 
participation. 

  



Young People 

 

Given the existence of a Young Persons Advisory Panel it was felt that it 
would be better placed to consider the participation of young people. 

However the findings and proposals of this panel should be given to the 
Advisory Panel for consideration - in particular the proposal for an Social 

Inclusion Working Group to which young people would be invited to 
contribute towards. The form this contribution and involvement would 

take is to be decided by the Young People’s Advisory Panel and should 
involve the Schools Council Forum or other involvement mechanisms 

which are felt placed to support the voice of young people. 
 

Disabled People 

 
The Panel felt that the Disabled People’s Advisory Group would benefit 

from a greater degree of independence from the Council and to be more 
self-organised. This would mirror the arrangements of the Older People’s 

Assembly which it was felt to have been very effective in giving a strong 
clear voice to older people in the city in recent years. Any such forum 

should be pan-impairment and ensure disabled people who attend 
meetings on behalf of organisations are accountable to those 

organisations, and maintain good communication with their membership 
on the work of the disability forum. The development of such a forum 

would require appropriate support and resources if it were to be 

achievable and effective. 
 

Any changes to DPAG should ensure the following issues are addressed: 
• It should consider more issues of strategy and policy. The focus 

currently is too much on access issues. 
• Many issues appear to have already been made by the time they 

come to DPAG. 
• Can feel impersonal and exclusive. There are not enough young 

disabled people attending. 
• DPAG could try to vary the style of meetings, make them less formal 

in structure and make them more accessible. 
• Move venue (perhaps to the library?) 

• Make them more responsive to events. 
• Practical responses are needed to suggestions made at the meeting 

for improvement in how the meeting is run. 

• Provide papers which are easier to read. 
• Provide papers earlier in advance of meetings. 

• Consider how greater control of the agenda can be given to disabled 
people, possibly through the introduction of a forward plan so 

individuals and groups could know what was coming up. 
 

The Panel recognises that this would be a major change to the workings 
of DPAG and as such it is essential that disabled people are consulted on 

the proposals – both disabled people who attend DPAG and those that 
currently do not. The aim should be to develop the forum in partnership 



with disabled people so it can meet the needs of all disabled people in 

York. 

 
 

Gender 
 

There was reluctance to set up a new committee and instead the option 

of widening the remit of DPAG to include other social inclusion or equality 
issues was considered. All forums sending representatives to an advisory 

forum could be required to have a fair gender balance.  
Representation on council committees was also discussed and it was felt 

that the constitutional review should allow for there to be a stated 
ambition that all committees should have as fair a gender balance as 

possible. Ultimately however this would be dependent upon political 
parties achieving a gender balance in their groups. 

 
LGBT Communities 

 

The Panel welcomes and supports MESMAC’s initiative to develop an 

LGBT forum. The Council needs to provide practical and consistent 
support for this project. 

 
Older People 

 

The Panel recognises the important contribution made by the Older 
People’s Assembly to giving an effective voice to older people. It needs 

to be sustained in the long term, and recognises that without this 
support its work is in jeopardy. 



                  SCRUTINY TOPIC REGISTRATION FORM 
  

 

SUGGESTED TITLE OF TOPIC 

 

Inclusive Decision-Making 

 

ABOUT YOU   Please fill in as many of the details as you are able to.   

 

Names of proposers:- 

 

Julian Horsler, Equalities Officer, City of York Council, tel. 551704 

Cllr Ruth Potter 

Cllr Madeleine Kirk  

 

 

Are You   (delete as applicable)    

• A Resident of York    
 

• A Visitor  
 

• A City of York Councillor 
 

• A City of York Council Employee  
 

• A Representative of a Voluntary Organisation or Charitable Trust    
(if YES please tell us the organisations title and your relationship to the 

organisation below )    

Older People’s Assembly – Older People’s Champion (Cllr Potter) 
 

• Other (please comment)  

  

 

YES 
 

 NO 
 

YES  
 

YES  

 

YES 
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ABOUT YOUR PROPOSED TOPIC 

Please write your responses to as many of the questions below as  you are able to.   

 

WHY  DO YOU THINK THIS TOPIC IS IMPORTANT?  

 

It is widely recognised that some groups of disadvantaged people find it harder to influence the 

decision-making process than other people. For example elderly people can find that they do not 

know who to contact in the Council, a disabled person may find that a meeting is inaccessible to 

them, a member of a black or minority ethnic community that information is not available in their 

language, a single parent that there is no child care provision, or that a gay and lesbian person 

doesn’t feel able to talk openly in a public meeting. 

 
Over the years a number of groups and forums have arisen which seek to give these communities 

a voice – and an influence on decision-making. Currently the most prominent are the Older 

People’s Assembly, the Disabled Persons Advisory Group, the York Racial Equality Network 

Open Forums and the Youth Forum. Each of these has a different way of interfacing with the 

decision-making process. There is also an Older People’s Champion amongst the elected 

members, with responsibility of raising older people’s issues within the council.  

 

These groups all work in different ways, and have their own strengths and weaknesses. However 

it is unlikely that none of them could be made more effective.   

 

DO YOU KNOW  IF THIS TOPIC IS IMPORTANT TO OTHER PEOPLE? IF SO, WHO AND 

WHY?   

 

Consultation for the purpose of developing the Council’s Equality Strategy heard many times that 

the Council needs to listen to what people are saying and enable them to influence the Council’s 

planning and decisions. This is something the Council already tries to do but could do better. 

 

 

WHAT DO YOU THINK SCRUTINY OF THIS TOPIC MIGHT CHANGE, DO OR 

ACHIEVE?  

 

Establish a basis for future involvement of disadvantaged groups in decision making that is 

equitable, consistent and accessible. The timing of this project could enable it to inform the 

outcome of the Constitutional review. The ultimate purpose of the topic would be to benefit both 

the Council and residents by helping ensure that its decisions (and hence services) are more 

appropriate and responsive to the needs of York’s diverse community and hence more effective 

and valued. The more inclusive the decision-making the better the decision-making – “nothing 

about us without us” as the disability movement says. 

 



DO YOU HAVE IDEAS ABOUT THE APPROACH SCRUTINY MEMBERS MIGHT TAKE 

TO YOUR SUGGESTED TOPIC?  

 

1. Establish key ‘markers’ for effective inclusion in the decision making process and review 

existing involvement mechanisms against these. This can be a desk-top exercise initially but 

also a basis for involvement of the mechanisms involved. Officers undertake a survey of 

similar local authorities and how they involve disadvantaged groups, and with how much 

effectiveness.  

2. Invite submissions from community groups about how the views of disadvantaged 

communities can be best taken account of in the decision-making process. To seek specific 

examples of how the current system may have failed to include the views of disadvantaged 

groups and suggestions as to what improvements / changes could the Council make to its 

current practice? This could include considering what services or facilities could enhance 

participation and involvement. 

3. Officers report to Scrutiny Cmte on main issues mentioned in the submissions and the review 

and key issues for further scrutiny are identified.  

4. Scrutiny Cmte invite community representatives to discuss the issues in person at an 

accessible and inclusive community event.  

5. Final report with recommendations.  

 

 

WOULD YOU BE HAPPY TO TALK TO SCRUTINY MEMBERS ABOUT YOUR 

PROPOSED TOPIC AT FORMAL MEETINGS?  

 

Yes 
 

 

PLEASE ENCLOSE ANY SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS OR OTHER INFORMATION YOU 

FEEL MIGHT BE USEFUL BACKGROUND TO THE SUBMISSION OF THIS TOPIC FOR 

CONSIDERATION.  
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Paul Wordsworth 
 

 
 

Other contributors 
 

Mike Higgins 
Kenny Lieske  

Fiona Walker 
 

 
Officers of City of York Council 

 
Barbara Boyce 

Suzan Hemingway 
Julian Horsler 
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Visit to Leeds involvement project 
 
Cllr Ian Cuthbertson and Julian Horsler visited Leeds Involvement project  
(LIP) on 13th February.  This project is a service user led organisation  
which exists as a charity and is a separate entity from Leeds City  
Council.  It started life with significant funds from the residue of a  
Leeds Health Action Zone and subsequent funding had been received from  
several sources. Ongoing 'core' funding (50% from Leeds City Council  
Social Services and 50% from the 5 Leeds PCTs) of about £120k is boosted  
to some £345k by further grants from the Lottery Fund and from Comic  
Relief.  The staff has grown to some 12 full-time staff including the  
Project Manager. 
 
The Project Manager's brief has been to secure funding at the 'core' level  
and to supplement it by gaining further funding on a project by project  
basis.  Generally, the core funding itself and each further tranche of  
funding are all underpinned by SLAs which involve both the funder and the  
recipient(s).   The effect of pump-priming the operation by using the  
residue of Health Action Zone funds appears to have helped in this. 
 
The project is based on promoting the Social Model of Disability, in which  
the client is viewed as an 'expert user' in the process of identifying and  
removing barriers.  A holistic approach to health is promoted, which also  
recognises a Social Model of Health where external factors such as income,  
environment, discrimination can affect health.  A diverse range of service  
users and carers is involved, prioritising those who face additional  
discrimination or disadvantage.  Innovative approaches are developed in a  
'beyond the tick box' culture which employs reference groups, training,  
user-led research and evaluation, new facilitation methods, community  
outreach and other methods to find new ways helping people participate. 
 
With the 7 Leeds PPIFs (1 for each PCT, 1 for Mental Health and 1 for the  
Acute Trust) there are places on the Health and Well-Being OSC, the  
Service Users and Carers Alliance and Leeds Voice.  The Service Users and  
Careers Alliance feeds into planning at citywide strategic level (eg  
Scrutiny Boards, Health Inequalities Modernisation Team) and works on  
issues which come from the members (eg changes to eligibility criteria). 
Modernisation Teams are inter-agency teams which focus on Mental Health  
and on Older People's services.  Comic Relief funding supports a further  
Disabled People and Diversity Project, involving an LGBT Disabled People  
Group and a BME Disabled People's Consultation Group.  There is a Locality  
Development Scheme which helps users of community care services to  
participate more fully in service planning and to respond to initiatives  
from service providers. 
 
User-led research focuses on how support services can better meet the  
needs of LGB and Mental Health service users; there is a project with CSCI  
to involve service users in Performance Assessment of Local Authority  
Social Services Departments.  Advice and information is also provided to  
services users and carers on good practice, methods and opportunities;  
feedback from this is used in strategic planning of involvement in Health  
and Social Services.  The project has a quarterly newsletter, a website  
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and a developing library. 
 
The project has been closely involved in developing local enhancements to  
recent statutory processes for involvement in health alongside PALS, ICAS  
and the PPIFs, negotiating support for these with a local 'network  
provider' (in this case, Leeds CC working with LIP). 
 
 
 

 

 



Possible creation of Social Inclusion Working Group 
 
Establish an Social Inclusion Working Group to consider issues relevant to 
race, disability, gender, sexuality and age equality. Members of the group 
will be: 

• Elected Members nominated at annual council meeting. 

• Elected members who are Champions for a disadvantaged community (eg 
Young Persons’ Champion, Older People’s Champion etc). 

• 2 delegated representatives from each of 5 community forums. 
The community forums would be: 

• YREN Open Forum 

• Older People’s Assembly 

• Disability Forum (eg revised and independent DPAG) 

• LGBT Forum 

• Youth Forum (or other such forum as advised by YPAG) 
 
Some of these forums already exist and these proposals if adopted would 
not mean any changes to the way these forums currently function, their 
liaison with other groups / sections of the Council or planned development- 
the proposals are additional to existing arrangements. 
 
Discussions would be needed with each forum to establish their ability to 
run meetings, communicate with members and the wider community and 
send representatives to the SIWG – in some circumstances it may be that 
additional ring-fenced grants may be required to facilitate this. Forums will 
be asked to organise an agreed number of meetings a year and to elect 2 
representatives to the SIWG. The representatives will be responsible for 
articulating the views of the community forum at the SIWG and for 
reporting back to the forum the discussions and decisions taken at SIWG. 
The forum will then be responsible for publicising to its members and the 
wider community the results of its involvement in the SIWG and to 
encourage wider and representative attendance at the forums. The 
representatives nominated by each forum must be a man and a woman to 
ensure there is a fair gender balance on the SIWG. The representatives will 
be offered training to ensure they can effectively participate in the 
meetings. 
 
How the SIWG would work: 
 
The SIWG would meet every two months. It would be a public meeting to 
which anyone could attend and participate in discussions. However only the 
formal representatives of the community forums and the elected members 
can vote. 
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There should be a named Executive Member (who has equality or inclusion 
in their portfolio) on the group along with the elected member equality 
champions (such as Older People’s Champion and Young People’s 
Champion). 
 
The agenda would be based on a forward plan agreed at each meeting 
based upon suggestions made by the various community forums, elected 
members and council officers. The forward plan would be circulated to all 
forums so they had the chance to discuss the issues due to be raised in 
advance of the SIWG so representatives could contribute to SIWG 
discussions informed in advance of the views of the forum. Meetings would 
seek to be as informal as possible and to use innovative / creative ways to 
consider topics and reach decisions. 
 
The purpose of the SIWG would be to discuss issues of equality at a 
strategic level in a number of areas: 
 
Employment  
- how the council could make its workforce better reflect the diversity of 
the local population and to evaluate progress. 
Service delivery  

– council strategies and plans for making services more inclusive 
and accessible and to evaluate progress. 

– issues about services raised by forums that have significant 
implications for the wider community. 

Community involvement 

– how the council can effectively involve people from 
disadvantaged communities in consultation to shape and evaluate 
services. 

– effective partnership working that involves people from all 
communities. 

 
Examples of what would be discussed: 

• Employment Equality Improvement Plan – each year HR produce a plan 
that reports on the equality profile of the workforce and actions it 
intends to take to improve this. This plan could come to the SIWG so 
forums know how well CYC is doing and comment upon the actions 
proposed. 

• Local Development Framework – this will include a vision as to what the 
city should look like and the principles that should underpin future 
planning decisions. The SIWG could usefully discuss what these principles 
should be. They could also comment on how communities should be 
involved in planning and development decisions in the future. 



• Community Safety Plan – the group could give its views as to what the 
priorities should be for the CSP and how communities can be further 
consulted and involved. 

• Council Plan – comment on the council’s priorities and help identify 
those projects over the next year that may have significant equality 
implications. 

• Benefit Claims – after a community forum hears that people are 
reporting delays and difficulties with council benefit claims an officer 
attends the next meeting to explain the problems and how these will be 
rectified. 

• Planning Brief – a community forum is concerned that a planning brief 
for an industrial development ignores the needs of a neighbouring BME 
community. This is raised at SIWG and officer attends to hear the 
concerns. 

• Information needs of young people – a group of young people carry out 
research that appears to show that young disabled people are not 
receiving the information they need about services they are entitled to. 
This is raised at SIWG and officers are asked to develop a plan to address 
the problem. 

 
Examples of what would not be discussed: 

• Complaints about individual officers or services (unless there is concern 
about wider implications or there have been lots of similar complaints). 
These can be dealt with using the council’s complaints procedure, by 
referring the individual to the relevant section, or by using other 
established channels. 

• Individual access concerns raised by a disabled person. The issue will be 
raised with the relevant officer who will be asked to respond. If however 
the same problem consistently occurs then it may be discussed at a 
future meeting. Plans for new developments (building, road crossing etc) 
will be sent to disability organisations for comment. 
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