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Dear Sirs

Review of integrated commissioning governance

We report on the integrated commissioning governance in accordance with our 
agreement dated 20 August 2018 (see Appendix One). Save as described in the 
agreement or as expressly agreed by us in writing, we accept no liability (including for 
negligence) to anyone else or for any other purpose in connection with this report, and 
it may not be provided to anyone else.

In the event that, pursuant to a request which you have received under the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000 or the Environmental Information Regulations 2004 (as the 
same may be amended or re-enacted from time to time) or any subordinate legislation 
made thereunder (collectively, the “Legislation”), you are required to disclose any 
information contained in this report, you will consult with us prior to disclosing such 
report. You agree to pay due regard to any representations which we may make in 
connection with such disclosure and to apply any relevant exemptions which may exist 
under the Legislation to such report. If, following consultation with us, you disclose 
this report or any part of it, you shall ensure that any disclaimer which we have 
included or may subsequently wish to include in the report is reproduced in full in any 
copies disclosed.

Yours sincerely

Yvonne Mowlds
PricewaterhouseCoopers

City and Hackney

GlossaryAppendicesMain findingsKey PrioritiesAt a glanceContents Introduction



Introduction 5

At a glance 6

Key priorities for strengthening governance 10

Main findings 14

1 Overall integrated commissioning governance 15

2 Organisational and programme governance interaction 21

3 Scrutiny of budgets, financial risk and performance risk 27

4 Workstreams 30

5 Efficiency and effectiveness 32

Appendices 38

1 Recommendations 39

2 Scope & process 43

3 Glossary 47

ContentsContents

PwC

08 January 2019

Final

Strictly private and confidentialCity and Hackney

4

GlossaryAppendicesMain findingsKey PrioritiesAt a glanceContents Introduction



PwC

08 January 2019

Final

Strictly private and confidential
5

City and Hackney

Introduction The City and Hackney Integrated Commissioning Programme 
(“the programme”) was formed as a result of an intention of the 
three partners, NHS City and Hackney CCG, London Borough of 
Hackney and the City of London Corporation, to work together 
on integration of commissioning, including through the pooling 
of certain budgets under section 75 agreements.  This was 
formalised through a Memorandum of Understanding, agreed 
in November 2016.  The programme itself commenced early in 
2017, while three of the Workstreams have been in place for 14 
months or less.

At a high level, the aim of the programme is to work as a single 
system, transforming the way the organisations work to improve 
health and wellbeing outcomes across City and Hackney.  The 
specific purposes of the programme included the setting up of 
integrated commissioning arrangements; identification and 
progression of transformational activities; accountability and 
management of pooled resources; and migration from legacy 
commissioning arrangements to empower integrated 
commissioning.

Governance structure

In order to help achieve the aim, the governance structure is 
split into three layers.  The first is the Integrated Commissioning 
Boards (ICB) which meet in common and have authority to 
make decisions on pooled budgets as delegated by the partner 
organisations.  The second, the Transformation Board (TB) is 
intended to make recommendations to the ICB in relation to 
integrated commissioning.  The TB makes recommendations 
partly from the output of the third layer, which are the four 
Workstreams.  These have each been set a series of requests 
from the ICB, on which they report to the TB and ICB. Each 
Workstream has been given significant autonomy and 
developed further governance structures in order to deliver their 
work.

Finance

The programme currently has governance oversight of an 
annual budget of £519.8m.  This includes both the pooled 
budgets (around 10% of the total) and also aligned 
budgets.  Aligned budgets are those which the ICB can 
make recommendations on, but the responsibility for 
decision making remains with the statutory body.  While 
the intention is to pool further budgets, the total amount 
pooled and aligned is lower than originally envisaged.

Context

The programme has made good progress and evolved in 
the two years since the Memorandum of Understanding 
was agreed.  The external environment has been in a 
state of flux, especially in relation to the direction of the 
North East London STP.  Within the programme the 
pooled budgets are lower than expected, while there have 
been changes in some key members of the ICB, not least 
the departure of the CCG’s Accountable Officer who was 
seen as setting the pace of the programme. Despite these 
factors, the partners have developed a functional 
relationship, with commitment from all parties to deliver 
for the benefit for the local population.

The programme is now at a crucial point in its 
development.  Having established structures which have 
enabled cooperation, there is an acknowledgement that 
the programme needs to start delivering greater 
transformational change and demonstrate that it is 
having a measurable impact on the health and wellbeing 
outcomes across City and Hackney.
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At a 
glance

PwC view
The partners within the 
City and Hackney 
demonstrate 
commitment to 
delivering integrated 
care to the local 
population.  

We have observed a 
commendably high 
commitment from all 
parties to the principles 
of collaborative 
working to improve 
care outcomes.  

However, the 
programme needs a 
clearly defined 
understood purpose, 
objectives, an 
identifiable 
programme SRO and 
an Accountable Officer 
team. Without these 
elements in place, the 
governance structure 
will be less effective.

City and Hackney

! The partners within the integrated 

commissioning programme understand and 
promote the importance of integrated care.

There is a long-standing commitment to the 
integration of care which underpins the 
programme. Across the partners we encountered 
strong cooperation and support to improve the 
health of individuals, localities and served 
populations through the implementation of greater 
integrated care. This is a crucial platform in any 
governance development.

There is an opportunity to build upon successes to 
date to ensure the programme governance supports 
delivery going forward.

The City and Hackney integrated commissioning 
programme and its governance structure have made 
significant progress over the two years since its 
initial inception.  It has enabled the partners to 
work together in a way that other integrated care 
systems have struggled to implement and is starting 
to enable transformation.  

The governance structure does, however, require 
reform, both because it has served its initial 
purpose, i.e. to enable partners to work together; 
and because the external environment has, and 
continues to, change.  By making the appropriate 
changes to the governance structure, the 
programme will be in the best place to achieve what 
it is aiming for, more effective and efficient care for 
the residents of City and Hackney.

6

@ There is a need to develop a shared programme 

narrative, and embed it across all key stakeholders.

We have not found a commonly understood narrative setting 
out the purpose, remit, objectives and measures of success of 
the integrated commissioning programme. Whilst this was 
created at the start of the programme it needs to be revisited 
and embedded.

The documented programme priorities are too numerous and 
broad to provide the clarity required.  They currently allow 
the inclusion of virtually all integrated care content within 
the integrated commissioning programme. 

Stakeholders struggle to articulate what the purpose of the 
programme is; beyond bringing partners together. 

A rapid exercise is needed, driven by a programme SRO and 
Accountable Officer team, to refresh the aims and objectives 
of the programme.  This will also require members of the 
senior leadership across the partner organisations to more 
actively own and drive the programme.

# Clarity on the parameters, purpose and 

limitations of the programme will support delivery 
of the programme.
As a consequence of the lack of narrative, the scope, 
accountability, deliverables and priorities of the programme 
are not understood sufficiently by participants to be a driving 
force to underpin the integrated commissioning programme.  

Given that the statutory bodies remain sovereign in all areas 
apart from in relation to the small pooled budgets, the 
specific improvement based nature of Section 75 agreements 
are not sufficiently reflected in how the programme operates. 
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At a 
glance
PwC view
The integrated 
commissioning programme 
has not adequately set out 
the extent of 
transformational benefits it 
aims to deliver. 

Consequently, while the 
Transformation Board gives 
access to many voices, it 
cannot demonstrate how it 
contributes to 
transformation.  

Reconstituting the 
Transformation Board as an 
engagement forum to 
consult on transformation 
initiatives would retain the 
levels of representation, 
while reducing 
administrative overhead 
and duplication of process.  

7

City and Hackney

$ The re-engineering of governance 

structures will drive improvements and 
provide greater assurance that integrated 
commissioning is being delivered.

The current governance structure could deliver 
greater value.  At its most basic, the value the 
structure should bring is to ensure that key functions 
of commissioning are being delivered.  While the 
approach to integrated commissioning nationally is in 
a state of evolution, the NAO, for example, has 
concluded that the functions of commissioning 
(including integrated commissioning) should cover:

• Assessing Needs

• Designing Services

• Sourcing Suppliers

• Delivering services

• Review and evaluation

It is not clear how the current structure can ensure 

the delivery of these, or similar, aims.

% The Transformation Board is currently not 

achieving its purpose.

There is a lack of clarity regarding the extent the 
programme should be orientated to deliver 
transformational benefits. As a result, the 
Transformation Board is unable to deliver and monitor 
specific, well defined improvement or transformational 
objectives. 

In their place, business as usual items dominate content 
of both the Transformation and Integrated 
Commissioning Boards.  A consequence of this is that 
the Transformation Board cannot be fully effective and 
is viewed by many as duplicating the work of the 
Integrated Commissioning Boards.

^ Representation at programme forums has 

been the priority, sometimes at the expense of 
effective governance. 

Ensuring and assuring that co-production and 
participation are delivered at each stage of integrated 
commissioning is essential. 

Governance arrangements need to assure the 
participation and representation processes are operating 
effectively rather than themselves being central ways for 
participation and representation. 
Whilst it is invaluable to engage, in practice this has 
overridden the purpose of governance - which is to 
provide clear accountable and trusted structures. 
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At a 
glance
PwC view
Empowering 
Workstreams to innovate 
/ develop has confused the 
requirement for them to 
perform essential 
governance functions.

Clarifying decision 
making and streamlining 
the programme structure 
would make a significant 
difference to programme 
governance. Programme 
structures were designed 
with a bigger role in mind 
– they do not match the 
limited accountabilities 
that have emerged.  
Therefore there is an 
opportunity to streamline 
structures.

There is potential to use 
strands of work already 
underway to underpin 
and reset the 
programme’s purpose 
and remit.
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City and Hackney

& Ways of working within the 

programme are limiting its 
effectiveness. 

Current ways of working within the integrated 
commissioning programme miss the 
opportunity to operate in a different, leaner 
and more agile operating environment.  

As a result, timescales for action are elongated 
and the perception is that participation is less 
real and meaningful.

Specific examples include:

• excessive committee/meeting sizes – (+20 

people).

• onerous pre-reading – (+100 pages).

• meetings too frequent – (monthly or bi-

weekly governance meetings).

• inappropriate content – (not appropriate for 

forum / the meeting could not add value).

• repeated content – (same content at 

multiple forums; same content re-presented 

multiple times).

• passive outcome requirements –

(dominated by items to note, to consider, to 

discuss, to support).

• open ended input and challenge – (no 

process to take views, consider views and 

respond to views prior to decision making).

The potential for the programme to drive 
change by transforming ways of working is 
therefore not yet being realised.

* The autonomy of Workstreams to set their own 

processes leads to differences and limits governance 
effectiveness.

There is significant variation in how Workstream meetings and 
the groups themselves are operated.   This is reflected in 
individual terms of reference for each group and different ways 
key functions such as assurance, scrutiny, risk management and 
conflicts of interest are handled.  Allowing autonomy in the 
structure of the Workstreams was intentional at the 
commencement of the programme, however the differences in 
approach impact the ability to exercise consistent governance. A 
minimum set of consistent governance standards should be set 
for the Workstreams.   

In addition, as a consequence of there being multiple 
Workstreams (alongside the ICB and TB), duplication of 
reporting can occur, with an impact on efficiency. Consideration 
is required around how to avoid duplication going forwards.

( Clarity on where decision making is expected to 

take place is required to support delivery of the 
programme.

It is not clear as to where decisions could and should be made on 
integrated commissioning.  While there is an aspiration to 
empower groups in decision making, in practice there is an 
absence of decision making across the governance groups 
including the Transformation and Integrated Commissioning 
Boards.

Much of the content being considered within the groups remains 
within the remit of statutory bodies to make final decisions which 
may be based on recommendations from the ICB - therefore the 
programme groups and Boards become forums for discussion 
and participation.  Their focus is primarily on considering 
business as usual, superseding a stronger concentration on 
transformation and the discrete deliverables of the programme.
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At a 
glance

PwC view
The programme has 
opportunity to build upon 
the success that has been 
achieved so far.  The 
necessary changes should 
be undertaken in a 
relatively short space of 
time to ensure that 
momentum within the 
programme is retained.
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City and Hackney

) The size and complexity of the integrated 

commissioning programme does not match its 
outputs.

The governance structures were envisaged to operate 
with significantly larger pooled budgets and remit. The 
expectation was that, as the structures developed, 
elements of governance and accountabilities would 
transfer from statutory bodies to the integrated 
commissioning programme.  As these developments 
have not yet materialised, a large governance 
infrastructure is in place covering relatively small 
accountabilities.  Therefore there is an opportunity to 
both streamline structures and processes and, if 
appropriate, put more work through the programme.  
This could enable a reduction in duplication of 
governance in individual bodies but there would be a 
need for individual bodies to reflect on where there is a 
duplication in governance that can be removed.

_ Initiatives to help define and underpin the 

programme can be used to re-set, context, goals 
and expectations.

We identified activities that are underway to develop 
key elements of the transformation programme for 
example, work to define Vision, Values, KPIs and drive 
organisational development.  

These activities should be consolidated and supported 
alongside this review to reset the aims and objectives of 
the programme.
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Key priorities for 
strengthening 
governance 

City and Hackney
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Introduction 

Our review of the programme’s governance processes has highlighted 
that a good foundation is in place, however there are a range of areas 
where improvements could be made to increase effectiveness.  

We have set out four priority areas for focus in the short term which we 
consider will have the greatest impact.  For each we have set out the 
priority, the benefits it will bring and the next steps that will be 
required to be undertaken.  In combination these will allow greater 
streamlining of the process, clarity on managing the complexities in 
the programme and an approach to dealing with the necessary 
business as usual work.

An integrated commissioning programme is nationally recognised as a 
complex undertaking and there is no one simple approach to take.  The 
City and Hackney approach has been successful in establishing the 
programme and gaining buy-in for the need for integrated 
commissioning from key stakeholders.  Now is the right time to do a 
stocktake and evolve arrangements to ensure they respond to the 
changing environment and can support delivery going forwards.  These 
priorities, therefore, are intended to retain the aspects of governance 
which are working well, especially the stakeholder engagement, while 
revising or removing unnecessary complexity.

The first priority for the programme is to complete work on setting a 
strategy and vision, from this the second priority around the 
establishment of a Accountable Officer team and the reconstitution of 
the Transformation Board can be addressed.  The third priority, 
around clarifying reporting and decision making, can be undertaken 
concurrently in order to bring immediate efficiencies to the 
programme.

There are further changes or improvements which could be made to 
the governance programme, however are likely to have less of a 
significant impact.  A full list of recommendations is included in 
appendix 1 for further consideration.

1. The work on refreshing the vision and strategy for the 
integrated commissioning programme should be completed 
as a matter of urgency, along with programme objectives.  
From this short to medium term plans can be created and 
used to drive the workplan of the programme.

Work is currently being undertaken on refreshing the vision and 
strategy of the programme in recognition that, while many priorities 
remain, the external environment has changed significantly since the 
programme was established.  

While there remains uncertainty over the future commissioning 
landscape, the past two years have demonstrated that the programme 
partners can work together toward common goals and ideals.  To build 
upon this, and demonstrate continued progress, the work on the vision 
and strategy should be completed as soon as possible.  With this work 
completed, it will be possible to formulate much clearer and focussed 
objectives and how they link to the priorities.  These will then allow 
work plans for the programme to be developed and progress measured, 
ultimately demonstrating what the programme is delivering.

Aims and intended benefits
• With a vision and strategy in place, partners, stakeholders and the 

wider public can be more aware of what the purpose and intention of 
the programme is, justifying the investment being made.

• A vision and strategy that has been discussed and agreed by the 
partners/members of the ICB will result in a greater sense of 
ownership and responsibility of those involved.  This will lead to a 
greater commitment to working for the benefit of the system (and 
ultimately residents) rather than individual organisations.

• Clear objectives and linked workplans will allow greater focus on the 
priorities of the programme.  This will increase efficiency as there will 
be clarity on what is to be delivered.

• The programme will be able to report on progress that is being made 
against its objectives.  This will allow articulation of benefits that are 
being delivered or the ability to challenge when intended 
performance is not being achieved.

• A clear strategy and vision gives a framework/reference for decision 
makers.
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Next steps

• The work should be completed on updating the vision of the 
programme.  This will require consultation with the partners and, as 
appropriate, wider stakeholders.  Once completed, consideration 
should be given as to how the vision will be publicised; as a minimum 
it would be expected that a public facing summary would be available 
online.

• The strategy and programme objectives should be completed and 
approved by stakeholders.  As part of the agreement process, it should 
be made clear to ICB members that they have the responsibility for 
ensuring appropriate mechanisms are in place to deliver, monitor and 
assure progress against the objectives.

• With the vision, strategy and objectives in place, workplans can be 
constructed.  This will be an iterative process, requiring formulation of 
the plans for each Workstream and the programme overall.  The most 
efficient approach is likely to be for the ICB to provide a series of 
expectations, based on the programme objectives, to the Workstreams, 
with the Workstreams developing short term (one year) and medium 
term (three year) plans.  The Workstream directors and SROs should 
work together, along with the integrated commissioning programme 
director, in order to develop consistent and complimentary plans 
which feed into the overall programme objectives.

• Once the Workstream and overall workplans have been agreed, 
standardised workplan progress reports should be introduced.  This 
will allow Workstreams to retain autonomy in how they work, but 
provide a consistent way for ICB members to monitor progress against 
objectives and hold the Workstreams and overall programme to 
account.

• An annual report should be produced by the programme, setting out 
progress against objectives, and ultimately the vision.  This will allow 
further accountability and be a key component in the annual revision 
to one and three year plans.

2. The Transformation Board should be reconstituted to have a 
stronger focus on transformation

As the TB in its current format is not fully achieving its intended purpose, there 
is a pressing need for it to be changed.  The advantage that the TB does bring is 
that it allows a wide range of stakeholders to contribute to the integrated 
commissioning conversation – the benefit of which should not be 
underestimated.  Because of this, the most appropriate course of action would 
be to reconstitute and rename the TB into a body which brings together a wide 
range of partners to discuss and contribute to the integrated commissioning 
programme, particularly aspects relating to transformation. Reconstituting the 
TB and introducing an Accountable Officer team should enable a step change 
in pace of delivery of the transformation programme without losing 
collaboration and engagement.

Alongside the change to the Transformation Board, an Accountable Officer 
team, led by   the Programme SRO, would  ensure that proposals to be 
considered by the ICB arising from the workstreams and wider programme are 
dynamically proposed to the ICB and  the strategic decisions agreed by the ICB 
is effectively implemented across relevant organisations in the system.

Aims and intended benefits
• The removal of the current responsibilities of the TB will reduce duplication 

of reporting which is currently adding very little value.
• By reconstituting it as a body for engagement separate to the formal ICB and 

individual Workstreams, there is the opportunity to engage with a range of 
stakeholders who will have influence in the success of integrated 
commissioning initiatives.

• The combination of a reconstituted body and introduction of an Accountable 
Officer team, if effectively constituted, will provide a clearer and more 
effective reporting process.  This will allow the programme to become more 
focussed and have increased pace without losing the wide engagement that is 
currently happening.  

• By establishing an Accountable Officer team, it would facilitate proposals to 
be considered by the ICB arising from the workstreams, the reconstituted 
Transformation Board and wider programme to be dynamically proposed to 
the ICB and for the strategic decisions agreed by the ICB to be effectively 
implemented across relevant organisations in the system, allowing the 
programme to quickly react to the changing environment and drive 
sustainable change for the benefit of your population.
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Aims and intended benefits (continued)
• The Accountable Officer team could also provide oversight and 

challenge of elements of the performance of the programme which 
do not require full ICB consideration.  This would allow quicker 
decisions and a more focussed, effective ICB.

• A named SRO coordinating the Accountable Officer team would 
provide clarity over responsibility for proposing strategy and 
ensuring that it is being implemented, without loosing the 
collaborative approach and dispersed leadership. This role should 
primarily focus on leading the Accountable Officer team to 1) 
formulate strategy 2) ensure clear lines of responsibility and 
reporting; 3) set, monitor and report on programme objectives; and 
4) enable other programme groups to function effectively.

Next steps
• A terms of reference should be drawn up for the Accountable Officer 

team, setting out its remit, membership and key responsibilities.  
This should clarify the expectations around collaborative working 
and dispersed leadership within the programme. 

• The terms of reference for the Accountable Officer team should be 
formally approved by the ICB.

• The ICB should commission the programme management office (or 
Accountable Officer team if established) to develop a detailed 
proposal for the reconstitution of the TB.

• The proposal should set out how the responsibilities of the TB should 
then be addressed; options include:

1. All of the responsibilities being undertaken by the ICB and 
Accountable Officer team.  This will increase efficiency but reduce 
engagement.

2. A reconstituted body, formed of a wide range of stakeholders, 
which has a very specific remit to provide input and challenge on 
integrated commissioning/care, particularly transformation.  This 
will again increase efficiency, while retaining engagement.

3. A full governance redesign, potentially combining organisational roles.  
This may increase efficiency, but would be disruptive.

Our view is option 2 is currently the most appropriate to become more 
efficient while retaining the high levels of engagement.

3. Expectations around reporting and decision making should be 
revised and communicated. Governance will need to be regularly 
reviewed to ensure fit for purpose as system transitions through 
its programme.
The nature of an integrated commissioning programme is that there is a high 
risk that reports are voluminous, while reporting is complex.  This can be 
driven by different expectations from partner organisations along with a lack 
of clarity over what is required from reports.  By streamlining the structure 
through addressing priorities 1 to 3, there is the opportunity to also improve 
the quality of reporting through providing clarity on expected content and the 
reporting structures.

Aims and intended benefits
• By providing clearer guidance on the format and content of reports, 

reports will be, in general, shorter and more focussed.  This will reduce 
the amount of time required to draft and to read them.

• With a clarified reporting structure, duplication will be reduced and 
reports will be able to be written for a specific audience.

Next steps
• A roadmap for decision making should be implemented, setting out 

where and when decisions can and should be made (including within the 
statutory bodies).  

• The programme as a whole and individual Workstreams (guided by the 
Accountable Officer team) should set annual business as usual and 
transformation priorities, with progress monitored by the Accountable 
Officer team.

• The programme management office should produce report writing 
guidance, approved by the Accountable Officer team, which enables 
reports to focus ultimately on the programme objectives.
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Main 
findings

City and Hackney
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Integrated commissioning programme

City and Hackney

1 Overall integrated commissioning governance

Overall 
integrated 
commissioning 
governance

Appropriate structure 
and clearly defined 
roles is the foundation 
for effective working.

The governance 
structure of the 
programme is complex 
and there is now an 
opportunity to refine 
and simplify it.  

PwC view

Overview

The design of the governance structure of the programme 
is complex as illustrated below.  The two Integrated 
Commissioning Boards (ICBs), one for the City of London 
Corporation (COLC) and City and Hackney CCG (the 
CCG); and the other for the London Borough of Hackney 
(LBH) and the CCG meet in common, with decisions 
requiring separate approval from each set of members.  
The ICB then feeds into the statutory entities for their 
governance processes.  The ICB is the only element in the 
structure with the authority to make decisions on pooled 
budgets.

City and Hackney 
CCG

London Borough of 
Hackney

City of London 
Health and 

Wellbeing Board

Hackney Health 
and Wellbeing 

Board

Integrated Commissioning 
Boards

City and Hackney 
Transformation Board

Unplanned 
Care 

Workstream

Planned Care 
Workstream

Children, YP 
and maternity 
Workstream

Prevention 
Workstream

City of London 
Corporation

Local GP Provider 
contracts 

committee

The Transformation Board (TB) is designed to be a forum 
for discussion of service requirements and commissioning 
plans in the LBH and COLC areas, with the aim of making 
separate recommendations to each ICB reflecting the needs 
of each area unless it is more appropriate to make 
combined recommendations.

The TB should then set the direction and receive reporting 
from the Workstreams. In order for the ICB and/or 
statutory bodies to fulfil their decision-making roles, the 
transformation programme is required to deliver a number 
of core governance functions which provide the input and 
assurance essential for the appropriate management of 
public resources.
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City and Hackney

Overall 
integrated 
commissioning 
governance

.
PwC view

The autonomy of the 
Workstreams allows 
flexibility in delivery, 
however without 
central guidance 
governance has 
become unwieldy, 
while leaving gaps in 
reporting on progress 
and risk management.

Overview (continued)

The aim of the Workstreams is delivery in line with annual 
‘asks’ from the TB or ICB.  They have been given significant 
autonomy in arranging their governance structure in order 
to most effectively deliver the asks.  While Workstream
directors liaise with each other and seek to share good 
practice, the autonomy has led to each Workstream
constructing its own governance structures largely 
independently of the others.  The key benefit of this 
approach has been to allow flexibility for the Workstreams, 
especially as each is at a different stage of maturity.

The approach has, however, led to two significant issues 
which the programme should seek to address.  The first is 
that the governance over the Workstreams is unwieldy.  
Illustrated below is the recently approved governance 
structure within the Childrens and Young Peoples 
Workstream.  Similar structures exist for the others.

The structures are complex and require significant 
investment to manage.  While it may be that the structures 
are required to enable the delivery of the programme, no 
assessment has been made to validate this.  Once the 
revised structure for the programme (as set out within the 
key priorities section) has been completed, an exercise 
should be undertaken to ensure there are no significant 
governance gaps and duplication is minimised.

The second issue is that autonomy has meant there is not 
agreed governance approaches within the Workstreams.  
This presents a risk that key issues such as assurance over 
progress and risk management are not being addressed 
appropriately.  Terms of reference for Workstreams should 
be updated to standardise governance elements that are 
crucial to the overall success of the programme.  This 
should include the approach to risk management and 
reporting of progress against strategic objectives.  
Programme risk management is further detailed on p20.
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Alternative Governance Structures

Given that improvements could be made to the current 
governance structure, consideration should be given as to 
whether other governance models nationally would be 
more appropriate for City and Hackney.  There are broadly 
three approaches to the governance of integrated 
commissioning programmes using s75 agreements:

1) A Joint Commissioning Executive (JCE), formed of 
leaders from the commissioners, reporting into the 
Health and Wellbeing Board.  Teams/Workstreams
then report into the JCE.  The JCE is a private meeting, 
with public involvement at the Health and Wellbeing 
Board (e.g. Sheffield).

2) An Integrated Commissioning Board (or System 
Partnership Board), formed of political/Non-executive 
leaders from the commissioners, feeding directly into 
the governing bodies/committees of the partner 
organisations.  A delivery group feeds into the ICB, with 
teams/Workstreams reporting into the delivery group 
(e.g. Solihull, Dorset).

3) A single leadership team with a joint Chief Executive is 
formed covering the partner organisations.  The 
leadership team feeds into the governing body of the 
partner organisations and the Partnership Board (or 
equivalent) which has specific responsibility over the 
s75 agreements (e.g. North East Lincolnshire, 
Thameside).

Arrangement 3) is unlikely to be workable for City and 
Hackney due to there being two local authorities.  
Arrangement 1) would simplify processes, but likely to 
significantly reduce the level of stakeholder engagement 
unless a new engagement strategy can be developed.  
Arrangement 2), which City and Hackney falls within, 
therefore remains the most appropriate currently.  

The major difference between City and Hackney and other 
areas is the current role of the Transformation Board.  
Delivery groups are generally formed of leaders within the 
partner organisations, rather than wider stakeholders.  
Essentially these are Accountable Officer teams as 
highlighted elsewhere in this report.  

It is important to note, however, that successful integrated 
commissioning programmes, while taking account of good 
practice from elsewhere, are tailored to the needs and 
priorities of their local areas.  This again, therefore, 
supports the recommendation that City and Hackney 
retains the benefits of the TB, i.e. stakeholder engagement, 
while forming an Accountable Officer team to drive and 
bring renewed focus to the programme’s work.  This will 
allow the programme to build upon the work undertaken to 
date, evolving the structures through streamlining and 
clarifying decision making roles and responsibilities.

Overall integrated 
commissioning 
governance

PwC view

Reforming the TB as a 
forum with a separate 
executive group 
addresses a significant 
number of issues 
highlighted here and 
elsewhere.  There will 
remain a place for 
engagement and 
discussion, with less 
administrative burden 
and duplication of the 
work of the ICB.  There 
will also be a group 
which can make 
decisions outside of the 
ICB and help set the 
pace and direction of 
the programme.
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Overall 
integrated 
commissioning 
governance

Vision

The partners within the programme agreed a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) in November 2016.  
It set the intentions of the programme as being the 
improvement of outcomes for local people, and to provide a 
more aligned and integrated delivery vehicle for local 
ambitions and the North East London Sustainability and 
Transformation Plan.  

These intentions remain central to the programme and are 
partially understood by participants.  The consensus 
between our interviewees was that the programme aimed to 
bring the partners, providers and the voluntary sector 
together to deliver improvements to the local community 
through working together.  There was, however, a lack of 
clarity expressed by interviewees as to what this entails in 
practice, where the focus should be and whether the 
programme is delivering on its intentions.  There was 
particular variance of opinions regarding the balance 
between integrated working delivering higher quality care 
and achieving system wide financial savings.  

The practical implication of the desire to work together for 
the common good is that there is a strong relationship 
between the partners.  There is engagement from all parties 
with regular attendance at the various meetings held.  In 
our experience, this positive level of cooperation is often 
difficult to achieve and will be key to developing the 
programme into one that provides lasting change for its 
population.  

The desire for cooperation has also enabled the 
development of forums which facilitate very different ways 
of collaborative working.  This has delivered a higher 
degree of day to day integrated commissioning and 
integrated care than we see elsewhere and deserves 
commending.

The lack of clarity set out above, however, means that the 
programme is lacking focus and a common direction of 
travel.

Critically the programme does not have a common vision or 
narrative that is owned by those currently involved.  While 
the MOU provides the initial starting point and a basis for 
the programme, significant changes have occurred since it 
was signed, not least the scope of the programme and a 
number of the key individuals involved.  As a result, the 
vision it sets out does not reflect the current status of the 
programme and is not fully owned by the current 
stakeholders. Whilst some interviewees retain strong 
support for the original vision, many others believe that the 
original intention is not realisable within the operating 
environment now existing. 

A refreshed common, documented, vision or narrative is 
urgently required for the programme to deliver success.  
This is recognised and work has commenced on this. Given 
the wide spectrum of ambition and expectation expressed 
by stakeholders, this will require consultation to reach an 
agreed position.  The vision should set out the overall 
aim(s) of the programme, acknowledging the journey that 
has occurred and the success in bringing partners together.  
It should set out what success would look like for the 
programme especially around its impact on the quality of 
care and efficiencies it is expected to deliver.  

The document should be clear and accessible so that all 
stakeholders understand the purpose of the programme 
and its intentions.

PwC view

At the original 
formation, the 
programme had a 
common vision and 
agreed objectives.  As 
the programme and 
external environment 
have changed, there is 
a need to revisit and 
clarify the strategy 
and objectives for the 
programme.  The 
associated narrative 
should then be 
embedded across 
stakeholders.
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Overall 
integrated 
commissioning 
governance

Strategy and strategic objectives 

The MOU set out three initial key objectives for the 
programme, these being to:

1) Drive improvement in outcomes and ensure 
Partners’ providers work together to take collective 
responsibility for achieving such improvements;

2) Bring together patient, clinical and practitioner 
views alongside best practice and benchmarked 
information to define the Partners’ plans; and

3) Support the Partners’ providers to move to an 
accountable care system and the exploration of 
more integrated delivery arrangements.

These objectives reflect the aims of the programme in 2016 
and, in the main, have been achieved or are no longer 
relevant.  

Further strategic objectives have been formulated since 
then, most recently within the strategic framework for 
workstreams 2018-19.  This sets out eleven aims and 
objectives for the year.  However, some interviewees could 
not articulate the objectives, with many stating they were 
not aware of objectives being in place.

Partly as a consequence of the objectives being dated and 
unknown, the progress of the programme and the impact it 
is having is not measured and reported.  Financial and 
performance reporting does occur at various levels, in 
particular the Workstreams report their progress against 
plans within assurance reports.  What is lacking, however, 
is an ability to verify whether the work of the programme is 
making a difference.

Furthermore, the objectives are wide reaching but not 
specific.  This has meant all integrated activities can be 
included within the programme without a process in place 
to make difficult choices on where limited governance 
resources should be focussed. 

A refreshed strategy and strategic objectives for the 
programme are required in line with the current and 
planned levels of pooled and aligned budgets.  These 
should flow out of and contribute to the vision document, 
providing up to date objectives for the programme which 
would ensure the overall aim of the programme is achieved.

With overall strategic objectives in place, measures should 
be introduced and reported on.  These will allow ICB 
members and the partner organisations to evaluate and 
challenge the impact that the programme is having.  

With clear strategic objectives in place, the ICB can focus 
its work on ensuring the objectives are achieved, with an 
agenda and reporting focussed primarily on these.  This 
will reduce confusion, duplication and volume in reporting.

The issue regarding the lack of vision and objectives is 
known within the programme and attempts are being made 
to address it.  In September 2018 papers relating to 
development of shared vision, values and goals for 
integrated commissioning were presented to the TB and 
ICB. 

PwC view

The strategic objectives 
of the programme are 
not providing value 
given their age and 
broad nature.  Specific, 
relevant objectives are 
needed to provide 
direction to the 
programme. 

With clearer objectives 
in place, reporting on 
progress to the ICB is 
required to allow those 
with leadership 
responsibilities to 
understand and 
challenge the progress 
being made.
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Overall 
integrated 
commissioning 
governance

Programme Leadership

The programme does not currently have a named overall 
executive leader to drive the pace and progress.  The MOU 
is appropriately constructed as an equal partnership which 
is not legally binding, however this means that no one party 
has overall authority or responsibility for the programme. 

The original intention of the programme was that there 
would be a dispersal of leadership.  The ICB would set 
strategic direction and pace, with progress and 
achievement reported by the PMO.  Each Workstream and 
enabler group would be headed by a senior responsible 
officer (SRO) spread across the partner organisations.  By 
dispersing leadership in this way, responsibilities were seen 
to be clear and the programme not reliant on one 
individual.

Interviewees regularly commented, however, that the 
programme currently lacks pace and has yet to deliver any 
significant transformational change.  The general view was 
that the previous CCG Accountable Officer had set the 
initial direction and effectively led the programme.  Since 
their departure, no individual has taken on a similar role 
within the programme, which is seen by many as the cause 
of the reduction in pace.  With neither a single overall 
driver in place or general recognition of the programme 
being driven through dispersed leadership, the original 
purpose has not been realised in full and there is an 
opportunity to clarify leadership to drive pace in the 
programme. 

This tallies with our observations of the workings of the 
various Boards, particularly the Transformation Board, 
which is currently not fit for purpose (see p36) and ICB. 
Meetings are collegiate and pleasant in nature, however the 
lack of a strategic leader driving the programme, alongside 
the issues regarding vision and strategy, means they are not 
conducive for transformative change.

A senior individual is required to take responsibility for 
either setting the strategic direction and pace of the 
programme or enabling the original dispersed leadership 
approach to be realised, essentially a programme SRO is 
required.  This will require the individual to ensure that 
they prioritise programme objectives, even if that has 
limited direct benefit to their own organisation, and act 
with impartiality towards each partner organisation. 
Furthermore, the leaders of all three statutory bodies need 
to play a leading role in the future direction and the 
management of the programme, in order to retain the unity 
in working.

With the introduction of a senior individual as this lead, 
greater clarity could be provided regarding roles, 
accountability and reporting lines. This in turn is likely to 
increase the effectiveness and motivation of the staff 
involved in the programme.

PwC view

The programme is 
designed to be led by 
the ICB, with strong 
support from the PMO 
and SROs.  This is not 
viewed as effective at 
present, with the 
programme lacking 
pace especially in 
relation to 
transformational 
change.  A programme 
SRO is required to 
drive the pace and help 
set the direction for the 
other leaders in the 
programme.  This 
should be 
complemented by the 
establishment of an 
Accountable Officer 
team.
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2 Organisational and programme governance interaction

Organisational and 
programme 
governance 
interaction

PwC view

Passionate belief in 
integrated care, real 
commitment to act and 
the ability to translate 
intent into tangible 
service improvements 
provide strong building 
blocks for successful 
integrated 
commissioning at City 
and Hackney.

An effective interaction between integrated 
commissioning and statutory organisation governance 
processes is nationally recognised as a significant 
challenge.  Specific issues the programme has or needs 
to address include culture, engagement, the approach to 
decision making, how to balance business as usual and 
transformation, and conflicts of interest.

Culture

We found strong commitment across all parts of the 
partnership for person centric, locality based integrated 
care and for delivering improvement in health, support 
and care for people via integrated commissioning and 
provision.

In observing the activities of Workstream Boards we 
found strong evidence of local collaboration on projects 
and service provisions aimed at delivering measurably 
improved outcomes for people.

Impact of aspects of culture

We found strong features of organisational culture that 
impact on the integrated commissioning programme:

• Ensuring representation of all stakeholders in all 
aspects of governance is a dominant principle 
throughout the IC arrangements. Going forward this 
strong commitment needs to be balanced with 
delivering efficient and effective governance 
arrangements. 

• While the strong orientation towards representation is 
based upon a sincere desire for coproduction and 
wide participation, we found that this also reflects a 
gap in trust manifesting in the assumed necessity for 
all parties to be present when key discussions and 
decisions are made.

• Seeking consensus is an underlying objective in all 
integrated commissioning governance meetings. 
Consensus prioritised over decision-making, 
prioritisation and challenge emerged as a consistent 
theme across all our observations. This risks that 
decision making does not occur or is not robust in its 
scrutiny.

• When consensus is not reached content remains open 
and live, work is adjusted aimed at enabling consensus; 
discussions are re-run.  We observed this occurring at 
Workstream and TB levels. There is limited capability to 
accept that consensus may not be achievable or the 
adjustments required to deliver it desirable.  
Furthermore, there is no clear mechanism to decide 
between different options.

• A strongly bureaucratic culture has been adopted within 
the integrated commissioning governance arrangements 
– missing the opportunity to drive change via lean 
modern ways of working (see p26 for further elaboration 
of this issue).

Engagement

Strong collaboration and orientation towards co-production 
in assessing needs and designing solutions relating to 
individual projects was evident in the content considered 
by the Workstreams.

To minimise duplication 
and give the programme 
relevance, it is important 
to get the right interaction 
between the programme 
and statutory bodies.
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PwC view: 

The benefit of 
attending meetings 
being a primary 
mechanism for 
engagement is limited. 
There is an 
opportunity for the 
programme to 
modernise its 
approach to 
engagement, for 
example by making 
more use of technology 
and social media.

The prioritisation of 
representation, while 
critical in the early 
stages of the 
programme, is not 
supporting efficient 
governance and the 
ability of the 
programme to deliver 
longer term 
transformation 
benefits.

Engagement (continued)

The ethos of an equal partnership between service users, 
clinicians, providers and commissioners is enshrined in the 
co-production charter agreement. From interviews and 
discussions we found an expectation of an equal 
partnership in all aspects of integrated commissioning 
governance. For representatives of service users this 
includes needs assessment, coproduction of design, 
decision-making, performance evaluation and 
prioritisation.

Views were expressed that in practice the current 
governance structure, while seeking to achieve this 
partnership approach, is negatively impacting engagement:

• Service user representatives do not believe that 
integrated commissioning governance arrangements are 
delivering on their promises regarding engagement and 
co-production.

• There is a view that the bureaucracy significantly limits 
the potential for real participation and meaningful 
engagement at its meetings – in controlling the agenda, 
onerous documentation, running packed agenda and 
limiting time for discussion.

• Concern was expressed that attendance at IC meetings 
and limited potential to contribute is often provided as 
evidence that sufficient participation and co-production 
has taken place. Phrases such as “tokenism” and “going 
through the motions” were used to describe the belief 
that integrated commissioning governance delivers 
effective engagement.

• There is widespread recognition that a different 
approach is required to balance the desire for 
representation and the effective governance of the scarce 
time and resources available.       

These views concur with our observations.  Meeting sizes 
required to deliver broad representation, limit the potential 
for effective and efficient governance. This is further 
impacted by the level of paperwork, the agenda and the 
varied content they consider.

Prioritising representation in the operation of the 
integrated commissioning governance is therefore not 
delivering effective engagement – it is constraining 
effective governance and a more comprehensive approach 
and assurance of co-production, participation and 
engagement.

As a mechanism for effective engagement the integrated 
commissioning groups are therefore not fit for purpose. In 
attempting to deliver both representation and good 
governance via the integrated commissioning meetings, the 
effectiveness of both has been compromised. Expectations 
about the extent of engagement that the integrated 
commissioning governance arrangements can deliver 
whilst operating efficiently and effectively therefore needs 
to be better managed.

There is a need to change the balance in delivering these 
twin requirements. In considering the appropriate balance, 
it is our view that the basic functions of integrated 
commissioning need to be much more evident in the 
operation and business of the Workstreams and 
Transformation Board.  

There is the potential to revise the function and format of 
the ICB and TB.  This should include consideration as to 
the balance between engagement and delivering/fulfilling 
core governance functions.  By reconstituting the TB into a 
separate Accountable Officer team and engagement forum, 
as set out previously, this balance can be restored.

Organisational and 
programme 
governance 
interaction
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PwC view: 

Workstreams Boards 
and Transformation 
Board have 
significant but limited 
roles in decision 
making. They are not 
meeting the need to 
decide when core 
requirements for IC 
have been met.  
Clarity is required 
regarding their role
in decision making, 
scrutiny and 
challenging of 
recommendations.

Governance 
arrangements are not 
set up or operated 
effectively to support 
or inform the decision 
making on 
commissioning by ICB 
and Statutory Bodies.

Decision making

Approach to decision making

Integrated commissioning governance arrangements flow 
from Section 75 agreements that provide the formal 
descriptions and parameters for what can be understood 
as limited joint ventures.

The agreements are based on the simple principle that 
integrated working will deliver clearly defined benefits / 
outcomes in addition to those that can be delivered via 
other collaborative ways of working or working as single 
organisations.

The agreements provide for pooled budgets relating to 
roughly 10% of total commissioning spend. While the 
intent is for significant further increases in pooled 
budgets, a changed operating environment has created a 
significant gap between the original intention and the 
actual operation.

Decisions on spend are retained by Statutory Bodies and 
by the ICB for pooled budgets. They are not delegated to 
Workstreams or the Transformation Board.  Whilst the 
agreements make provision for aligning budgets, this 
does not affect formal decision making capabilities.  The 
agreements underline that Statutory Bodies retain their 
statutory powers and obligations in full.

Decision making in practice

The formal position on financial decision making is 
widely understood.  At inception it was assumed that as 
Workstreams develop and take firmer control of work 
content, they would be the de facto decision makers on 
integrated care provision. In this way processes become 
leaner, with the TB, ICB and Statutory Bodies “rubber 
stamping” what is proposed.

There is frustration that relatively little decision making 
takes place at integrated commissioning governance 
meetings.  There is also limited understanding of the roles 
Workstream and TB should be undertaking to support 
decision making and the areas they do need to decide 
upon.

This tallies with our observations where we found limited 
evidence that Workstreams are deciding if:

• Needs have been thoroughly assessed.

• Service design fully matches need.

• Sources of service provision are comprehensive enough.

• Services are delivering the care / outcomes that are 
expected.

• Co-production has been fit for purpose.

• Wide input and participation from service users and 
professionals underpins proposals and service 
provision.

We found limited  flows of input into decision making and 
lack of clarity of what each group is required to contribute 
into the decision making process.

Integrated Commissioning Boards and Statutory Bodies 
are not benefiting from assurance, scrutiny, performance 
evaluation or risk management outputs from Workstream
boards or Transformation Board. We did see a small 
number of proposals being recommended – the 
recommendation was not based on the outcome of those 
proposals being challenged, scrutinised and assured in a 
systematic way beyond provision of papers, a summary 
and a discussion.

Organisational and 
programme 
governance 
interaction
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PwC view
The programme’s 
governance structure 
could be utilised in a 
more effective way to 
manage business as 
usual and drive 
transformational 
change.

There is an 
opportunity to 
increase focus on the 
functions delivered by 
the programme whilst 
reducing the level of 
duplication. 

Decision making (continued)

There is an absence of decision making in Workstream
and TB.  There is also a lack of meaningful outcomes 
that inform the decisions of Statutory Bodies and the 
ICB.

Business as Usual and Transformational 
change

The question whether the IC governance arrangements 
should be managing all integrated commissioning or 
concentrate solely on transforming a small number of 
areas of care was a recurring theme in interviews.

The remit of the integrated commissioning programme 
has become over- complicated: 

• It is attempting to create the foundations for 
effective and efficient integrated commissioning. 

• It is intended to deliver discrete projects to 
transform aspects of service provision, 

• It has taken on all existing / incremental integrated 
commissioning content (referred to as business as 
usual) for consideration and oversight.

This is causing duplication and increased workload. 
Progressing business through the IC governance 
structures is onerous for participants. 

Since accountability to commission the vast majority of 
services resides with statutory bodies, duplication is 
unavoidable. 

The statutory bodies have retained their core 
governance structures and processes in order to meet 
their core obligations.

This does not mean the IC governance arrangements do not 
serve distinct purposes:

• Retaining leadership focus on integrated 
commissioning.

• Forums to engage on integrated care provision and 
commissioning – regardless of who decides.

• Governance processes for particular IC provision *–
covered by pooled budgets controlled by the ICB.

• Identifying and delivering agenda of transformational 
change with new ways of working

• Identifying and delivering an agenda of transformation 
change within the local care provision.

*based on the principle that pooled budgets unlock ways of working / approaches 
to IC that deliver benefits over and above previous arrangements.

These functions could be focussed on whilst reducing 
duplication, by creating distinct processes that progress IC 
business from Workstreams as directly as possible to 
decision makers.

We were also informed that in navigating “the system”, 
project leaders use their organisational governance 
mechanisms to assure senior attendees who then guide 
them through IC bodies.

Integrated commissioning content is therefore not 
benefiting from the processes of assurance, scrutiny and 
management risk that would usually underpin the value the 
governance arrangements are adding and justify the use of 
resources. 

Organisational and 
programme 
governance 
interaction
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PwC view

The potential for 
transformational change 
is being limited by the 
level of business as usual 
being managed by the 
programme.  The 
introduction of more 
focussed objectives and 
drive could ensure 
transformation is 
prioritised and 
delivered.

Business as Usual and Transformational change
(continued)

There is a strong belief that business as usual is clogging 
the IC system – limiting the potential for the programme 
to deliver transformation and genuine discrete difference.

Our observations and review of papers corroborate this. 
The integrated commissioning governance arrangements 
place an additional burden on those running and 
managing IC services and projects – it entails duplication 
of governance processes without adding effective 
assurance or decision making.

The programme also is not likely to have the capacity or 
capability to effectively manage all business as usual 
integrated care business, even if all duplication was 
removed. In attempting to do so it adds burden to 
projects without adding sufficient benefits.

Structurally, the programme must separate out the 
different contributions it is seeking to make – where it is 
providing forums to facilitate better IC, how it is running 
transformational activities and where it is governing the 
delivery of discrete improvements in services and 
outcomes.

The programme should seek to:

• Remove all governing content that duplicates that which 
the Statutory Bodies retain – hence removing duplicate 
governance activities.

• Refresh its meeting structure to provide separate forums 
to share information, deliver engagement and discuss IC 
strategies and plans.  The proposed reconstitution of the 
TB and introduction of an Accountable Officer team is 
likely to address this issue.

• Refresh Workstream groups to fulfil commissioning 
functions for areas within the decision making remit of 
the programme and the ICB.

Organisational and 
programme 
governance 
interaction
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PwC view

The potential for 
conflicts of interest to 
be poorly managed is 
inherent in the 
programme.  

Current processes 
ensure that 
participants are aware 
of the potential issues, 
however they should 
be more clearly 
articulated and 
consistently applied.

Conflicts of Interest

The potential for conflicts of interest are inherent in 
governance arrangements involving providers, 
commissioners, professional groups and private individuals 
in managing the design, procurement and provision of 
services. 

Some individuals attend integrated commissioning 
meetings to represent a potentially narrow set of interests.  
This is a fundamental design principle of the governance 
arrangements.  

Awareness of the potential for conflicts of interest to arise 
that may require a response is a key to managing them.  We 
found good awareness of issues that could arise as a result 
of conflicts of interest in our observations and interviews.

To address this, the programme has a requirement for 
declarations of interest to be made at meetings and each 
group to hold a register of interests.  In theory, at the start 
of each meeting the opportunity is given for attendees to 
state where they feel they have a conflict or they feel 
another party has a conflict.  Decisions are then made 
regarding what level of exclusion, if any, is required.
Furthermore, assessments of competing service designs are 
adjusted to reduce the potential for bias.

Interviewees commented that this process is not, however, 
fully effective or consistent.  This tallies with our 
observations where we identified examples where service 
performance of one provider was discussed and 
commented by another providers; where self-assessment of 
performance was presented; and where no declarations of 
interest were made at the start of a meeting.

The approach to dealing with conflicts of interest should 
therefore be revised, documented and consistently applied.  
This should clearly articulate when attendees can be fully 
involved in discussions, when they can observe but not 
contribute and when they should not be present.

Items to consider in managing conflict of interests:

• Consistent consideration and management of conflicts of 
interest across all Workstreams and governance groups.

• Keeping full records of interests in place and regularly 
updated across all groups.

• A proactive approach by all Chairs in highlighting 
requirements to declare, challenge and manage potential 
conflicts.

• Clear signposting of IC roles – i.e. assessing needs, 
designing services, reviewing performance and 
demarcating where contribution is appropriate and 
where it is not.

• Consideration of information available/emerging at 
meetings that should be made available to others.

• Frequent communication of procurement processes and 
reviews of the impact of interests on decision making.

Organisational and 
programme 
governance 
interaction
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3 Scrutiny of budgets, financial risk and performance risk

Scrutiny of 
budgets, financial 
risk and 
performance risk

The governance structure 
of the programme has 
responsibility to manage 
the pooled and aligned 
budgets and ensure 
effective risk 
management is in place. 

PwC view

Risk management is 
not consistently 
effectively 
undertaken within 
the programme at 
present.  This is 
acknowledged and 
work to improve this 
should be continued.  
As a starting point, 
the ICB should 
define and cascade 
its appetite for risk 
within the 
programme.

The Section 75 agreements which underpin the pooling of 
budgets specifically state, ‘The Parties have agreed risk 
share arrangements which provide for financial risks 
arising within the commissioning of services from the 
Pooled Fund and an Aligned Fund; and the financial risk to 
the pool arising from any payment for performance 
element of the Better Care Fund.’  The agreements further 
set out the process in place to address the situation where 
overspends occur.  

As the pooling increases and there is a greater focus on 
transformation, this is likely to require greater focus and 
scrutiny.

Risk management

The expectation is that risk is addressed at all levels within 
the governance structure.  Each Workstream has 
responsibility for the recording of risks on its register.  The 
highest risks are escalated into the overall programme 
register, which also includes programme wide risks.  The 
programme register is presented at each meeting of the 
ICB.  This approach is reasonable in theory, however in 
application there were two issues we observed at the 
meeting we attended in September 2018.  Firstly, the 
timing of the review of the risk register in the ICB was 
towards the end of the meeting, while the individual 
Workstream registers were not consistently included 
within Workstream Board meetings.  It is generally 
recognised as good practice for the discussion of key risks 
to occur early in meeting agendas so that significant threats 
to achieving strategic objectives are being managed.  It also 
sets an appropriate tone for consideration of risk 
throughout the remainder of the meeting.

The second issue is that the review of the risk register 
within meetings should be improved.  An effective 
process would ensure that two key points are addressed:

• the register includes and appropriately scores each 
key risk, each of which linked to a strategic objective; 

• there is reliable assurance that mitigations are 
reducing risks to the desired level.  

Responsibility to address these points could be delegated 
within the governance structure, however the ICB 
should be seeking assurance that they do occur.  Our ICB 
observation and review of minutes did not demonstrate 
that this is happening, instead the risk register is 
presented and noted but not challenged or scrutinised.  
The members of the ICB have recognised that work is 
required on this, with a suggestion in the meeting we 
observed that greater time should be spent on the risk 
register in a forthcoming meeting.

Linked to the scrutiny of the risk register is the 
definition of the appetite of risk the programme is 
willing to accept.  Interviewees, including members of 
the ICB, were unclear as to whether the tolerable level of 
risk had ever been defined. 

Scrutiny of budgets and risk sharing

Financial performance is reported to the ICB at each 
meeting, setting out performance against budget for 
each partner and, where data is available, split into 
pooled and aligned elements.

Risk sharing is set out within the S75 agreements, 
however in practice the process is in its early stages.  As 
the programme progress the finance leaders will need to 
review how this operates in practice, where clarification 
is required and the impact this has on decision making.
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Scrutiny of 
budgets, financial 
risk and 
performance risk

PwC view

The scrutiny of 
financial 
performance will 
need to increase as 
the level of pooling 
increases.

There is a need to 
increase assurance 
provided over the 
achievements of the 
programme.  Once 
strategic objectives 
are agreed, an 
assurance process 
over these objectives 
and strategic risk 
should be 
implemented.

Scrutiny of budgets (continued)

During the ICB we observed limited challenge and scrutiny 
of the information. 

Alongside this, there is currently no process in place to 
manage issues that might emerge from the sharing of 
financial risk. The logical place for this to occur is the ICB, 
but for this to be effective considerably more input, 
assurance and analysis would be required from 
Workstreams and the TB in order for it to be realistic for 
decision-making. A more effective approach would be for a 
body of the lead executives to manage and drive the 
management of financial planning and risk, i.e. an 
Accountable Officer team.  

Provision of assurance

The governance structure of the programme is currently set 
up to require the Workstreams to deliver the priorities 
through a series of ‘asks’.  Achievement of these ‘asks’ is 
where the programme focuses its assurance efforts, with 
each Workstream reporting to the TB and ICB their progress 
against a set of predefined Assurance Review Points.  While 
this process serves to ensure Workstream progress, there is 
a gap in the provision of assurance across the programme 
itself both in relation to the objectives of the programme and 
the functions integrated commissioning should perform.  
From our interviews and observations we are also aware that 
it is unclear precisely who is instigating and assuring what 
content.

Assurance of programme objectives

The ICB currently only receives assurance on 
achievement of programme objectives through the 
reporting of the Workstreams.  Processes should be 
introduced to report and assure progress against each of 
the new objectives. Each report to the ICB should then 
state which strategic objective (or risk) it is linked to and 
therefore providing assurance on.  In this way there will 
be increased focus for the ICB and greater clarity for 
those drafting reports.

Assurance of integrated commissioning functions

Complementary to obtaining assurance over the 
achievement of strategic objectives, the programme 
should seek to be assured that the key functions of 
integrated commissioning are being achieved.  

While the approach to integrated commissioning 
nationally is in a state of evolution, the NAO, for 
example, has concluded that the functions of 
commissioning (included integrated commissioning) 
should cover:

• Assessing needs;

• Designing services;

• Sourcing suppliers;

• Delivering services;

• Review and evaluation.
(See https://www.nao.org.uk/successful-commissioning/)
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Scrutiny of 
budgets, financial 
risk and 
performance risk

Assurance of integrated commissioning functions 
(continued)

There should be a clear link between these functions and the 
strategic objectives, with challenge required of any 
objectives that cannot be mapped to one of these functions.  
For the same reason it should also be possible to map the 
specific expectations of the ICB, as set out within its Terms 
of Reference, to these functions.

PwC view

The basic value the 
governance 
structure can 
provide is to ensure 
that the core 
functions of 
integrated 
commissioning are 
being delivered.  
Currently there is 
insufficient 
assurance that these 
functions are being 
delivered.
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4 Workstreams

Workstreams

Workstreams are the 
core component for the 
delivery of integrated 
care and integrated 
commissioning.  It is 
therefore critical that 
Workstream governance 
is effective.

PwC view

There is a tension in the 
current set up of the 
Workstreams.  The 
intention is that they 
have authority and 
autonomy, however 
cannot make decisions.  
This tension needs 
resolving if they are to 
genuinely have 
autonomy within the 
commissioning process.

With an increasing focus 
on place based care 
through the 
neighbourhood 
structure, consideration 
should be given to 
whether the work 
stream structure should 
be revised.

Overview of Workstreams

There are four Workstreams, each with a director, SRO, 
clinical practitioner lead, PPI lead and meeting structure.  
These cover Prevention, Planned Care, Unplanned care 
and Children, Young People and Maternity.  This 
approach has, however, created differences (such as the 
way mental health and primary care are incorporated) 
and is creating some confusion amongst Board members. 

As a consequence of creating separate committees and 
processes to handle this overlay, increased complexity and 
duplication has arisen.  

Workstreams have different terms of reference, reflecting 
an intention for them to develop organically as the 
primary drivers of integrated care. This has created strong 
ownership of the resulting remit, but difference of 
purpose and focus across the Workstream Groups.

The Purpose of Workstream Groups in integrated 
commissioning

Workstream groups are widely viewed as the central 
plank in the integrated commissioning governance. This 
contrasts with the formal position whereby Workstream
Board feed into the TB which feeds into the ICB.

The belief that Workstream Boards are and should 
operate as being “sovereign” was a discernible principle of 
governance for a number of key participants. This is taken 
to mean the place where ultimate authority and decision 
making should reside.

There is therefore frustration for some attendees that 
Workstream groups do not have greater autonomy and 
decision making capability.

There is a need to provide more clarity to this aspect of 
the  programme.  Whilst Workstreams cannot be 
“sovereign” in making final decisions on funding (and 
this should be reemphasised to all stakeholders), they 
should be the place where IC takes place. This is 
because they deliver the functions of IC and the first 
level of scrutiny and assurance.  Limitations on their 
decision making powers does not need to limit their 
effectiveness. Their work can more directly inform the 
decision making of the ICB and statutory bodies, 
driving efficiencies into the programme. 

This approach will require co-ordination via the 
creation of a programme executive or permanent 
committee, with members from the ICB, with authority 
for oversight and managing performance.  This would 
increase Workstream effectiveness and allow the ICB to 
have a more strategic and transformational focus.
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Workstreams

PwC view

Workstream meetings 
are well chaired and 
encourage 
participation. The 
meetings are overly 
passive.  They also 
provide limited 
scrutiny of 
commissioning 
functions.

Effectiveness of Workstream Board meetings

We observed the Board meetings of the three Workstreams
that met in August and September 2018.

Workstreams are well chaired. While the remits of 
Workstreams vary, in every case there is an open and 
inclusive culture. 

As with the TB and ICB, large meeting papers make an 
introductory summary of most agenda items an essential 
element of the meetings.  We observed a number of 
examples of directors and officers wanting to deliver more 
definite outcomes from discussions.  Also a significant 
amount of content was taken "outside the meeting", most 
items referred and deferred to other forums or back to 
future meeting, leading to the self generation of work.

Outcomes from agenda items at the Workstreams we 
observed were passive.  The most common outcomes were to 
discuss, to note, to support and to recommend. Securing a 
Group’s willingness to make a recommendation was based 
on gaining consensus, not on scrutiny, challenge and 
assurance. Where consensus was not possible, items were 
referred for re-work and required to return.

Workstreams are not assuring the delivery of the core 
functions of integrated commissioning. Whilst they are 
managing integrated commissioning activities – they are not 
scrutinising whether commissioning functions are being 
adequately fulfilled by the teams undertaking the work.

The Workstreams are supporting and facilitating 
valuable integrated commissioning projects. We 
observed a number of examples where the merits of 
projects and their impact on users where presented and 
discussed.  While the merits of projects are considered 
at Workstream and Transformation Boards, there is a 
risk management issue in that the assessment of 
alternative projects is not routinely undertaken in order 
to determine priority allocation of scarce resources. 

To address the issues identified, Terms of reference for 
Workstreams should be updated to standardise 
governance elements that are crucial to the overall 
success of the programme.  This should include the 
approach to risk management and reporting of progress 
against strategic objectives.
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5 Efficiency and effectiveness

Efficiency and 
effectiveness – a 
governance dividend 

Good governance of an 
integrated programme 
provides a dividend to 
those who have invested in 
the process.  This will 
include either or both the 
delivery of efficiencies, as 
governance is not 
repeated, and/or greater 
effectiveness.

PwC view

The programme has 
increased the level of 
governance resource 
required.  The benefit this 
has brought has been to 
bring parties together.  
Efforts are now required 
to deliver greater 
effectiveness in decision 
making in order to realise 
a dividend from the 
investment.

Efficiency and Effectiveness of the structure 

The value and impact of the current governance 
structure is not always visible.  Given the investment 
each organisation is making into the governance of the 
programme, and the requirements of S75 agreements, 
there should be an expectation of a return on that 
investment.  For an integrated commissioning 
programme, this governance dividend may be a 
reduction in the need for governance processes within 
the individual organisations, i.e. increased efficiency.  
Alternatively, the dividend could be the ability to 
effectively deliver the programme that would not be 
possible without the governance structure being in place.  
At present, efficiency and effectiveness do not appear to 
be objectives of the current transformational programme 
of activities.

Efficiency

The governance structure has not led to an increase in 
efficiency within the commissioning of integrated care.  
Our review of the structure, confirmed by interviewees, 
is that there has been no reduction in governance 
structures within the individual organisations (apart 
from the CCG programme boards being dissolved with 
responsibilities going to the Workstreams) and, at times, 
decisions made by the ICB are going through a further 
decision making process within the organisations.  The 
issue is driven both by the complexity of statutory 
responsibility remaining with the partner organisations, 
not the programme itself, and a need to develop trust 
between organisations with different cultures.  Without 
the trust, the partner organisations are not willing to 
fully delegate decision making to the programme 
through the ICB.

This is not an issue unique to City and Hackney, with 
the NAO’s July 2018 health and social care interface 
report (see health and social care interface report) 
highlighting that ‘complex governance arrangements 
are hindering decision-making within local health and 
social care systems’.  

While cultural issues are complex to address, there are 
opportunities to increase the efficiency of the 
governance of the programme.  Primarily, the size of 
the structure leads to duplication of work within the 
programme itself, in particular between the TB and 
ICB.  The proposed reconstitution of the TB and 
creation of an Accountable Officer team will address 
this.  Addressing other issues identified such as setting 
clear strategic objectives, clarifying the decision 
making process and standardising Workstream
governance processes are also likely to have a positive 
impact on efficiency.

Effectiveness

An assessment of the overall effectiveness of the 
governance structure is linked to the effectiveness of 
the programme itself.  Measuring the effectiveness of 
an integrated commissioning and/or care programme 
is nationally recognised as difficult as there is no way 
to be certain that improvements in outcomes are 
directly as a result of integrated working.  However, an 
indication of effectiveness can be performance against 
well defined, outcome based, strategic objectives.  This 
reinforces the need for the articulation of the 
programme’s vision and objectives.
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Efficiency and 
effectiveness

PwC view

There are a number of 
changes the programme 
should make to increase 
the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the 
programme governance.  
These will deliver greatest 
value if linked to a 
rebalance in the level of 
representation.  

Effectiveness (continued)

Ways of working within the programme itself are also 
currently limiting its effectiveness (and at times its 
efficiency), missing the opportunity to operate in a 
different, leaner and more agile operating environment.  
As a result, timescales for action are elongated and the 
perception is that participation is less real and 
meaningful.  On the following pages we set out our views 
of the meetings we attended, however there were a range 
of common issues we identified, including:

• Excessive committee/meeting sizes for effective 
discussion with some meetings of 20 people or more.

• Onerous pre-reading, with meeting packs often over 
100 pages, limiting attendees’ ability to focus on 
critical elements.

• Governance meetings held too frequently (monthly or 
bi-weekly) to allow actions to be undertaken.

• Inappropriate content such that the forum/meeting 
could not add value.

• Repeated content presented, both the same content at 
multiple forums and the same content re-presented 
multiple times to the same forum.

• Passive outcome requirements from forums with 
agendas dominated by items to note, to consider, to 
discuss or to support.

• Open ended input and challenge with no process to 
take, consider and respond to views prior to decision 
making. 

Many of these issues are driven by primacy of 
representation and participation in preference to good 
governance. It will only be possible to shift some of 
these items if this is rebalanced.  The potential for the 
programme to drive change by transforming ways of 
working is therefore not yet being realised.
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The dynamics of the meeting reflected what we were 
informed of by our interviewees.  Attendees were 
engaged, respectful and listened to each other.  There 
was no evident partisanship, while discussions 
indicated that delivering better care to residents was a 
priority.  The ICB, however, at times reflected a trait 
present throughout the programme where participants 
generally represented the interests of the organisation 
they came from. Collective leadership that spanned the 
perspectives of individual interests and organisations 
was rarely demonstrated. 

The meeting was effectively chaired, allowing time for 
questions while maintaining sufficient pace to cover 
the agenda within the allotted time.

While the dynamics of the meeting were mainly 
effective, the content of the meeting could be 
improved.  Particular issues we noted were:

• The meeting papers were excessive in length, 180 
pages in total.  A significant investment would be 
required from each member to fully comprehend all 
content. It is noted, though, that the attendees did a 
good job in getting to grips with the pre-reading and 
therefore in engaging with agenda items in an 
informed way. 

• Some reports had already been reviewed by the 
Transformation Board (and in one case the ICB), 
the further value the ICB could provide on these is 
likely to be limited.

Integrated Commissioning Boards (ICB)

Purpose

The ICB is a committee in common of the integrated 
commissioning committees for the CCG, COLC and 
LBH.  The ICB’s Terms of Reference states, ‘The ICB is 
the principal forum to ensure that commissioning 
improves local services and outcomes and achieves 
integration of service provision and of commissioning 
and delivers the North East London Sustainability and 
Transformation Plan. It is the forum for decision making 
and monitoring of activity to integrate the 
commissioning activities of the CCG, COLC and LBH (to 
the extent defined in the s75 agreement).’  The Terms of 
Reference further set out its remit with regards to pooled 
aligned funds; its link into the Locality Plan and STP; 
and specific responsibilities it holds.

Membership

The ICB is formed of three members from each partner 
organisation, with members only voting on the issues 
affecting the body they represent.  In practice this results 
in two votes for each decision - one in relation to the City 
of London and the other in relation to Hackney.  A 
further six officers, two from each organisation, are 
expected to attend, while six further attendees are 
invited (including representatives from Healthwatch and 
the voluntary sector).

Effectiveness

We observed the meeting of the ICB on 14th September 
2018.  This was the first meeting to be chaired by the 
Deputy Mayor and Cabinet Member for Health, Social 
Care, Transport and Parks.

Efficiency and 
effectiveness

PwC view

The ICB brings parties 
together and allows for 
collaborative discussion.  
The meeting was well 
chaired, with supportive 
dynamics which the 
programme should seek to 
retain.

The content of the meeting 
we observed could be 
adjusted, with greater 
focus on strategic rather 
than operational 
decisions.  Papers were 
excessive in length and not 
clear on the further 
benefit the ICB would 
bring. 
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Integrated Commissioning Boards (continued)

• There was limited discussion of performance against 
strategic objectives or risk management.

• The ICB spent time discussing and approving the use 
of £317k underspend on the Better Care Fund.  In 
comparison to the total £520m of pooled and aligned 
budgets, while positive that an assurance role is 
starting to be undertaken, in future this may be better 
discussed elsewhere.

Members of the ICB, at the conclusion of the meeting, 
recognised many of the above issues.  They further 
suggested that dynamics could improve through 
challenging each other to a greater degree.

Overall the ICB meeting was effective in drawing parties 
together, processing information and creating an 
environment for the discussion of integrated care and 
commissioning.  Effort will now be required to build 
upon this foundation to become a board which strategic 
leads and decides on integrated commissioning 
priorities in order to deliver genuine transformational 
change.

Efficiency and 
effectiveness

GlossaryAppendicesMain findingsKey PrioritiesAt a glanceContents Introduction5 Efficiency and effectiveness



PwC

08 January 2019

Final

Strictly private and confidential
36

City and Hackney

Transformation Board

Purpose

The terms of reference for the Transformation Board make 
it clear that it is designed to act as working group feeding 
into the ICB.  Originally the System Delivery Board, it 
consists of Senior Officers and clinicians from across the 
local health and social care system, taking collective 
ownership and responsibility for developing and delivering 
improvement plans, making recommendations to the ICB 
and overseeing the Workstreams and enabler group work.

We were informed that the TB would also act as a system 
board in the case of an emergency – this is not included 
within its terms of reference.

Membership

The TB has 27 named members in its terms of reference, in 
practice attendance is variable, but never less than 20.

Effectiveness

The meeting we observed on 29 August 2018 was well 
chaired with the overt intention of navigating through the 
business of the agenda whilst ensuring the widest possible 
contribution from attendees.

The pre-reading for the meeting was 160 pages placing a 
significant burden on all attendees. It was apparent some 
had read the materials, some had not, while some attendees 
were distracted during items to which they were not 
contributing - underlining that the meeting did not have 
their full attention.

The content considered by the TB either related specifically 
to the transformation programme or the operational 
business of commissioning.

The format of the meeting can best be described as 
that of a forum – agenda items were introduced, 
contributions were invited and a dialogue undertaken.

The meeting outcomes were passive.  There was an 
absence of decision-making and an absence of clarity 
on the basis on which items were referred or deferred 
to other boards. The TB lacked a mechanism to deal 
with this other than the offer of rework and re-
presentation to the TB or referral on to the ICB without 
an outcome which could be seen as assisting its 
deliberations.

The board was also asked to consider several funding 
proposals, which lacking a framework it was only able 
to do by opening the item to general views and 
opinions.

The TB is not effectively coordinating the work of the 
Workstreams, scrutinising or assuring proposals, or 
ensuring alignment of activities with priorities or 
strategies.

The TB requires urgent reform to provide value to the 
governance structure.  There are various options open, 
including:

1. Retain the TB as is, with the same terms of 
reference, but with a greater emphasis on those 
involved to deliver in line with the expectations of 
the TB.  This is likely to require a cultural change 
and may reduce the level of engagement and 
cooperation.

Efficiency and 
effectiveness

PwC view

The TB is not meeting 
its stated role 
effectively.  While 
facilitating 
collaboration, the TB 
requires reforming to 
deliver greater value to 
the programme.  To 
retain the benefits it 
brings, while removing 
the administrative 
burden, reconstituting 
it as an engagement 
forum, with a separate 
Accountable Officer 
team, may provide a 
solution.
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Transformation Board

Effectiveness (continued)

2. Combine the TB and ICB, with a meeting of two parts; 
part 1 covering the current role of the TB; part 2 covering 
ICB elements, particularly decision making.

3. Reconstitute the TB as an engagement body/forum, 
meeting periodically to discuss and contribute to 
integrated commissioning, accessible by both the ICB 
and Workstreams.  

We would recommend adopting option 3. As set out 
previously, the Accountable Officer team – made up of 
leaders of the three organisations –would be able to take on 
the key governance responsibilities of the current TB.  The 
reconstituted body, with a very clear remit, would then be 
able to take on responsibility for engaging the wider 
stakeholders to discuss and challenge the integrated care 
programme, particularly around transformation.

Efficiency and 
effectiveness

PwC view

Reconstituting the TB 
as a forum with a 
separate Accountable 
Officer team addresses 
a significant number of 
issues highlighted here 
and elsewhere.  There 
will remain a place for 
engagement and 
discussion, with less 
administrative burden 
and duplication of the 
work of the ICB.  There 
will also be a group 
which can make 
decisions outside of the 
ICB and help set the 
pace and direction of 
the programme.
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Recommendations

Definitions of keys used in 
the report

Priority
The actions have been given a ‘Priority’ rating, from high to low. This reflects the degree of urgency with 
which we believe the actions should be addressed. 

High This is critical to the programme’s progress

Medium This is important to the programme’s progress

Low This may not have a significant impact on the programme’s progress but should still be 
taken forward

Implementation Risk
The ‘Implementation Risk’ rating in the final column indicates the extent to which we believe the programme 
will be capable of achieving the recommended action in the recommended timeframe, taking into account 
any work the programme has already undertaken.

High Significant concerns and/or the action is difficult to implement. Little progress has been 
made to date. The programme is unlikely to implement the recommendations 
effectively within the necessary timeframe without external support or additional 
resource.

Medium Some progress has been made. The programme should consider seeking advice or 
support to ensure recommendation is implemented effectively.

Low Low level of concern. Plans are already well advanced, or the action will be 
straightforward to implement.

City and Hackney
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City and Hackney

Recommendations

Actions to be taken by 
programme.

Ref Area Action Priority By when
Implementation 

risk

1
Structure

and format

The Transformation Board should be replaced by an Accountable Officer team, to form 
strategy, oversee progress and ensure implementation of ICB priorities.  A separate 
body, such as a forum, should be formed to allow wide stakeholder engagement in the 
integrated care programme.

April 2019

2 Strategy

A senior individual should be identified to have overall responsibility for driving/being 
the SRO of the programme and not involved in day to day operations.  This role, which
would not be full time, should primarily focus on leading the Accountable Officer team 
to 1) formulate strategy 2) ensure clear lines of responsibility and reporting; 3) set, 
monitor and report on programme objectives; and 4) enable other programme groups 
to function effectively.

November 
2018

3 Strategy

The strategic objectives of the programme should be revised, in line with the current 
and planned levels of pooled and aligned budgets, allowing the development of a 
common narrative. Once strategic objectives are set, the scope, accountability, 
deliverables and priorities of the programme should be revised and documented.

January 
2019

4 Strategy
The strategic direction of travel for the Workstreams should be centrally set, including 
in the longer term consideration of their focus.

January 
2019

5
Structure

and format

The purpose of the ICB should be clarified, reiterating that responsibility for delivering 
items such as co-production, participation etc. lies with project / initiative owners.  The 
ICB should seek assurance over and challenge progress within the programme and 
make key strategic, transformational and integrated commissioning decisions.

December 
2018

6
Structure

and 
format

A roadmap for decision making should be implemented, setting out where and when 
decisions can and should be made (including within the statutory bodies).  This should 
seek to reduce the duplication of decision making and bring clarity to the process.

December 
2018

7
Structure

and 
format

A communications and engagement strategy/plan should be developed to enable 
reduction in the number of meeting attendees while ensuring that they are kept 
informed through different routes.

February 
2019

• We anticipate the ICB will want overall visibility of progress against the action plan, to help assure itself that the 
programme is taking and measuring the achievement of the actions. 

• We have not allocated owners to actions but this is an essential first task for the programme in order to ensure 
delivery of the actions.
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City and Hackney

Recommendations

Actions to be taken by programme.

Ref Area Action Priority By when
Implementation 

risk

8
Structure

and format

Meetings should be made more effective through:
• Reviewed/updating the approach to dealing with conflicts of interest.  This should 

clearly articulate when attendees can be fully involved in discussions, when they can 
observe but not contribute and when they should not be present.

• Reducing the length of Board papers should so that they are focused, clearly setting 
out requirements of the Board, reducing the quantity of information which is 
presented to note. 

• Reports themselves clearly setting out which groups they will be presented to, the 
value each group is expected to provide and where a decision is expected to be 
made.  Challenge should be given when there are an excessive number of groups to 
present to.

• Reducing the regularity of meetings and the numbers of attendees to allow more 
dynamic, focussed discussions.  

February
2019

9
Structure

and format

The programme should seek to refresh Workstream groups to fulfil commissioning 
functions for areas within the decision making remit of the programme and the ICB.

January 
2019

10
Reporting 

and 
assurance

The ICB should discuss and agree:
• Performance measures for the programme to monitor progress against strategic 

objectives should continue to be developed and reported to the ICB.
• The ICB should discuss and agree the programme risk appetite, cascading the 

output to the Workstreams.
• A mechanism should be implemented to provide assurance to the ICB that 

nationally recognised functions; Assessing Needs; Designing Services; Sourcing 
Suppliers; Delivering Services; and Review and Evaluation are being delivered. 

February 
2019

11
Reporting 

and 
assurance

The programme as a whole and individual Workstreams (guided by the Accountable 
Officer team) should set annual business as usual and transformation priorities, with 
progress monitored by the Accountable Officer team.

March 2019

12
Structure

and format

Once the revised structure is in place, an exercise should be undertaken to identify any 
significant governance duplications or gaps.

February 
2019
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City and Hackney

Recommendations

Actions to be taken by programme.

Ref Area Action Priority By when
Implementation 

risk

13
Structure

and format

Terms of reference for Workstreams should be updated to standardise governance 
elements that are crucial to the overall success of the programme.  This should include 
the approach to risk management and reporting of progress against strategic 
objectives.  This should be complemented by a defined agenda framework which all 
Boards are expected to follow.

January 
2019

14 Strategy

A structured induction and development programme should be provided to members 
of the ICB, Transformation Board and Workstreams to ensure, as a minimum, they are 
aware of the background to the programme and governance approach along with 
having appropriate facilitation support.

January 
2019

15
Reporting 

and 
assurance

Finance leaders should agree when to review risk sharing, in particular how this 
operates in practice, where clarification is required and any impact this has decision 
making.

March 2019
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Scope & process

Observations conducted

During our review, we observed the following committee meetings:

City and Hackney

2 Scope & process

Meeting Date of meeting

Transformation Board 29/08/18

Integrated Commissioning Boards 13/09/18

Children Young People and Maternity Workstream Board 17/09/18

Prevention Workstream Board 14/08/18

Unplanned Care Workstream Board 31/08/18

Primary Care Enabler Group 09/08/18

Engagement Enabler Group 22/08/18
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Scope & process

City and Hackney

Name Position

David Maher CCG Senior Commissioning Lead
Transformation Board member
ICB attendee 

Anne Canning LBH Senior Commissioning Lead
Transformation Board Member
ICB Attendee
Prevention Workstream SRO

Mark Jarvis Transformation Board Member 

Kim Wright Transformation Board Member & Vice Chair 

Tracey Fletcher Transformation Board member
Unplanned Care Workstream SRO (Chair)

Tim Shields Transformation Board Chair 
IC Governance Review SRO

Amy Wilkinson Children, Young People & Maternity Workstream Director 
Sits on the Neighbourhoods Steering Group
On occasion attends the Mental Health Co-ordinating Committee 

Ian Williams Transformation Board member
ICB attendee
Joint chair of the Estates Enabler Group

Dhruv Patel ICB Member - CoLC

Marianne Fredericks ICB Member - CoLC

Randall Anderson ICB Member - CoLC

Mark Rickets ICB Member – both City and Hackney ICBs
Chair of Primary Care Enabler Group

Honor Rhodes ICB Member – both City and Hackney ICBs

Jane Milligan ICB Member – both City and Hackney ICBs

Interviews held

During our review, we met with the following individuals:
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Scope & process

City and Hackney

Name Position

Cllr Feryal Demirci ICB Member – LBH
ICB Chair 

Cllr Rebecca Rennison ICB Member - LBH

Penny Bevan Transformation Board member
ICB attendee

Simon Galczynski     Transformation Board member
Unplanned Care Workstream Board Member

Angela Scattergood Transformation Board Member 
Children, Young People and Maternity Workstream SRO (Chair)

Deborah Colvin Transformation Board member
Joint chair of CPEN Enabler Group 
Unplanned Care Workstream Board Member
Sits on the Neighbourhoods Steering Group
Attends the Primary Care Enabler Group 

Laura Sharpe Transformation Board Member
Unplanned Care Workstream Board Member
Sits on the Neighbourhoods Steering Group
Attends the Mental Health Co-ordinating Committee
Attends the Primary Care Enabler Group 

Simon Cribbens CoLC Senior Commissioning Lead
Transformation Board Member
ICB attendee
Planned Care Workstream SRO

Catherine Macadam Transformation Board member
Joint chair of PPI Enabler Group

Paul Calaminus Transformation Board member

Interviews held

During our review, we met with the following individuals:
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Scope & process

City and Hackney

Name Position

Richard Fradgley Transformation Board member
Mental Health Co-ordination Committee

Jackie Moylan Deputises for Ian Williams [LBH Finance CFO]

Vanessa Morris Transformation Board member (voluntary sector representative) 

Raj Radia Transformation Board member

Jonathan McShane ICS Convenor 
Transformation Board attendee 
Community Services 2020 T&F Group Chair

Siobhan Harper Planned Care Workstream Director
Sits on the Neighbourhoods Steering Group, On occasion attends 
the Mental Health Co-ordinating Committee 

Jayne Taylor Prevention Workstream Director
Sits on the Neighbourhoods Steering Group, On occasion attends 
the Mental Health Co-ordinating Committee 

Nina Griffith Unplanned Care Workstream Director
Sits on the Neighbourhoods Steering Group, On occasion attends 
the Mental Health Co-ordinating Committee 

Rhiannon England Mental Health Co-ordination Committee (rotating Chair)
Clinical Lead - Children Young People and Maternity Ws, Mental 
Health Clinical Lead 

Stephanie Coughlin Clinical Lead for Neighbourhoods
Unplanned Care Board 

Dan BURNINGHAM Mental Health Programme Director

Sue Evans CCG Lay Member for Governance 

Interviews held

During our review, we met with the following individuals:
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Glossary
Our report includes a 
number of terms and short 
descriptions, which we 
define alongside

City and Hackney

3 Glossary

Term Definition

CCG Clinical Commissioning Group

COLC City of London Corporation

IC Integrated Commissioning

ICB Integrated Commissioning Boards

KPIs Key Performance Indicators

LBH London Borough of Hackney

MOU Memorandum of Understanding

NAO National Audit Office

PMO Programme Management Office

S75 Section 75 agreement

SRO Senior Responsible Officer

STP
Sustainability and Transformation 

Partnership

TB Transformation Board
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