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PREFACE
The Reducing the Burden Action Group (RBAG) examined ways to reduce the burden of external scrutiny while maintaining the confidence of key stakeholders that services are being delivered effectively and key outcomes are being achieved.  The group is proposing a comprehensive approach which links self-evaluation and external scrutiny to realise this objective. 

The Single Outcome Agreement (SOA) provides the context and framework for our work. Rigorous self-evaluation and targeted scrutiny are tools which will help the public sector to deliver on its commitment to improving services. They will also provide important assurance to the Scottish Government that councils and their partners are working well to deliver the outcomes for communities and citizens that are promised in their SOAs. 

Our work has been mainly focussed on the external scrutiny of local authorities, but the group is clear that the recommendations contained within the report can equally apply across the public sector.  Indeed, with the anticipated approach to best value audits for the police and fire and rescue services, it is an appropriate time to ensure that the arrangements being put in place are based on rigorous self-evaluation, a shared approach to risk assessment along with streamlined and better co-ordinated scrutiny.

While a number of workstreams were identified for the group to address, as work progressed in these areas, the interconnections between them became apparent.  As a result, the group agreed to produce one report to present a comprehensive approach to reducing the burden of scrutiny.  

My thanks go to my colleagues on the action group for their commitment to the task in hand and the shared agenda to seek significant improvement in this important area.  Their collaboration was a crucial element in completing our task against a tight timescale. The representatives of the scrutiny bodies have shown a willingness to change the way they undertake their work, while those from the public sector demonstrated an equal enthusiasm to make improvements in their internal processes.  Without this combined commitment, the group could not have progressed as far or made the recommendations contained within this report.

Finally I would like to thank Lorna Gibbs, our secretary, for her hard work, thoughtful advice and planning ability while coping with a demanding and complex workload.

Bernadette Malone

Chair
Reducing the Burden of Scrutiny Action Group, September 2008

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report provides Ministers with proposals for reducing the burden of scrutiny on public bodies, in particular at a strategic or corporate level.  To deliver this, it is essential that a new approach is agreed, with robust self-evaluation at its very centre as the basis on which judgements are made.  To realise the full benefits of this new way of working, commitment and collaboration by all scrutiny bodies, councils and community planning partners are essential pre-requisites for success. 

The burden of scrutiny can be reduced by:

· relying more on self-evaluation by councils and public bodies – however there needs to be more of it and it needs to be both consistent and robust; and
· audit and inspection focussing more on areas of concern – however this needs to be co-ordinated and intelligence-led.

The proposals below show how we can make self-evaluation more robust and how we can develop intelligence led scrutiny. If the proposals are implemented there are clear benefits:

· for councils delivering generally good services and who are robust self-evaluators, there will be reduction in external scrutiny, freeing up staff time for improvement work. Over time, all partners should come into this group. 

· focusing scrutiny attention on areas (partners, councils or individual services) which need more attention, means that we can reduce the overall volume of scrutiny taking place with no reduction in assurance.  
Developing Self-evaluation

All councils and public bodies evaluate themselves to some extent.  As a minimum, it is when preparing for inspections.  Best Value audit reports have demonstrated firstly that councils vary in how self-aware they are and secondly, that those councils that are clearer on their strengths and weaknesses and act on that knowledge, tend to be better performers. 
The group believes that effective self-evaluation enables a service or organisation to target its planning or initiatives for improvement effectively and should lead to innovation, change and demonstrable improvements in processes and outcomes.  It is a tool for improvement and if all councils and public bodies robustly and routinely evaluate themselves, then it is likely that there will be more improvement in performance.  

A range of self-evaluation methodologies is already used in the public sector.  One of the key challenges is to build capacity for improvement ensuring that this is built into the day to day work of all staff.

The proposals detailed in this report aim to develop a dynamic balance between self-evaluation and external scrutiny.  Recognising the challenge of building capacity in addition to public bodies developing their own approaches, the group proposes using assisted self-evaluation (ASE) to develop the volume and quality of self-evaluation.  This approach would help to build capacity for self-evaluation whilst providing assurance on the quality of outcomes.
ASE concentrates on outcomes, tying in with the increasingly important role of SOAs. Whilst staff lead the evaluation, inspectors assist and, crucially, challenge performance and practices. The evaluation that comes out of an ASE has the dual benefits of being both rigorous and “owned” by councils (and partners where appropriate) and also endorsed by the relevant scrutiny body. Over time, staff will become more skilled and their self-evaluations will be more robust. Scrutiny bodies will be able to rely on them more, and this will mean that the balance of effort between self-evaluation and external scrutiny can shift.  

ASE should therefore result in a greater volume of improvement and should also reduce the amount of external scrutiny needed to assure Scotland that its councils and partners are performing well and are working wisely. 

ASE and more targeted scrutiny work will be both more effective and efficient if both councils and scrutiny bodies use self-evaluation models which are based on the EFQM Business Excellence Model.  This is the basis for most models currently used in public bodies.
Section 2 of the report deals with this in more detail. 

Developing a proportionate and intelligence-led approach to scrutiny

In the past most scrutiny bodies have visited councils and public bodies cyclically and for roughly equal amounts of time, regardless of how strong the council’s performance is or how good their own improvement work is. The inspections have not been systemically co-ordinated. 

However, HMIE and the Care Commission jointly inspect services in the pre-school and residential care sector, and HMIE is leading the development of a coherent approach to inspecting services for children.

In the future, the group envisages two big changes:

· scrutiny bodies will review their shared intelligence and use it to target areas (councils or services) where performance is weak and/or where the robustness of self-evaluation is unknown or weak, or for the identification of good practice; and 

· councils and partners will invite scrutiny bodies in to support them in particular areas, using assisted self-evaluation. 

There will be a regular scrutiny risk assessment which reviews shared information and scrutiny plans will come out of this, following discussion with the council and partners.  How often a particular organisation or partnership is subject to this scrutiny risk assessment should reflect earlier scrutiny findings. The process is shown in 
Exhibit 1.

Exhibit 1 - Developing a proportionate & intelligence-led approach to scrutiny. 

Scrutiny bodies consider performance, self-evaluation work, as well as environmental analysis and scrutiny findings to plan their scrutiny programme. 


[image: image1] 
These two changes will mean that scrutiny work will be more focused on areas of concern in the future than it is at present. This should result in a greater amount of improvement. 

It should be noted that Exhibit 1 dovetails with the work currently being undertaken by the Policy and Approach Action Group.

Section 3 deals with this in more detail.

Shared information

Part of the burden of scrutiny is the time it takes councils and public bodies to pull together information for individual inspections. For intelligence-led scrutiny to work, there needs to be a core set of information.  This core information need not be in a single uniform style, but it should cover a standard set of areas including for example contextual data, performance outcomes, information on use of resources and performance management processes. These reflect the requirements of Best Value and the content of self-evaluation models.  All this information should be kept up to date and be easily available to scrutiny bodies through a scrutiny portal. 

A secondary set of information, including for example anonymised service user records, should be available to scrutiny bodies but not necessarily be publicly available. 

There are no legal barriers to data sharing across public bodies that would affect these proposals and no need therefore for any further legislation. A common data request agreement between public bodies and scrutiny agencies will be sufficient. 

Section 4 deals with this in more detail. 

How much of the burden will our proposals reduce?

The journey that the group envisages is best illustrated in Exhibit 1 below. 

Exhibit 2   The shifting balance between self-evaluation and external scrutiny. 

Over time, there is more and more robust self-evaluation, which allows a reduction in external scrutiny with no loss of assurance and a gain in the amount of improvement delivered. 
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It is difficult to predict exactly how much of the burden can be reduced. The group expects that cyclical inspections will reduce in frequency and be more appropriate to risk. They may disappear altogether where performance is consistently strong and self-evaluation consistently robust.  In addition, it is anticipated that the rate of improvement will be greater where there is a greater focus on self-evaluation within partner organisations.
There could be savings of time for staff and for scrutiny employees. How much depends on how quickly councils and partners develop robust self-evaluation and how much scrutiny bodies cut back on the number and depth of inspections. 

The approach to assisted self-evaluation will continue to provide assurance to the public and Parliament regarding the performance of partner organisations, as both the process and the outputs will be validated by the relevant scrutiny body.

One indication of the scale of reduction that might be possible comes from HMIE work in 2006. Following the first round of INEA (inspection of education authorities), HMIE moved towards a more proportionate and risk-based assessment based on quality of self-evaluation and existing performance levels. The inspection time varied with the size of the council, but in general the reduction in inspection days from the full model of three weeks, to the shortest model of three days, was significant.   

At the same time, it is difficult to predict exactly how long it will take to move towards an approach to improvement founded more on self-evaluation than external scrutiny. The group recognises that due to the complexity of the current landscape and the variability of self-evaluation within public bodies that this could take up to four years.  The speed will depend entirely on the commitment of all involved to deliver this revised approach.
Recommendations 

The recommendations made in this report are as follows:

To deliver improvements in service delivery and better outcomes for the people of Scotland, it is recommended that:

(i)
councils and their partners continue to develop robust self-evaluation processes;
(ii)
councils, partners and scrutiny bodies use assisted self-evaluation, which sits on a continuum of audit and inspection, as a key approach to provide rigorous external challenge of performance and practices, and to help develop partners’ capacity for effective self-evaluation.  Over time, robust self-evaluation based on sound performance information should replace most cyclical inspections; and
(iii) scrutiny bodies substantially alter the frequency and depth of their work in councils to reflect the strength of self-evaluation and performance.

To deliver improvements to co-ordinated scrutiny planning, risk assessment and information sharing to reduce the burden of scrutiny, it is recommended that:

(iv)
the Accounts Commission ensures that all scrutiny bodies work together to deliver joint scrutiny planning and risk assessment processes. 

To improve the co-ordination of external scrutiny between those undertaking it and to reduce the burden on public bodies, it is recommended that:
(v)
a single common data request agreement will be specified covering: 

· a core set of information to be made available publicly and fully maintained in a standard format by local authorities and scrutiny bodies for access by the public; and

· a secondary set of information to be made available through local intranets and a national portal and fully maintained in a standard format by local authorities and scrutiny bodies.

To provide access to information useful both to support the on-going work of local authorities and external scrutiny and audit, while reducing the overall burden, it is recommended that:

(vi)
work is undertaken within South Lanarkshire Council, with support from Audit Scotland and the Care Commission, to develop and pilot a website based portal  capable of holding all the required information which is easily accessible by local authorities and scrutiny bodies; and
(vii) resources are made available both to ensure that the pilot can be developed and then extended for use across all local authorities and scrutiny bodies.
SECTION 1 - RBAG – REMIT AND ACHIEVEMENT OF DELIVERABLES

1.1
The Reducing Burdens Action Group (RBAG) was established in response to the Crerar Review recommendations on reducing the overall burden of scrutiny, and its general purpose was set out in the Government’s response to the Crerar Review in January 2008 (Annex A). 

1.2
The RBAG was asked to look at “practical ways in which scrutiny bodies can reduce the burden on those they scrutinise. The areas of work covered sharing data; setting up a common portal or website to record all planned scrutiny activity; developing a corporate assessment tool; and developing a self-assessment model. The work of the group has close links to the development of the outcome-based approach to assessment of public bodies”.

1.3
Membership was drawn from Government officials, Audit Scotland, CoSLA, the Society of Local Authority Chief Executives, Care Commission, SWIA, HMIE, the Scottish Housing Regulator (formerly Communities Scotland) and NHS QIS.  The group was chaired by Bernadette Malone, Chief Executive, Perth and Kinross Council.  A list of members is provided in the conclusion to this report. 
Achievement of Deliverables from RBAG Terms of Reference 

1.4
The following deliverables were agreed in our terms of reference. For each we note what we have achieved. 
	Deliverable
	Deadline
	What we have achieved

	An agreed single data request form for corporate assessments of local authorities
	Mar 2008
	Core set of information proposed, reflecting what is required by both scrutiny bodies for audit and councils for self-evaluation. This includes for example contextual data, performance outcomes, information on use of resources and performance management processes.
(Section 4)  

	A list of legal barriers to data sharing across public bodies
	Jul 2008
	Research has shown that there are no legal barriers to data sharing that affect our proposals. 

Data sharing protocols between councils and scrutiny bodies will be sufficient to support our proposals. 

(Section 4)

	Scrutiny planning

(i) develop proposals for co-ordinated action and information sharing by scrutiny bodies


	Sep 2008
	The group has developed sound and practical proposals on developing a proportionate and intelligence-led approach to audit and inspection and on information sharing.  

(Section 3)

	(ii) develop a single website or portal for planned scrutiny activity


	Sep 2008
	The proposals include a scrutiny portal hosted by South Lanarkshire Council which would act as the gateway to the core information sets from each council. 

The group decided that a published programme of scrutiny activity could remove flexibility from scrutiny bodies and partner organisations to undertake scrutiny which reflected local circumstances.

(Section 4)

	Design a framework for self assessment which provides alignment between: 

· The Best Value self assessment process

· The SOA annual reporting commitments to government

· Service/client specific self assessment methodologies

· Existing local government self assessment practices
	2009
	The group’s proposal is to use existing self-evaluation models, as long as they are based on the EFQM Business Excellence Model. This model satisfies the needs of the BV self-assessment process, service/client specific self assessment methodologies and is the one most commonly used by councils currently. The outcomes/impacts parts of it will reflect the SOA annual reporting commitments to government.  

(Section 2)


1.5
Legal barriers to data sharing across public bodies were identified as a workstream for the group. Research was undertaken along with evidence supplied by scrutiny bodies, the Scottish Government and local authorities.  This suggests that while the complex legal landscape has led to a lack of clarity about when it is acceptable to share personal information without consent, the emergence of local data sharing protocols now make the assumption that it is reasonable to share information with permission as well as information that is anonymised and aggregated. The real barriers to data sharing are therefore more cultural than legal and there is no need for any further legislation.  This position is taken forward in section 4 below in relation to information sharing, scrutiny planning and a common data set.
1.6
The remaining sections in this report describe, in greater detail than the summary above, the specific proposals to address the relevant recommendations detailed in the Crerar report, consistent with the remit given to the RBAG.  
SECTION 2 – SELF-EVALUATION AND EXTERNAL SCRUTINY  

	Effective self-evaluation is a systematic process where strengths are identified and under-performance is tackled. The challenge is to ensure that external scrutiny complements corporate evaluation processes.




2.1
This section sets out a framework for self‑evaluation and external scrutiny in the public sector linked to two recommendations within the Crerar Review with specific reference to self-assessment. Those recommendations were:

· external scrutiny is part of a wider performance and reporting framework with the primary responsibility for demonstrating compliance and performance resting with service providers; and
· scrutiny bodies should work with providers to develop robust reliable self-assessment procedures.
2.2
The RBAG has opted to promote self-evaluation, which differs slightly from self-assessment in that, in addition to measuring performance and outcomes, it is concerned with the quality and effectiveness of processes and the stakeholder’s experience.  Assessment is generally where there is a fixed answer, evaluation concerns the quality of the outcome and it is considered that self-evaluation is more consistent with an outcome-based approach to improvement in public services.
2.3
In developing the principles and approaches to self-evaluation, the RBAG was able to build on existing and ongoing work with councils, public service providers and scrutiny bodies.  The group found that approaches to developing self-evaluation as part of an overall improvement framework have already been taken forward by a number of bodies.  However this is still variable across sectors, and services within sectors. As a result, a key issue the group considered is the need to develop further capacity for self-evaluation across public services.

2.4
Experience in approaches to date highlight the need to consider self-evaluation as a fundamental part of the wider improvement agenda, to work to a single goal of supporting improvement in public services.  It is also important to ensure that self-evaluation and external scrutiny are complementary.  However, the group also acknowledges that to promote the most benefit from this complementary approach, councils and partners, and scrutiny bodies should use self-evaluation models which are based on the EFQM Business Excellence Model.  This is the basis for most models currently used in public bodies, as it is based on the user experience.
2.5
Effective self-evaluation enables a service, organisation or partnership to target its planning or initiatives for improvement effectively and should lead to innovation, change and demonstrable improvement in processes and outcomes.  It is a tool for change and improvement, not an end in itself.

2.6
The key to effective self-evaluation is getting the culture right and, along with that, an understanding that self-evaluation is an ongoing process and a natural part of the management of the whole organisation.

2.7
By 2012 it is vital that a stronger focus on robust self-evaluation exists across the public sector.  It is the group’s view that self-evaluation can best support councils and community planning partnerships to deliver Single Outcome Agreements where there is a common framework across services with a common language for describing aspirations and achievements and driving improvement.  We believe that there is merit in using the same frameworks for self-evaluation and scrutiny, as this will further enable public services and scrutiny bodies to build in self-evaluation where that is robust.  This in turn will allow for scrutiny to be based on and proportionate to self-evaluation.  In this context, the role of external scrutiny would be to:- 

· assure the quality of outcomes rather than control processes;
· secure improvement through appropriate levels of accountability;

· ensure there is an appropriate balance between external and internal pressures for change; 
· assist councils’ improvement agendas; and 

· enable effective action to tackle under performance.

2.8
Within the Concordat between the Scottish Government and CoSLA and, building on previous legislation such as the Local Government in Scotland Act 2003 and the Standards in Scotland’s Schools Act 2000, there is a clear understanding in Scotland that local authorities and partners will seek to secure continuous improvement in their services.  Self-evaluation is a key driver in securing improvement and is increasingly embedded in public service work.

2.9
Arrangements that would enable external scrutiny to build on self-evaluation would ensure that:
· robust self‑evaluation and independent inspection would complement one another as means of evaluating and improving the quality of public services;

· inspection should moderate and verify self‑evaluation as part of the quality improvement cycle;

· self‑evaluation should address the same high level questions as inspection, and that inspection should make use of the same set of indicators as self‑evaluation; and

· Inspectorates and auditors would take as inputs to their evaluations, evidence supplied by service providers of their self‑evaluation processes, the outcomes from such processes and the subsequent improvements made by the service providers.

2.10
Building on effective self-evaluation as part of external scrutiny, coupled with public services being able to demonstrate positive impact on outcomes for their stakeholders, should enable scrutiny bodies to target their efforts more effectively and to reduce duplication and bureaucracy.  Evidence shows that there is a strong link between effective leadership and management, robust self-evaluation and development of capacity for further improvement.  The group proposes that we use the same framework for self-evaluation and scrutiny in that we believe that this has a number of clear benefits.  
2.11
These include:

· a common understanding across those in the public sector, including service providers and those in involved in scrutiny, about what is important and what leads to improvement; 

· a transparent system in which there is agreement on what can usefully be assessed to evaluate the quality of services; 

· having a joint focus on the outcomes for stakeholders; and 

· a scrutiny system which builds on robust self‑evaluation enabling a more proportionate approach.
Building Capacity for Self-evaluation and Reducing the Burden of Scrutiny through a Process of Assisted Self-evaluation
2.12
The group agreed that a major factor in building the capacity of local authorities and other public bodies to develop and enhance their arrangements for self-evaluation is to recommend an approach based on the work currently undertaken by HMIE in relation to Assisted Self-evaluation (ASE).  

2.13
ASE is an approach developed within HMIE which enables inspectors and service providers to work together to enhance self-evaluation.  It brings together the rigours of external verification to internal processes through a model which allows moderation by inspectors and builds capacity for self-evaluation in public bodies while still providing the external assurance required to key stakeholders.

2.14
A programme of ASE would aim to create a quality culture within which the complementary roles of external inspection and internal self-evaluation are both recognised and valued.  At the core of this approach is the principle that public bodies must take greater responsibility for the quality of services which they provide and be committed to continuous improvement.

2.15
The group believes that there are significant potential benefits attached to the well planned use of assisted self-evaluation as part of a broader inspection and reporting landscape.  ASE involves inspectors working closely with local professionals to secure improvement.  The process is intended to be relatively short, adaptable and flexible.  The principle focus is on outcomes and impact on service users.

2.16
The ASE process will help build capacity in the system through sharing of scrutiny/inspectorates skills and expertise with colleagues in public bodies.  The approach has the capacity to change the culture of the external scrutiny process and develop a more mature process based on genuine self-evaluation. 

2.17
The group believes that ASE sits on a continuum of audit and inspection with councils and other public services.  At one end is the more formal inspection and audit procedures and at the other is the ongoing and informal activity which many inspection/scrutiny bodies undertake with local authorities such as discussion and advice.  ASE now needs to be clearly placed on this continuum as a valuable resource to be used by scrutiny bodies and public bodies to support and enhance the outcomes to local communities and service users.  

2.18
The group believes that the model of ASE, coupled with corporate self-evaluation processes, should replace cyclical inspections.  Inspections should only be used to respond to apparent significant failure where evidence suggests that self-evaluation has not progressed.
2.19
This model is further described in Annex B.
Recommendations

2.20
To deliver improvements in service delivery and better outcomes for the people of Scotland, it is recommended that:

(i)
councils and their partners continue to develop robust self-evaluation processes;
(ii)
councils, partners and scrutiny bodies use ASE, which sits on a continuum of audit and inspection, as a key approach to provide rigorous external challenge of performance and practices and to help develop partners’ capacity for effective self-evaluation.  Over time robust self-evaluation based on sound performance information should replace most cyclical inspections; and
(iii) scrutiny bodies substantially alter the frequency and depth of their work in councils to reflect the strength of self-evaluation and performance.

SECTION 3 – BUILDING ON SELF-EVALUATION – A PROPORTIONATE AND INTELLIGENCE LED APPROACH TO AUDIT AND INSPECTION

	A more proportionate and risk-based audit approach across all scrutiny bodies, founded on robust self-evaluation, will deliver key improvements to service delivery and better outcomes for citizens and communities.


3.1
Linked to rigorous, robust and reliable self-evaluation, a key feature of the approach to reduce the burden of external scrutiny is a move towards an intelligence‑led, proportionate approach. This is based on a risk analysis which demonstrates the appropriateness of a reduced level of scrutiny. 
3.2
This has already been introduced in the revised procedures for INEA inspection in 2006 and is central to the review of Best Value Audit.  The approach retains and develops the critical link between inspection and self‑evaluation.  By taking an intelligence‑led proportionate approach, scrutiny bodies can optimise the use of information gathered from earlier inspection/audit and self‑evaluation.  The approach will ensure that audit/inspection supports service delivery and is firmly focused on improved outcomes for stakeholders.
3.3
Intelligence‑led means that audit/inspection plans are informed by analysing all the available evidence on the quality service delivery within the local authority or other public service.  The evidence analysed by scrutiny bodies at the start of the inspection is outlined in Annex C, along with a case study from HMIE which shows the benefits of the approach.
3.4
Taking a proportionate approach means that scrutiny teams will tailor each phase of the audit or inspection according to the evidence already available.  The better the quality of service provided, as indicated by this pre‑existing intelligence and evidence, the less intensive the subsequent inspection activities will normally be.  

3.5
As part of the Government’s response to the Crerar Review, the Accounts Commission was asked to perform a gatekeeping role, through Audit Scotland, with the goal of moving towards a position where Best Value is the key corporate assessment tool with better alignment with other corporate audit and performance processes. The purpose of this is to work with other scrutiny bodies to reduce the burden, improve the effectiveness of scrutiny in local government and contribute towards better public services for the people of Scotland.  All of this has to be delivered within the overall context of the Single Outcome Agreement.
3.6
A possible model for delivering the shared scrutiny risk assessment and joint planning combined with self-evaluation is shown in Annex D (and Exhibit 1).

3.7
Rather than the current model where scrutiny bodies visit local authorities cyclically and for roughly the same amount of time, in the future, the group envisages that:
· scrutiny bodies will review their shared intelligence and use it to target areas (councils or services) where performance is weak and/or where the robustness of self-evaluation is unknown or weak; and
· councils will invite scrutiny bodies in to support them in particular areas, using assisted self-evaluation. 

3.8
There will be an annual scrutiny risk assessment which reviews shared information and scrutiny plans will come out of this, following discussion with the council. As part of the risk assessment, scrutiny bodies will consider self- evaluation, assisted self-evaluation, the Single Outcome Agreement and other performance information as well as environmental analysis and scrutiny findings to form a rolling scrutiny programme along with a plan for each council.  This scrutiny plan will set out the detailed scrutiny activity to be undertaken during this period, along with how and when the work will be undertaken.
3.9
The clear benefits from proportionate, intelligence led scrutiny mean that councils which are generally delivering good services and have effective self-evaluation processes in place will see a reduction in external scrutiny. Equally, external scrutiny can then be focussed on areas (councils or individual services) which need more attention.

3.10
To make this approach work most effectively, scrutiny bodies need to examine the variety of intelligence available to them.  Central to all of this must be robust and rigorous self-evaluation undertaken by local authorities and partners as those responsible for delivering public services.  This will be supported by a better approach to information sharing which is discussed further in Section 4. 
3.11
The group acknowledges that this is a complex issue and that there are a number of barriers to be addressed.  This includes trust and reliance on the judgement of others – not only between scrutiny bodies themselves but also between scrutiny bodies and the public sector, specifically in relation to the effectiveness of the self-evaluation process.

3.12
However, the group believes that with commitment and collaboration this can be achieved, particularly as there is the shared agenda of improving outcomes for the people and communities across Scotland. The Single Outcome Agreement can further drive this approach forward.

3.13
Building on effective self-evaluation as part of external scrutiny, coupled with public services being able to demonstrate positive impact and outcomes for their stakeholders should enable scrutiny bodies to target their resources more effectively and to reduce duplication and bureaucracy.  The overall approach requires to be underpinned by the following: 

· building on known information and intelligence about performance, impact and outcomes;

· supporting and developing good practice in self-evaluation;
· recognising effective self-evaluation and taking that as the starting point of external scrutiny;
· developing confidence and risk assessment approaches which take account of a services’ capacity to improve; 
· developing shorter and more proportionate approaches to scrutiny based on known performance; and 
· further developing the capacity for self‑evaluation across the public sector through the model of ASE to replace cyclical inspections.
Recommendations

3.14
To deliver improvements to co-ordinated scrutiny planning, risk assessment and information sharing to reduce the burden of scrutiny, it is recommended that:

(i) the Accounts Commission ensures that all scrutiny bodies work together to deliver joint scrutiny planning and risk assessment processes.
SECTION 4 – INFORMATION SHARING
	Effective information sharing is required between public sector and scrutiny bodies to provide better public services for citizens and communities while still  respecting the individual’s legal right to privacy. 


4.1
One of the key principles within the Crerar Review is based on an open and transparent approach to the use of data. The group undertook an initial piece of baseline work to gather and analyse the information currently collected and used by Scotland’s main scrutiny bodies (HMIE, SWIA, Care Commission, Audit Scotland, the Scottish Housing Regulator, NHS QIS).  This showed that scrutiny bodies are interested in gathering information on 10 key areas:

· general context;
· leadership;
· planning and performance management processes;
· service performance;
· performance outcomes;
· local strategic priorities;
· partnership working;
· business processes;
· use of resources; and
· performance improvement.
4.2
These common data requirements for scrutiny bodies were then mapped against a number of self-evaluation frameworks currently used by scrutiny bodies and councils.  This exercise identified a high consistency across them all and is shown in Annex E.  
4.3
Part of the burden of scrutiny is the time it takes councils to pull together information for individual inspections. For intelligence-led scrutiny to work, there needs to be a core set of information. This core data does not need to be in a uniform style, but needs to cover the standard set of areas outlined above. 

4.4
As a result, it is proposed that a single common data request agreement is developed between scrutiny bodies and local authorities. This will be the key source of information required to support the intelligence and risk-based approach to external scrutiny outlined above. The agreement will be an important step forward in reducing the burden of evidence collection, while supporting local authorities in their ongoing self-evaluation processes and providing scrutiny bodies with easily accessible, up to date information at any time. 

How the common data request agreement will be used

4.5
At present, when a scrutiny body is planning inspection activity, it routinely asks the local authority to send it background information to support the external scrutiny process. This varies from case to case but in all instances creates a degree of compliance costs. In future, the scrutiny body will go directly to the agreed sources of data set out in the agreement, most of which should already be in the public domain.  

4.6
The data request agreement will be the starting point for most of the information required. However, during inspection activity, scrutiny bodies will  remain able to request additional information, follow audit trails and ask the ‘difficult questions’.  This is particularly the case for the joint inspections of services to protect children.
4.7
Local authorities will be responsible for ensuring that the data covered by the agreement is kept up to date and held in a location easily accessible to scrutiny bodies. This may be within the scrutiny portal outlined within section 4 of the report.
4.8
Work is ongoing to further develop this approach but the group believes it will contribute significantly to the proportionate, intelligence-led approach which is fundamental to delivering a reduction in the burden of external scrutiny while maintaining the appropriate level of assurance required. 

4.9
The common data request agreement relates to local authorities and the major scrutiny bodies.  However, as well as being used to support the corporate assessment of local authorities, the group anticipates that a similar approach could be used across community planning partnerships although the RBAG’s remit does not cover how this could be progressed. The information/intelligence gathered across both the local authority and public sector partners would then be available to allow scrutiny bodies to undertake a joint scrutiny risk assessment and determine an appropriate, joined up, proportionate, targeted and risk-based approach to scrutiny activities (Best Value audit, inspection and regulatory activities) at local (local authority or community planning partnership or health board).  A further piece of work is also required to assess how the common data request agreement could apply to those private and third sector bodies that deliver public services on behalf of local government and health bodies. 

Legal Barriers

4.10
An initial examination has been undertaken of whether there are any legal barriers to data being shared in the way that is proposed.  This was underpinned by four key principles: 

· Information that is  already in the public domain can be readily shared;
· Information that is aggregated and anonymised can be shared; 
· personal information or anonymous aggregated information that would allow the identification of individuals (for example inspection reports of very small schools) must be treated with great caution. Data protection, ECHR and other legislation will apply;  and 
· commercially sensitive information should not be shared publicly.

4.11
The group has concluded that there are no substantive legal barriers to sharing the data likely to be covered by the common data agreement as much of it is in the public domain already and it will be possible to make sure that personal or commercially sensitive information is not publicly shared. 
Scrutiny Portal
4.12
The group’s recommendations for the approach to joint scrutiny planning and a common data set outlined above as part of the overall approach to reducing the burden of scrutiny has also required an examination of the original requirement for the group in relation to a single website or portal for  planned scrutiny activity.

4.13
Initial discussion by the group linked to a joint planned approach by scrutiny bodies indicated that publishing a programme of audit/inspection could lead public bodies to focus too much on  the ‘preparation for inspection’ rather than ‘planning for improvement’.  As such, it was agreed that if scrutiny bodies were committed to working together on a more risk-based, intelligence-led approach, and a greater focus on self-evaluation, there would be less requirement to publish such details.

4.14
However, it was acknowledged that to take forward the recommendation outlined above, a web based scrutiny information portal accessible by local authorities and scrutiny bodies in the first instance would be an essential element to deliver this.  

4.15
The aim of the portal would be to provide a facility where external scrutiny bodies can access information which would reduce the amount of time an organisation would spend providing the same information in response to numerous requests.  This would cover the information contained in the single common data request agreement outlined in the recommendations contained in section 28 above in relation to the secondary set of information.  Work has already been undertaken in providing a scope for the portal and covers the key aspects of information to be collected.

Recommendations

4.16
To improve the co-ordination of external scrutiny between those undertaking it and to reduce the burden on public bodies, it is recommended that: 

(i) a single common data request agreement will be specified covering: 

· a core set of information to be made available publicly and fully maintained in a standard format by local authorities and scrutiny bodies for access by the public; and

· a secondary set of information to be made available through local intranets and a national portal and fully maintained in a standard format by local authorities and scrutiny bodies.

4.17
To provide access to information useful both to support the on-going work of local authorities and external scrutiny and audit, while reducing the overall burden, it is recommended that:

(i) work is undertaken within South Lanarkshire Council, with support from Audit Scotland and the Care Commission, to develop and pilot a website based portal capable of holding all the required information which is easily accessible by local authorities and scrutiny bodies; and
(ii) resources are made available both to ensure that the pilot can be developed and then extended for use across all local authorities and scrutiny bodies.
CONCLUSION
5.1
This report was drawn together with the help of the RBAG members and attendees listed below as well as various support employees from their organisations:

Members
Bernadette Malone, SOLACE (Chair)



Annette Bruton, HMIE



Anthony Clark, Audit Scotland



Jon Harris, COSLA



Dave Jones, SOLACE



Linda Leslie/Christine Macleod, Scottish Housing Regulator 


Gill Ottley, SWIA



Archie Strang, SOLACE



Jan Warner, NHS QIS



David Wiseman, Care Commission

Attendees:
Lorna Gibbs, Secretariat


Barbara Renton, Perth and Kinross Council


5.2
As well as taking the Crerar Review findings and recommendations as a starting point for reaching conclusions and making recommendations, the group also called for evidence from a number of bodies with experience in scrutiny and self-evaluation.  This helped the group understand, in more practical detail, the issues which had been raised in the Crerar Review. Copies of presentations and the minutes of meetings are available here http://www.scotland.gov.uk/topics/government/publicservicereform/independentreviewofreg/actiongroups/rbag
5.3
Evidence was provided by:
· Sue Bruce, East Dunbartonshire Council
· Peter Willman, Scottish Government

· Tom McHugh, Improvement Service

· Mark McAteer, Improvement Service

· Sarah Diggle,  Audit Commission

· Nick McManus,  Audit Commission

· Carron McDiarmid,  Highland Council
5.4
In addition the following people attended a meeting to participate in discussions about self-evaluation:

· Helen Hayne, Standards Commission for Scotland
· Sarah Hutchinson, Office of Scottish Information Commissioner
· Brian McKenzie, Scottish Fire and Rescue Advisory Unit

· David Robb, Scottish Public Services Ombudsman
· Jane Ryder, Office of the Scottish Charities Regulator

5.6
The group also acknowledges the work of the Scrutiny Improvement Team which provided secretariat support and to Barbara Renton from Perth and Kinross Council who supported the group through the process of preparing this report.

Reducing the Burden of Scrutiny Action Group

September 2008
Annex A

RBAG’s starting point – the Crerar Review and the Government’s response. 

The Crerar Review of regulation, audit, inspection and complaints handling, was published in September 2007.  The Review identified that the core purpose of external scrutiny is to provide independent assurance within a wider performance management and reporting framework, and that the functions of external scrutiny and the organisations responsible for carrying them out should now operate as a system.  This required a much greater degree of leadership and directed co-ordination than at present and a much greater focus on performance and associated self assessment by service providers.  

The Crerar Review

To deliver an improved approach to external scrutiny across public services in Scotland, the Crerar Review recommended:

· The development of robust performance management and outcome focussed self assessment amongst service providers

· Improved co-ordination of scrutiny through:

· Existing external scrutiny bodies reviewing the data they gather, with a view to reducing overall requests and to eliminate any duplicate requests.  Ministers should place a high priority on this matter and ensure that priorities and leadership are assigned to taking such work forward

· The Scottish Government and scrutiny organisations should develop an external scrutiny website, or portal where all planned scrutiny can be logged

· The Scottish Government should also ensure that parallel work to improve data gathering across public services more generally links with work in the scrutiny sector

· The Accounts Commission should work together with other scrutiny organisations to develop a corporate performance audit which absorbs other corporate level inspections in local government.

The Scottish Government’s response was generally to agree with the recommendations while expressing the need to ensure that robust systems are in place to deliver first class public services and protect the interests of vulnerable members of society.  There is an expressed commitment to removing unnecessary burdens, embedding a culture of continuous improvement in public services and moving to a risk-based proportionate approach to scrutiny. This has been supported by:

· the establishment of groups such as the Reducing the Burden of Scrutiny Group to address theses specific recommendations in the Crerar review report;
· a request to the Accounts Commission to put in place arrangements to implement a single framework to assess the performance of the local authority as a body, for example in relation to its leadership and corporate management;
· the Accounts Commission and other scrutiny bodies working together to better plan inspections to reduce the burden on councils; and
· the intention to cease or scale back all cyclical inspection of local government and health with the timing and intensity of any future inspections based on an explicit assessment of risk. 
Annex B
SELF-EVALUATION AND EXTERNAL SCRUTINY  

	Effective self-evaluation is a systematic process where strengths are identified and under performance is tackled. The challenge is to ensure that external scrutiny complements corporate evaluation processes.



This section sets out a framework for self‑evaluation and external scrutiny in the public sector linked to two recommendations within the Crerar Review with specific reference to self-assessment. Those recommendations and the responses from the government were:

	Crerar Recommendation 


	Governments response

	External scrutiny is part of a wider performance management and reporting framework.  The primary responsibility for demonstrating compliance and performance would rest with service providers.  The Scottish Government and Parliament should accept this principle and continue to support the development of robust performance management and outcome focussed self‑assessment amongst service providers.  

	ACCEPTED

This is closely aligned with our drive for local delivery and accountability and we are supportive of this as a principle.  However, implementing this in practice in some services will depend on the existence of robust self‑assessment performance reporting and a continuous improvement culture which we will help to develop.  In some cases this may take time to establish.  We would support the recommendation.

 

	Scrutiny bodies should work with providers and the Scottish Government to develop robust and reliable self‑assessment procedures.  
	SUPPORTED IN PRINCIPLE 

This is entirely consistent with this Government’s transition to an outcomes‑based approach which will leave the detailed management of services to those who have closest knowledge and can best tailor their resources and activities in line with local priorities. 




In developing principles and approaches to self‑evaluation the RBAG was able to build on existing and ongoing work between Councils, public service providers and scrutiny bodies.  Approaches to developing self‑evaluation as part of a public service improvement framework has already been taken forward by a number of bodies.  Much work has already been done by public sector bodies in developing self‑evaluation and much of this has been undertaken in partnership with scrutiny bodies.  However, this is still variable across sectors, and services within sectors and a key issue considered is the need to develop further capacity for self‑evaluation across public services.  Experience and approaches to date highlights the need to consider self‑evaluation as a fundamental part of the wider improvement agenda in which planning for improvement, external scrutiny and self‑evaluation are seen to work to a single goal of supporting improvement in public services.  Ensuring that self‑evaluation and external scrutiny are complementary is of key importance.  

In the current self‑assessment guidance for councils on Best Value Review, the Accounts Commission/Audit Scotland set out areas for self‑evaluation by the council.  Best Value self-assessment guidance material is in the process of being reviewed by the Accounts Commission.  SWIA is currently developing an approach to self-evaluation based on the experience of the first round of performance inspections.
Several existing frameworks for self‑evaluation are based on, or consistent with, the EFQM model
 and in use across council services, notably education, social work and children’s services.  For example, HMIE has developed an overarching framework at a strategic level.  This has informed how all service specific self‑evaluation tools have been developed by HMIE and a number of their partners for inspection and self‑evaluation at strategic through to service delivery levels.  It has been incorporated into the development of the performance inspection model (PIM) developed by SWIA, the guide to self‑evaluation for children’s services for community partners and in the revised How good is our school?.  An increasing focus on self‑evaluation as a means of supporting improvement has been a driver in the agenda to improve child health and safety.  This overarching framework can be used at all levels and across services.  Tools developed to support the use of this framework have provided illustration for different service areas whilst maintaining the same key questions and approaches to self‑evaluation.  

Building on the EFQM model, West Lothian Council, in partnership with Quality Scotland and Investors in People, developed what is now called the Public Services Improvement Framework.  This framework is a self‑assessment tool which encourages organisations to conduct a systematic and comprehensive review of their own activities and results.  

Also, building on the HMIE and EFQM model, and extending it to cover all council services, Perth and Kinross Council have published their self‑evaluation material: How Good is Our Council? and have tested its use across all service areas.  

It is also recognised that many councils such as East Dunbartonshire, have developed their own self‑assessment models.  Many other councils have used EFQM as a self-assessment tool for many years. Regardless of the tools used to support self‑evaluation the principles for self‑evaluation and the relationship to external scrutiny are the same.

The RBAG has opted to promote self-evaluation which differs slightly  from self assessment in that in addition to measuring performance and outcomes, it is concerned with the quality and effectiveness of processes and the stakeholder’s experience.    For example, self assessment could assess how well a Health Board is performing by measuring the number of hip operations performed against a specific target.  Self-evaluation measures the quality of care and the impact on the patient’s life.  
Assessment is generally where there is a fixed answer, evaluation concerns the stakeholder’s experience.  It is considered that self-evaluation is more consistent with an outcomes based approach to improvement in public services.
Self-evaluation can be defined as a continuous cyclical process through which our corporate, service, partnership evaluates by using a set of quality indicators or other robust means, the effectiveness of its performance over a range of key areas.

Effective self-evaluation enables a service or organisation to target its planning or initiatives for improvement effectively and should lead to innovation, change and demonstrable improvements in processes and outcomes.  It is a tool for change and improvement, not an end in itself.  Effective self-evaluation is therefore a process where assuring quality is built into the day to day work of all staff.  Where staff systematically gather and analyse evidence, including feedback from a range of stakeholders, and use it to assess and evaluate aspects of the performance against agreed standards, plan for improvement and report against agreed outcomes.  Studies of innovation processes show that these approaches are more effective when there is a dynamic balance between self-evaluation and external scrutiny or moderation.  

By 2012, we wish to see a stronger focus on robust self-evaluation across the public sector.  In that context, the role of external scrutiny would therefore be to:

· assure the quality of outcomes rather than control processes;
· secure improvement through appropriate levels of accountability;
· ensure there is an appropriate balance between internal and external pressures for change; and
· enable effective action to tackle under-performance.

The experience of the Audit of Best Value suggests that there is a very strong link between:
· effective leadership and management;
· effective self-evaluation; and
· developing the capacity for further improvement.
The purpose and focus of self-evaluation should be to improve quality and performance and to focus on individuals’ experience in terms of impact and outcomes.

Context for Self-evaluation 
Key to effective self‑evaluation is getting the culture right and along with that, an understanding that self‑evaluation is an ongoing process and a natural part of management in a whole organisation.  It is part of everybody’s work and not just a senior management or sub‑committee function, therefore planning and carrying out aspects of self‑evaluation will involve staff at all levels.  This cannot be stressed enough since evaluating the impact of services is a crucial part of self‑evaluation and those working with service users are closest to seeing and getting feedback on that.  A part of the induction to any organisation and in subsequent staff development activities it is important to ensure awareness of responsibilities in service improvement and state expectations in terms of self‑evaluation.  

Self‑evaluation can be a stimulus and catalyst for joint working and enhanced understanding between professionals from different agencies.  It can engender joint ownership and it will be an essential part of the process of identifying the outcomes and targets set in single outcome agreements.  In the same way it will be a part of the continuous monitoring and reporting on progress and achievement of the outcomes set.

Local authorities and other public bodies need to have flexibility to determine how self-evaluation is carried out locally that focuses on the outcomes they are committed to improve local situations.  The Single Outcome Agreement indicators should provide the focus for self-evaluation which in turn will provide the local flexibility.  Communities of place and of interest, partners and peers are key partners in the self-evaluation process and the principles should focus on user satisfaction, quality and access of service. 

Self-evaluation should be recognised within Corporate Plans, Service Plans etc, all the way through to individuals’ personal developmental plans, i.e. an unbroken ‘Golden Thread’.  They should seek to recognise partner self-evaluation requirements, e.g. the police and NHS, with the aim of making sure results are translatable and how they connect with partnership provisions within Single Outcome Agreements.  They should consider the impact of all public sector work around outcomes e.g. with the Police, NHS, Scottish Enterprise, etc, especially where there may be conflicting or non‑aligned indicators with partner agreements.  

Roles and Responsibilities For Self‑evaluation.

Elected members have a fundamental role as policy makers and elected representatives of local people in their authority area.  This includes ensuring the delivery of the considerable government agenda for reform in the way services are delivered, taking into account increased public expectations combined with the overall responsibility for political leadership, support and challenge of the council’s work.  As a result, the involvement of elected members should be considered during the self-evaluation process.

This could be at a high level – a broad scan across the overall work of the council on an annual basis to complement on going scrutiny.  The involvement of elected members in this will:

· provide a further perspective on the council’s overall performance including the identification of overall strengths and areas for improvement; 

· contribute to a more balanced view of how the council is delivering services; and
· allow reflection on the coherence between policy intentions, the management of resources and the outcomes for people who use services.
The Relationship Between Self-evaluation and Scrutiny

Self-evaluation can best support councils, public services and community planning partnerships to deliver single outcome agreements where there is a common framework across services with a common language for describing aspirations and achievements.  Using the same frameworks for self‑evaluation and scrutiny further enables public services and scrutiny bodies to build on self‑evaluation where that is robust.  This in turn allows for scrutiny to be based on, and proportionate to, self-evaluation. 

The publication of scrutiny frameworks and associated materials along with capacity building to provide openness and transparency will benefit those delivering service and the public to whom scrutiny bodies report.  Consistency can be engendered through support and capacity building and evaluations and comments from external scrutiny as well as building on expertise within public bodies.  There is much potential for public bodies and scrutiny bodies to work in partnership to build capacity for self‑evaluation more widely and to achieve the best possible standards.  

Within the Concordat between the Scottish Government and COSLA and, building on previous legislation such as the Local Government in Scotland Act 2003 and the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc Act 2000, there is a clear understanding in Scotland that Local Authorities and their partners will seek to secure continuous improvement in their services.  Self-evaluation is a key driver in securing improvement and is increasingly embedded in public service work.  Scottish Ministers have set out a vision of how Best Value should contribute to the corporate goals of local authorities.  There is a clear commitment to the highest standards of public probity and responsiveness to the needs of customers, employees and all other stakeholders.  For example, in the case of the education and Community Learning and Development functions of authorities, this responsiveness clearly extends to children, to all other learners and participants and to parents and families.  The importance of consultation arrangements, assessment as well as scrutiny, which are open, fair and inclusive, cannot be overstated.

Arrangements which would enable external scrutiny to build on self-evaluation would ensure that: 

· robust self‑evaluation and independent inspection would complement one another as means of evaluating and improving the quality of public services;

· inspection should moderate and verify self‑evaluation as part of the quality improvement cycle;

· self‑evaluation should address the same high level questions as inspection, and that inspection should make use of the same set of indicators as self‑evaluation; and

· inspectorates and auditors would take as inputs to their evaluations, evidence supplied by service providers of their self‑evaluation processes, the outcomes from such processes and the subsequent improvements made by the service providers.

Self‑evaluation can best support community planning partnerships to deliver single outcome agreements where there is a common framework across services with a common language for describing aspirations and achievements.  Using the same frameworks for self‑evaluation and scrutiny further enables public services and scrutiny bodies to build on self‑evaluation where that is robust.  This in turn allows for scrutiny to be based on and proportionate to self‑evaluation.  

The publication of scrutiny frameworks and associated materials along with capacity building to provide openness and transparency will benefit those delivering service and the public to whom scrutiny bodies report.  Consistency can be engendered through support and capacity building and evaluations and comments from external scrutiny as well as building on expertise within public bodies.

Focus on Outcomes and Impact

An increased focus on impact and targets in outcome agreements enables those delivering public services to focus on areas of greatest priority and forms a shared agenda with the public and other bodies for evaluating the success of planning and service delivery.  The Concordat between the Scottish Government and local authorities and their partners and the Single Outcome Agreements reached further reinforces this outcome focused approach. 

The involvement of service users and stakeholders in self-evaluation and setting outcome agreements is essential to ensure outcomes relate to service users needs and that reporting is in relation to these.  A clear focus on citizens and service users will be key to effective self‑evaluation and to ensure that any self‑evaluation activity is for the purpose of service improvement.  Reporting on the impact and the benefits to service users is a fundamental part of improvement systems.  

Principles for Self‑evaluation and Scrutiny 

Building on effective self-evaluation as part of external scrutiny, coupled with public services being able to demonstrate positive impact and outcomes for their stakeholders should enable scrutiny bodies to target their more effectively and to reduce duplication and bureaucracy.  Principles for future scrutiny should include the basis for this revised approach.  Evidence shows that there is a strong link between effective leadership and management, robust self‑evaluation, and development of the capacity for further improvement. 

To be effective, self‑evaluation will meet the following principles: 

Culture

· be embedded in the culture of the organisation 

· be a continuous, systematic process as opposed to an event

Design

· be focussed on outcomes for and the experiences of service users/ citizens 

· support the achievement of organisational or partnership objectives

· be ‘owned’ by those carrying out the self‑evaluation 

· lead to targeted action, improvement and future planning 

· be flexible and have the scope to recognise differences in service levels and types 

· be built on existing good practice and relevant existing standards 

· be rigorous, comprehensive, systematic and transparent 

· be based on a wide range of evidence 

Accountability 

· dovetail with the essential functions of external scrutiny bodies to ensure that those who need less scrutiny get less scrutiny

· be integrated with, and form part of, the organisational or partnership performance management and public reporting arrangements

Process

· be participative 
· be focused on identifying strengths and weaknesses or areas for improvement 

· involve a wide range of stakeholders 

· be recorded and reported 
Using the Same Framework for Self-evaluation and Scrutiny  

Using the same framework for self-evaluation and scrutiny has a number of clear benefits.  These include:

· a common understanding across those in the public sector, including service providers and those in involved in scrutiny, about what is important and what leads to improvement; 

· a transparent system in which there is agreement on what can usefully be assessed to evaluate the quality of services; 

· having a joint focus on the outcomes for stakeholders; and 

· a scrutiny system which builds on robust self‑evaluation enabling a more proportionate approach.

Building Capacity for Self-evaluation and Reducing the Burden of Scrutiny Through a Process of Assisted Self-evaluation

The group agreed that a major factor in building the capacity of local authorities and other public bodies to develop and enhance their arrangements for self-evaluation is to recommend an approach based on the work currently being undertaken by HMIE in relation to assisted self-evaluation (ASE).  The group believes that the principles and practice of ASE tie in well with the recommendations within the Crerar Review, the direction of travel of the Scottish Government and national policy.  ASE now needs to be clearly located within a programme of self-evaluation in public services linked to any joint scrutiny programme.  Effective implementation of ASE will offer significant benefits in itself and has the potential to resolve cross scrutiny/inspection issues in relation to the post Crerar agenda as well as build capacity and improvement in public services.  Furthermore as an approach, it has the potential to transfer skills, knowledge  and practice in relation to self-evaluation to  public bodies, so that over the next few years, self-evaluation will be well embedded within the management process of public bodies, reliance can be placed on the outcome of self-evaluation by scrutiny bodies and ultimately the main focus of scrutiny and assurance to the public should lie with internal rather than external scrutiny processes.

ASE is an approach developed within HMI which enables inspectors and service providers to work together to enhance self-evaluation.  It brings together the rigours of external verification to internal processes through a model which allows moderation by inspectors and builds capacity for self-evaluation in public bodies while still providing the external assurance required to key stakeholders.

A programme of ASE would aim to create a quality culture within which the complementary roles of external inspection and internal self-evaluation are both recognised and valued.  At the core of this approach is the principle that public bodies must take greater responsibility for the quality of services which they provide and be committed to continuous improvement.

Certain principles have emerged over the course of the exploratory work being undertaken by HMIE and local authorities which are central to the future development of any ASE model.  These include:

· the process being jointly agreed by authority staff and the inspection body;
· the inspection team sharing their expertise, skills and knowledge to build the capacity of authority staff;
· using the specific skills of the inspection team to support and challenge the work of the authority staff;
· providing support and challenge which will help ensure high quality provision for service users;
· highlighting area of success and good practice;
· identifying area of performance that requires improvement;
· using the findings of the ASE exercise to build on the success, address areas for improvement and influence next steps in planning for improvement in these areas; and
· inspectors using intelligence gained from the process to help build a picture of the council’s provision and practice as part of wider risk assessment.
The group believes that there are significant potential benefits attached to the well planned use of assisted self-evaluation as part of a broader inspection and reporting landscape.  ASE involves inspectors working closely with local professionals to secure improvement.  The process is intended to be relatively short, adaptable and flexible.  The principle focus is on outcomes and impact on service users.

The ASE process will help build capacity in the system through sharing of scrutiny/inspectorates skills and expertise with colleagues in public bodies.  The approach has the capacity to change to culture of the external scrutiny process and develop a more mature process based on genuine self-evaluation. 

Further work is required in developing the appropriate protocols and ensuring that the findings of an ASE can be fed into scrutiny and public assurance.

The group believes that ASE sits on a continuum of audit and inspection with councils and other public services.  At one end is the more formal and inspection and audit procedures and at the other is the ongoing and informal activity which many inspection/scrutiny bodies undertake with local authorities such as discussion and advice.  ASE now needs to be clearly placed on this continuum as a valuable resource to be sued by scrutiny bodies and public bodies to support and enhance the outcomes to local communities and service users.  

The group believes that the model of ASE coupled with corporate self-evaluation processes, should replace cyclical inspections.  Inspections should only be used to respond to apparent significant failure where evidence suggests that self-evaluation has not progressed.

ANNEX C
PROPORTIONATE AND INTELLIGENCE-LED APPROACH TO AUDIT AND INSPECTION

Intelligence‑led means that audit/inspection plans are informed by analysing all the available evidence on the quality service delivery within the local authority or other public service.  The evidence analysed by scrutiny bodies at the start of the inspection includes:  

· previous inspection/ audit  reports including those of front line services such as schools;

· the outcomes of follow‑through inspection or further audit undertaken following an earlier review;

· data collected to monitor performance against national performance measure, supplemented by local targets and priorities as set out in the local plan;

· the quality of the self‑evaluation by the body or authority, and the outcomes from these evaluations; and

· A range of management information including outcomes, budgetary and resource provision; staffing levels; the turnover of management or staff; information systems derived from self‑assessment.

Scrutiny teams will be able to draw on this evidence‑base.  Scrutiny bodies would then only carry out audit trails and other investigations and deploy resources to gather more evidence where it is necessary to do so.  The size and deployment of the scrutiny team will be dependent upon this intelligence.  Where necessary in evaluating operational management, and the delivery of key processes, scrutiny teams will be able to draw on evidence from centrally produced statistics at local level. 
Case study: proportionate and intelligence‑led inspection
Following the first round of INEA inspection in 2006, HMIE made a move to more proportionate and risk-based assessment.  A six-year cycle had provided inspection information on every council in Scotland and this, coupled with the knowledge of the HMIE District Inspector network provided a basis for the move towards a more proportionate approach.  HMIE developed three models of inspection which could be used depending on the known outcomes, impact and effectiveness of education services in each council.  A brief summary of the three models and the approach taken to determining which to apply is given in Annexe 2.  

There is a significant difference in the time given to inspection across the three models to reflect the degree of confidence that HMIE has in the reliability of self‑assessment coupled with existing information on performance.  The actual inspection time varies with the size of the council but in general the reduction in inspection days, from the full model of three weeks to the short model of three days, is significant.  Three councils to date have had their education services inspected using the short model which builds very largely on self‑assessment.  Those councils are West Lothian, East Renfrewshire and Angus.  The reports on those councils can be found at http://www.hmie.gov.uk/SelectEstablishment.aspx?typeid=7
Key factors in being able to rely on this approach included a high level of confidence in the self‑assessment of the education authorities in question along with good existing evidence about high levels of performance of the education services.  This demonstrates that where self‑evaluation is effective, user focused and leads to improvement it can reduce the need for external scrutiny to a very significant degree.
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	Context
	Leadership and partnership working
	Planning and performance management processes 
	Service performance
	Performance outcomes 

	Local contextual data 

Demographics, employment, health, crime data, etc.
	Leadership

· Political/Managerial structures - vision

· Governance and accountability arrangements (process)

· Public performance reporting arrangements

HMIE/SWIA/How Good is our Council 

9.1( Vision values and aims

9.2 Leadership and direction)

9.3Leadership of people and partnerships 

9.4 leading change and improvement 

Public Service Improvement Framework (1. Leadership and Direction)

Accounts Commission: BV2 – Vision and strategic direction

Accounts Commission: BV2 – Governance (inc. scrutiny, political relations, community engagement)

Largely outwith Care Commission inspection and regulation activity as it relates to local authority performance.

Scottish Housing Regulator looks at this from a service perspective.

NHS QIS Clinical Governance and Risk Management Standards 

Corporate Governance Standards

Chief Scientist Office Research Governance Standards

NSS Information Governance Standards

Scottish Government Staff Governance Standards

Scottish Government HEAT targets
	Planning and performance management

· Planning processes

· Consultation arrangements (including user-involvement)

· Self-assessment

· Scrutiny and challenge processes

· Strategic risk management

· Public performance reporting arrangements

HMIE/SWIA/How Good is our Council (5. Delivery of key processes)

9.4 leading change and improvement 

HMIE/SWIA// How Good is our Council (6. Policy development and planning)

Public Service Improvement Framework (2. Service Planning)

Public Service Improvement Framework (5. Service Processes) 

AC: BV2 – Performance management and public reporting

Care Commission inspection and regulation activity covers consultation activity.
Scottish Housing Regulator looks at this from a service perspective.

Statement of Internal Control
Scottish Government Annual Review

Scottish Health Council Independent Scrutiny Panels
	Service performance

· Self-assessment data

· Performance trends (SPIs, etc.) (links with outcomes)

· Customer surveys/results (links with impact)

· Service evaluations (quality and effectiveness)

· Complaints data 
HMIE/SWIA//How Good is our Council (HGIOC) (1.1 Key performance outcomes) Performance against local objectives

1.2 Compliance with legislation 

HMIE/SWIA/How Good is our Council (2. 1Impact on children and families)/service users

HMIE/SWIA/How Good is our Council (3.1 Impact on staff)

Public Service Improvement Framework (6. Customer Results)

Public Service Improvement Framework (7. People Results)
AC: BV2: High quality, efficient, continually improving local services, responsive to local needs

All core elements of Care Commission inspection and regulation activity.

NHS QIS Clinical Standards

Scottish Government: HEAT Targets

Scottish Government Patient Focus Public Involvement Assessment

Complaints and Annual Report
	· Concordat/SOA/statutory outcomes

· Sustainability outcomes

· Equality outcomes

Public Service Improvement Framework (8. Society Results)

Public Service Improvement Framework (9. Key performance results)

HMIE/SWIA//How Good is our Council (1.1 Key performance outcomes) Performance against local objectives

HMIE/SWIA//How Good is our Council (4.1 Impact on the community)

Accounts Commission: BV2: National and local outputs and outcomes, based on Single Outcome Agreements priorities and improvement targets

Care Commission inspection and regulation activity provides a range of equalities information - 

on staff, service users and carers who return completed questionnaires.

NHS QIS Clinical Standards

Scottish Government Annual Review

Scottish Government HEAT targets

Equality & Diversity Legislation.


	Local strategic priorities
	Leadership and partnership working

	Business processes
	Use of resources
	Performance improvements

	Local strategic priorities 
Community Plan, Corporate Plan, key cross-cutting plans, e.g. community safety, health improvement, economic development, etc.

Accounts Commission: BV2 – Vision and strategic direction

How Good is our Council  - Leadership and direction
Local Delivery Plans (NHS QIS)


	Partnership working

· Community Planning (and other partnership) arrangements

· Integrated services

· Shared services

HMIE/SWIA (8. Resources and capacity building).

HMIE/SWIA/How Good is our Council  (9. Leadership and direction)

/How Good is our Council  (6. Policy development and planning)

Specifically as they all relate to partnership working.

Accounts Commission: BV2 – Effectiveness of partnership and quality of community leadership

Public Service Improvement Framework (4. Partner and other Resources), as it relates to partnership arrangement and commissioning arrangements

Care Commission inspection and regulation activity provides some intelligence in this area when council’s provide shared care services with partner organisations.

SHR looks at this from a service perspective.
NHS QIS Clinical Standards

Scottish Government HEAT targets


	Operational management

· Financial management

· Asset management

· People management

· Strategic procurement

· Information technology 

HMIE/SWIA (7.  Management and support of staff)

HMIE/SWIA (8. Resources and capacity building).

How Good is our Council  (8. Management - resources)

How Good is our Council  (5. Delivery of key processes)

Public Service Improvement Framework (3. People Resources)

Public Service Improvement Framework (4. Partner and other Resources), as it relates to Financial management and MIS


Accounts Commission: BV2: Use of resources (financial management, asset management, procurement, people management)

Care Commission inspection and regulation activity covers elements of asset management.
SHR looks at this from a service perspective.

Scottish Government Staff Governance Standards

NSS Information Governance Standards
	Use of resources
· Approach to use of competition

· Cost and efficiency benchmarking data

· Service evaluations (cost)

· Efficiency improvement data

How Good is our Council  (8. Management - resources)

Public Service Improvement Framework (4. Partner and other Resources), as it relates to resource management

Accounts Commission: BV2: High quality continually improving local services, that are efficient and responsive to local needs

Care Commission inspection and regulation activity covers elements of service cost and has a very strong quality component.
These are all core elements of  Scottish Housing Regulator inspection and regulation activity.
	· Best Value improvement plans

· Scrutiny improvement plans

· Concordat/SOA improvement data

HMIE/SWIA/How good is our Council (1. Key performance outcomes) Continuous improvement and performance (against national measures)

HMIE/How good is our Council (10. Capacity for improvement) Global judgement based on evidence of all key areas.

Public Service Improvement Framework (Review, Assessment, Deployment, Approach, and Results - RADAR)
Accounts Commission: BV2 – Performance management and public reporting

Accounts Commission: BV2: National and local outputs and outcomes, based on SOA priorities and improvement targets

Care Commission inspection and regulation activity provides improvement data on specific service units and also for some authority wide services.  This may be useful when deriving corporate capacity judgements

SHR inspection and regulation activity provides improvement data on specific service units.


KEY

	Accounts Commission BV2


	The Accounts Commission examine local authorities’ commitment to delivering best value and continuous improvement and indicators are currently being developed to undertake a second round of audits (Best Value 2)

	Care Commission
	The Care Commission regulates all adult, child and independent healthcare services in Scotland using the Scottish Government’s National Care Standards to inspect and improve the quality of care

	HMIE


	Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education inspects standards and quality in Scottish education using an assessment framework, linked to self assessment,  based on six key questions covering impact of service delivery, key processes, leadership and overall capacity to improve.  HMIE leads the joint inspection of children’s services, including child protection

	How Good is Our Council?
	A corporate self assessment toolkit based on HMIE and SWIA assessment frameworks developed by Perth and Kinross Council

	NHS QIS


	NHS Quality Improvement Scotland acts as the lead organisation to improve the quality of healthcare in Scotland through the analysis of scientific evidence, by listening to the needs and preferences of patients and carers, as well as the experiences of healthcare professionals

	PSIF
	The Public Service Improvement Framework is a self assessment tool based on the EFQM Excellence Model, Investors In People and Charter Mark developed in partnership with West Lothian Council, Quality Scotland and Investors in People Scotland

	SHR


	The Scottish Housing Regulator provides a set of performance standards which all landlords and service providers are expected to meet. These provide a framework for SHR to assess performance and for landlords to self-assess their own performance

	SWIA


	The Social Work Inspection Agency inspects the quality of social work services across Scotland using an assessment framework based on six key questions covering impact of service delivery, key processes, leadership and capacity to improve.
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Self-assessment and scrutiny risk assessment / joint scrutiny planning		Annex D








Self-assessment and scrutiny risk assessment / joint scrutiny		     	Annex E





























� Terms of Reference, as agreed at the first Scrutiny Improvement Programme Board (SIPB). 





� European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM).  The EFQM Excellence Model was introduced at the beginning of 1992 as the framework for assessing applications for The European Quality Award.  It is a widely used organisational framework in Europe and has become the basis for a series of national and regional Quality Awards.





� This section will need to be sufficiently flexible to respond to the increasing importance of collaborative and partnership working under the Concordat and Efficient Government agendas
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