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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1. Data Sharing
How do we address barriers in relation to organisational sharing of population and personal data, building on progress made in overcoming such barriers during Covid?  What work is already happening to facilitate data sharing and where might there be opportunities for wider applicability?
Key Points
I. We need better sharing of data in the following areas: Social Security Scotland entitlement data; HMRC/DWP data on household income; data on lived experience; data on debt to statutory organisations such as council tax/water, housing providers, fuel providers and education; and credit rating information
II. It would be helpful to agree both national principles for what data can be shared and common risk levels in relation to GDPR.  We believe there could be a key role for the Information Commissioner, including a steer on whether the ‘public task’ designation within the GDPR could be used collectively for wellbeing
III. Better integration of data and IT systems is needed to improve referral pathways between health services and income maximisation services in particular, as the current complexity of systems between (and within) organisations prohibits data sharing;
IV. If barriers are being unblocked in some places to promote better sharing of HMRC/DWP data (e.g. Glasgow), how can we replicate this in other council areas?
V. Are there wider application opportunities for the legal gateway and appropriate mechanisms for information sharing being developed in the Social Security pilots, i.e. covered on page 6)
VI. Could we negotiate corporate access to software such as MOSAIC and ACORN for service providers to access useful national datasets held by Experien and CACI?
VII. Drawing on the learning in England from SAVVI (scalable approach to vulnerability via interoperability), are there levers in Scotland we could make more use of (e.g. Digital Economy Act)?
VIII. The reliance the statutory sector has on 3rd sector service provision is growing, however with so many local and national organisations (given there are circa 40,000) a streamlined data access route needs to be developed to allow referrals to local and national providers alongside a secure network. Could TSI’s play a role here?
IX. How could we enable the Third Sector to use MACRO/ big data to identify where their services would be most helpful, rather than public bodies commissioning projects from the third sector all over the place? 

2. Funding Barriers
How do we address the challenges partners face in relation to funding cycles, ringfencing and reporting to different funders with different timescales?
Key Points:
I. Longer-term funding. Funding timescales are too tight to allow meaningful planning or development of effective projects or services with vulnerable people (including effective recruitment/staff development etc).  There are also issues with lack of flexibility to carry forward funding/work into future years. 
II. Better Evaluation: These funding timescales undermine meaningful evaluation.  The lack of evaluation drives lack of trust, and the need for assurance through disproportionate governance/reporting.   Better evaluation requires an investment in transformation however, the funding is not there! In reshaping our system of evaluation to support a greater focus on early intervention and prevention, it is important to recognise that often the ‘benefits’ of intervention do not fall to the delivery organisation and are captured elsewhere.
III. The role of CPPS in making joined-up decisions on spend should be strengthened to avoid duplication and maximise opportunities to reach those most in need (e.g. ADPs where funding comes through the NHS, but SG look for evidence of partnership approaches and decisions about the use of funding).
IV. Currently, no mapping exists on Child Poverty funding.  Our view is that this would not be a useful focus of our resource at this time, particularly given the challenges around ensuring completeness and timeliness.  If, however SG produce a mapping in due course, this will be a useful resource.

3. Reporting and governance
How do we reduce the complexity of recording, reporting, and inspection frameworks which create both a burden and lack of clarity in relation to shared outcomes and priorities?
Key Points
I. The funding drives the reporting.  Funding timescales>lack of evaluation>lack of trust>need greater assurance via reporting
II. The administrative task to produce Annual Child Poverty Action Reports is onerous, and undermines delivery, development and evaluation of interventions.  A move to a 3-year tackling child poverty strategy would be a more effective and less labour-intensive way of bringing about improvements in this area.






SECTION 1: DATA SHARING
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What data do we want in relation to Child Poverty?
There are two overlapping ‘levels’ of data that would be useful to better understand and respond to child poverty. Firstly, data and intelligence that helps decision makers understand the scale, nature and location of child poverty at population level. Secondly, data and intelligence about individual children and households experiencing or at risk of poverty to help shape and direct policies and services (e.g. to allow local authorities to contact families known to be at risk of poverty to ensure they are in receipt of all their entitlements). 
Social Security Scotland data
Social Security Scotland holds information that could be useful in relation to both of these ‘levels of understanding’. In terms of children’s benefits, Social Security Scotland delivers the Scottish Child Payment (available to most households with children in receipt of means tested benefits), Best Start Grant and Best Start Foods (available to households with children in receipt of means tested benefits with income below an established threshold), Child Winter Heating Assistance (available to households with a child on the highest rate care component of Disability Living Allowance). Social Security Scotland are also in the process of rolling out delivery of Child Disability Payment, a payment providing extra money to help with the costs of caring for a child with a disability or ill-health condition. It replaces Disability Living Allowance for children in Scotland.

While Social Security Scotland have committed to moving towards data sharing and automation in the longer term (see page 6) there is a sense that more could be done to ensure relevant information is shared with local authorities. Finding ways of sharing this information effectively with local authorities would enable them to:

· Build a more accurate understanding of the geographical location of poverty/child poverty in their area in order to target resources and plan services more efficiently. 
· Identify households that are likely to be eligible for, but not in receipt of local entitlements such as free school meals, education maintenance grants and council tax reduction. In the absence of systems being developed to automate these payments local authorities could still proactively contact these households to make them aware of their likely entitlement.
· Ensure low income households with children were made aware, in a targeted way of the range of wider support they are entitled to. This might include, for example, support through the Parental Employability Support Fund, a funded ELC place for their 2 year old etc.  This would not only assist the relevant families but also help the Scottish Government meet many of its stated policy objectives such as reducing child poverty, reducing the gender pay gap and improving child wellbeing.
· Enable local authorities to identify and support families experiencing re-assessment of their entitlements of transitions from one benefit to another (e.g. transitioning from Child Disability Payment to adult PIP)

It would be useful to emphasise the importance of information on lived experience. At a population level, there is a lot of data that is already shared and having more population level data may not necessarily add value to what we know about child poverty in our area. To make a difference to low-income households, it is issues around data sharing at a local/ individual level that will help us more easily join up services across organisations, but national guidance and simplification of processes will be helpful. We are working with the Highland Poverty Action Network to do some work on lived experience which we hope will highlight specific issues for us to address locally.
Data on debt to statutory organisations such as council tax/water, housing providers, fuel providers and even education can give early indication that a situation is getting worse and that extra assistance might be required.

Where do barriers exist in relation to the sharing of this data between partners? 

1. GDPR and uncertainty over what information can be shared (within/between organisations)
Work with local child poverty leads suggests that there is some uncertainty about what information local authorities can share internally between social work, housing, homelessness, council tax reduction, housing benefit, education (free school meals, school clothing grant and education maintenance allowance recipients), Scottish welfare fund applicants, crisis grant applicants, etc within GDPR/information governance restrictions. There is a fear generally that if the information hasn’t been submitted for the reasons of being able to target advice services, benefits etc. then it can’t be used for anything other than those particular purposes.  However, in the past the Information Commissioner has said that if services have concerns around welfare, neglect or safeguarding then information can be shared, but this doesn’t seem to have been reflected in local approaches, and legal departments tend to be risk averse, so don’t look at how this can be done.  
A cursory look at information around the code of practice on the Digital Economy Act  and codes of practice on the Information Commissioners Office website suggest that public services can share information under condition 1 of the public sector delivery power of the Digital Economy Act. Condition 1 is that the purpose is the improvement or targeting of a public service provided to individuals or households, or the facilitation of the provision of a benefit (whether or not financial) to individuals or households. We have not looked into this in any depth and as to whether there are any different Scottish Regulations, but it does seem that the ability is there, but officers are not aware of what can be done (excerpts are set out at Annex 1).
The level of data sharing and the data shared is often the problem.  Agreement to share limited contact details when someone hits a specific limit can allow other organisations to increase targeting of specific services for vulnerable people/families.  It is important that we do not overshare and that privacy is respected so sharing does not have to give a detailed reason. Can we negotiate with the data commissioner whether ‘public task’ designation could/should be used for a wider range of sharing for wellbeing and harm reduction?

2. System Integration - joined up working & referral pathways
The lack of single national systems that talk to each other creates barriers for joined up working and data sharing.
Case Study from NHS Highland
Data sharing is a real barrier in relation to getting referral pathways between health services and income maximisation services.  Non-health services also find this an issue. On the whole, our systems are not set up for joined up working and referring people from health to non-health care support. When we have been able to develop such pathways, it seems overly complicated.  For example, we were able to do this with the Community Link Worker service but only because we invested in an IT solution that integrated with the GP Vision system. 
Given the number of information systems we have to work with, it seems overly complicated to get a 'social' referral integrated within our systems.  Without this, it is unlikely that we will get change on the required scale to link people from health into income maximisation services. Multiply this across the numerous partnership systems and the barriers becomes obvious. 
As an example, we did some work to try to embed a direct referral route from pregnant women to the council welfare support team through a simple email request embedded within Badgernet. Despite this seeming to happen in other health boards, we consistently received information that this could not be done as the email details would be shared. Referrals can still be made, but only through advising the person to make a self-referral.  We know that this results in far fewer people taking up the opportunity to get income maximisation advice.  This highlights the differences in interpretation of information sharing guidance and we agree that more needs to be done to get a consistent approach to information sharing within and across organisations.
We have also been working with the Council's income maximisation service to introduce income maximisation workers in GP practices. We have just secured SG funding for this and will be working through the process of how we embed workers in GP practices and systems to make the referral pathway as seamless as possible. We are just starting the work on information sharing agreement.
Anything that would make information sharing more streamlined would be helpful. It takes a lot of time and effort to get individual data sharing agreements in place and although we understand that stringent data protection needs to be in place, there seems to be more than a few examples of where the process gets in the way of helping people get the support they need.

3. Costs associated with accessing national datasets
Companies such as Experian and CACI provide population data that can provide insights to help partnerships understand and respond to their demographic.  The software used, MOSAIC and ACORN can be purchased and it would be beneficial if corporate access was negotiated for service providers in Scotland.  The data is primarily used for marketing however for that the providers need to know credit ratings (income), age and gender demographics and language to name but a few.  It is open data, but with a cost.




Where is work already happening to facilitate data sharing and where may there be opportunities for wider applicability?

1. Social Security Scotland Data
The IS has been working with the Child Poverty Action Group (CPAG) to bring relevant parties (including the Scottish Government, Social Security Scotland, COSLA, North Ayrshire Council and Glasgow City Council) together to discuss the obstacles to sharing information on Scottish Child Payment claimants with local authorities to enable efficient targeting of wider local benefits and supports (such as Free School Meals, School Clothing Grants, Education Maintenance Allowance, employability support, income maximisation advice etc.). This was in response to repeated calls from the Local Child Poverty Leads Peer Support network for more information from Social Security Scotland to allow them to better target services and entitlements. 

All parties are currently working to identify a legal gateway and appropriate mechanisms for information sharing to allow for the initiation of pilot initiatives.  
Given the range of benefits it delivers Social Security Scotland holds information about which households in Scotland are at highest risk of experiencing child poverty. Sharing this information with local authorities would help to ensure low income households with children were made aware, in a targeted way of the range of wider support they are entitled to. This might include, for example, support through the Parental Employability Support Fund or Whole Family Wellbeing Funding. 

The councils in turn could then share relevant information about entitlement to locally administered benefits with Social Security Scotland and could potentially identify where people who have made an application to the Scottish Welfare Fund but haven’t applied for Scottish Child Payment. 

This would not only assist the relevant families but also help the Scottish Government meet many of its stated policy objectives such as reducing child poverty, reducing the gender pay gap and improving child wellbeing.

Social Security Scotland made a statement in May 2021 about developing automatic entitlement to benefits:
‘Social Security Scotland is committed to ensuring that accessing entitlements from other agencies is as seamless as possible for clients.
When clients move to Scottish Disability Benefits our plans will ensure that the entitlements they currently receive as a result of their existing DWP benefits continue, such as Council Tax Reduction and Blue Badge entitlement. We are implementing information sharing processes with the accessible Vehicle and Equipment provider to ensure this is the case. Also, our Certificate of Entitlement for Blue Badge will ensure clients can easily apply for this entitlement too with a certificate from Social Security Scotland which proves their eligibility. 
It is our intention to build multiple data sharing solutions, including a Portal, which will enable other agencies to access relevant benefit information which they can then use to determine eligibility for other entitlements such as council tax reduction. This service will also have the capability to broadcast changes to interested agencies, where there is a business justification to do so, in order for them to update any entitlements as a result of a change of circumstances.
Our long term ambition is to make access to other entitlements automatic to clients at the point of benefit award. This would mean, for example, that through information sharing with the relevant agencies, once a disability award has been made by Social Security Scotland, this information can be passed to the relevant agencies to then automatically provide other entitlements that clients are eligible for.
In relation to education benefits, inclusive of Free School Meals, School Clothing Grant and Education Maintenance Allowance, the Scottish Government has committed to exploring how eligibility for the Scottish Child Payment might allow local authorities to automate these entitlements, based on the above approach, following the roll out of SCP to under 16s by the end of 2022. 
Scottish Government officials are also actively engaging with DWP on approaches to enable use of existing DWP data held by local authorities for the purposes of awarding education benefits. This work is ongoing in order to determine appropriate regulations to enable this to happen and local authorities / COSLA will be appraised of progress in due course.’

2. HMRC/DWP data
Glasgow City Council has received permission from the UK Government to use DWP/HMRC information relating to household income for research purposes. In response, Glasgow City Council, in partnership with the Centre for Civic Innovation have done an exceptional piece of work, combining DWP/HMRC data with SEeMis data to map the level, location and depth of child poverty across Glasgow. This includes information on how rates of poverty vary across the priority groups. The incredibly rich and granular nature of this household level data has allowed Glasgow to make more informed, evidence based decisions and target its services (Such as FISO) more effectively.  However, they cannot use the data to explicitly target individual households and engage directly with them. 

In terms of using DWP/HMRC information to proactively contact low income household, some progress has recently been made on this as a result of legislation making its way through the UK Parliament which will allow local authorities to use HMRC/DWP data to identify and contact households which are entitled to but not currently accessing a free childcare place for their two year old. It is intended “to enable data sharing between HMRC, DWP, the Scottish Government and Scottish local authorities in order to help identify and contact households that are eligible for funded early learning and childcare (ELC) for 2 year olds in Scotland.” 
This raises a question of why such an approach could not be taken (with or without further legislation) to maximise uptake of wider local and Scottish benefits. 

3. EVOC: 
EVOC is currently working with 10+ organisations across Edinburgh who work in the CYP & Families theme to refresh an existing Data Sharing Agreement (2016) and expand it to included City of Edinburgh Council. DPIAs, followed by TSI supported inclusion of as many third sector agencies as possible within an all-encompassing DSA to cover the breadth of handling personal data (usually manifesting itself in referrals, sharing info for a child’s plan) across the NHSL/CEC/Third sector is an example of good practice. There is also liaison with SG re GIRFEC refresh. NHSL and CEC Data Sharing officers engaged and helped EVOC integrate both public bodies into the one DSA through the regional data sharing infrastructure. EVOC anticipate over 40+ signatories from across the third sector by autumn.
An important point to note is that whilst EVOC can do the all of the work to get the 40+ signatories alongside CEC and NHSL, it cannot guarantee their day to day practice as it is their governance and knowledge/skills that delivers on the actions in the DSA. What EVOC can do is require mandatory training before they can sign up and provide a self-audit tool for their practice and policies to improve and be as compliant as is possible.

4. SAVVI
In England there is the SAVVI (scalable approach to vulnerability via interoperability) approach https://istanduk.org/savvi/ which seeks to identify vulnerable people and households, and then lead a multi-agency, and community response to assessing needs and providing support and interventions.  This has developed from the approaches during COVID to share information and target those who needed support.  It seeks to identify the data and standards that can improve how local councils can find vulnerable people and households, using both council data but also exploring data held by Government agencies.  They have looked at Information Governance and identified similar issues to those outlined in the rural child poverty workshops that we have undertaken, including around the legal basis for sharing, risk appetites and different interpretations of the legal gateways for sharing data.  They have shared DWP templates for accessing data as an example, similar to what Social Security Scotland have suggested be completed for access to the Scottish Child Payment information.  
The main barrier which the examples outlined above seem to be focussed on is around information governance.  Organisations are not confident about what information they are allowed to share under GDPR legislation and as mentioned before tend to be risk averse in this regard, erring on the side of caution, when they should be focussed on addressing barriers to supporting families with children living in poverty.  
The SAVVI project has looked at this in detail, but only in regard to English law.  There could be opportunities to use what they have developed and check this under Scots law.  There could also opportunities to use the Digital Economy Act to help break down some of the barriers to information sharing.  
Following on from IS work with rural local authorities, Perth and Kinross is currently exploring the possibility of working with SAVVI to identify new and existing avenues for data sharing relevant to tackling child poverty. 

5. Lifting Families Together Project & Glasgow/Dundee Pathfinders
The Local Child Poverty Action Reports showcase innovative examples of service delivery which rely on a more proactive approach to sharing information about families. See for example, the Lifting Families Together project in Edinburgh -  https://youtu.be/X6oV_ojM5PM . It is a 5-year test of change that seeks to remove silos and develop a multidisciplinary neighbourhood team offering holistic and long term support for people to lift themselves out of poverty. The Scottish Government has also committed to fund Pathfinders in Glasgow and Dundee (and several areas yet to be identified) to take a more joined up, whole systems approach to tackling child poverty. It is likely that the Improvement Service and other national partners will have a role in supporting this work.

6. Prioritise Child Poverty: A Data and Systems Approach
Public Health Scotland has developed this tool to support local areas identify relevant data sources and also develop pathways for sharing relevant data between different departments and organisations. It was piloted in Inverclyde and is currently being used to support data sharing in Dumfries and Galloway. 

7. Police Scotland – sharing data at a MACRO level
Police Scotland are hosting a workshop with their data and IT specialists and colleagues in Public Health initially to consider how they can share data at a MACRO level.  However, data security is of huge importance to partners and levels of data security/risk vary across partners.  An agreed common platform needs to be established with risk levels that all organisations can agree on.  Once data is shared it can be forwarded to other organisations by the new data owners.  Can the public sector as a whole negotiate with the data commissioner whether ‘public task’ designation could/should be used for a wider range of sharing for wellbeing and harm reduction?
Police have been proactive in working with LA’s to create a standardised data sharing agreement that aims to provide as much as they can for normal circumstances, however even this has faced challenges.


8. PHS Child Poverty – Inverclyde Pilot
PHS created a suite of resources to help local areas better use data to shape local priorities to reduce child poverty. In September 2021 PHS published a toolkit for local areas with a number of resources designed to support data-informed decisions being made about how best to support families and prevent child poverty.  This is the result of a project with Inverclyde Council where we worked together to build up a better picture of what the local child poverty system looked like in Inverclyde, what data was being captured and how it could be used to best support local families. The work helped local partners think about how they might better collaborate, and apply a child poverty lens to local service provision, to prevent and reduce child poverty. The approach, which is brought to life in a short animation, brought together participants from a wide range of local services in Inverclyde with a role to play in the lives of low income families. A range of local authority (and NHS staff) have had a short introduction, via a webinar, to the work that took place in Inverclyde. Using the tools, in collaboration with partners, local areas can increase their understanding about child poverty locally and use this insight to make data-informed decisions about how best to support families and prevent them from being locked into poverty.

9. SDS 16+ Data Hub
By sharing multiparty data among key partners, SDS provide tailored support to young people when they leave school, specifically those who are not moving on to learning or work.  The Data Hub links up the work going on across Scotland to help our young people find positive, sustained destinations after their secondary school education. 
Exploring barriers to data sharing
With funding provided by the Scottish Government’s Scottish Rural Network, the Improvement Service has taken a design approach to understanding and seeking to overcome some of the key difficulties remote, rural and island authorities face in relation to child poverty data and intelligence. Over the course of four workshops in May and June 2022 (our ‘intelligence sprint’) the group – which consisted of local child poverty and data leads - identified 20 Draft ‘Solutions’, many of which are likely relevant to all local authorities and their community planning partners. 

While the draft solutions are currently being considered by the child poverty and data and intelligence leads involved in the intelligence sprint – and therefore subject to change – all 20 are included in ANNEX II). We would ask you not to share these draft recommendations until they have been signed off by the rural leads. 

They include:
· Establish a multi-disciplinary working group on Tackling Child Poverty through Innovation in Data and Intelligence, chaired by IS/COSLA/academic partners to include, for example, relevant local authorities and health boards, relevant academics (Scottish Policy and Research Exchange, SPIRU, Codeclan, Data Lab, Research Data Scotland), representatives of the Information Commissioner and those with insight/expertise as to private sector use of data sharing legislation. Local government representatives should include those in leadership roles (SOLACE etc.) those with data and analytical expertise, GIS professionals and child poverty policy and delivery leads.  The remit of the group would include: 
· Investigating the availability, suitability and quality of additional data sources, including private sector data sources, for the purposes of identifying and addressing child poverty. 
· Providing information and advice to the Scottish Government and local authorities on the financial, legal, practical and moral implications of accessing these data sources 

· Engage with Scottish Policy and Research Exchange  (SPRE) to bring an academic perspective to the identification of ‘trigger point’ data and potentially develop algorithms to allow those at risk of child poverty and/or financial crisis to be identified and early interventions made to support the families. The example provided during discussion was the existence of school meal debt.  

· IS and national Local Child Poverty Peer Support Network should work with the Information Commissioner and SAVVI to compile examples of where data has been shared in an innovative way locally (or between national and local organisations) to contribute to a reduction in child poverty. 

· IS and/or Public Health Scotland should work with the Scottish Government, Scottish Office of Information Commissioner (ICO), SAVVI and Scottish local authorities to develop a training resource or toolkit on information sharing to prevent and alleviate child poverty, removing confusion around the legislation and showing what can be shared and how. 

Further draft solutions identified in the paper – and again subject to change – relate to how data and intelligence can be used to ensure there is a clear, real time understanding of the cost of living for families in Scotland and how we can ensure lived experience intelligence is gathered effectively and reflected in decision and policy making. 






SECTION 2 – FUNDING BARRIERS

	How do we address the challenges partners face in relation to funding cycles, ringfencing and reporting to different funders with different timescales?

Key Points:
1. Longer-term funding. Funding timescales are too tight to allow meaningful planning or development of effective projects or services with vulnerable people (including effective recruitment/staff development etc).  There are also issues with lack of flexibility to carry forward funding/work into future years.
2. Better Evaluation: These funding timescales undermine meaningful evaluation.  The lack of evaluation drives lack of trust, and the need for assurance through disproportionate governance and reporting.   Better Evaluation requires an investment in transformation however, the funding is not there!  In reshaping our system of evaluation to support a greater focus on early intervention and prevention, it is important to recognise that often the ‘benefits’ of intervention do not fall to the delivery organisation and are captured elsewhere.
3. The role of CPPS in making joined-up decisions on spend should be strengthened to avoid duplication and maximise opportunities to reach those most in need (e.g ADPs where funding comes through the NHS, but SG looking for evidence of partnership approaches and decisions about the use of funding).
4. Currently, no mapping exists on Child Poverty funding.  Our view is that this would not be a useful focus of our resource at this time, particularly given the challenges around ensuring completeness and timeliness.  If however SG produce a mapping in due course, this will be a useful resource.




Has SG undertaken any mapping to understand funding spent on poverty related work?
SG Response (Andrew Fraser, Team Leader, Tackling CP Strategy Unit)
“We have discussed internally the value of producing the type of funding mapping that you’ve outlined below, however I’m not aware that one is available as yet. My colleague Sarah (in Whole Family Wellbeing Funding policy) is looking to start off work on this over the summer but I don’t want to raise any expectations of what we may be able to share in the future and how comprehensive this will be.
In the interim you may find the first Annex to Best Start, Bright Futures helpful. This sets out a range of funding relevant to child poverty (almost £10bn in 2022-23), however it doesn’t specifically outline how funding is delivered or the conditionality attached / reporting requirements. This isn’t an exhaustive list and doesn’t include all relevant spend e.g. on health services and free prescriptions, or in relation to public contracts which support labour market opportunities.
It may be that additional funding mapping is undertaken as part of local pathfinders, however again I’m not aware of any such work having been completed to date. Any mapping undertaken at a national level would of course miss wider funding in play locally, including funds secured by third sector / other partners or increased targeted investment by local authorities from wider allocations etc”.

Examples in relation to the area of financial security where ring fencing has created challenges/had a negative impact.    

Improvement Service
The IS posted a query on the Local Child Poverty Action Report (LCPAR) Group KHub site, asking if local authority colleagues could provide any examples where ring fencing has created challenges/had a negative impact.  The only response received is more about how organisations pool budgets, rather than ring-fencing, but it is worth noting. 
 ‘The general 'organisational' ring fencing is one of the biggest barriers. Local Authorities generally use their resources for Local Authority projects; NHS for NHS; etc. (I know there are a few exceptions to this) It will probably take long term effort to get more sharing of resources between organisations than we currently have (I think in general the level of this may be increasing - but I've not got any figures to back that up). It's likely to be particularly hard (but also even more necessary to do) for Local Authorities as they see their budgets get thinner and thinner as time goes by.’
Comments from IS interviews with local child poverty leads in Autumn/Winter 2021 included the following: 
· “Health and Education are ring-fenced and we’re incorporating cuts. We have nothing left to cut, so it’s unrealistic to expect us to find new and additional resource for child poverty at the moment”
· “We have £98k for tackling period poverty but nothing specifically for child poverty, plus much of our team have been seconded out to process COVID Grants”

· “We need additional resource to take child poverty work forward effectively at local level. We also need additional resource for the actions that we know will be effective locally – or to test what we think will be effective in our area. Pots or funding directed towards particular initiatives are good – but sometimes they don’t fit with what we know need to happen locally. ‘

· Particular frustrations around ringfencing PEF. ‘At local level there is no transparency about how it is being spent. There is no alignment with the child poverty reporting framework. Head teachers have a budget to take action within the school and it doesn’t often reflect the broader work to tackle child poverty. The local authority has a much wider agenda and no specific budget. There needs to be more transparency but also more direction from a national level about how these strategies fit together.’ 

· Example:’ I have people from education come to me looking for budget to promote digital connectivity for pupils and I think ‘can’t PEF do that? Why can PEF give you a laptop and not make sure you’re connected to the internet?’. It’s frustrating because we don’t have a budget and they do’.

Third Sector Interface
With regard to funding, TSIs are all currently working on their investment plans for the UK Shared Prosperity Fund, which is due in for 1 August.  The UKSPF has an intervention around Cost of Living, and a strand about employability. There is also a pot of funding for Multiply around improving adult numeracy, which includes numeracy upskilling for parents, and managing budgets. The breakdown of available funding for Midlothian is:
UKSPF
	22/23
	23/24
	24/25
	SR

	£357,295
	£714,591
	£1,872,228
	£2,944,115



MULTIPLY
	22/23
	23/24
	24/25
	SR

	£185,794
	£214,377
	£214,377
	£614,548



The percentage breakdown between years is the same for all local authorities. As you can see, there is a lot of funding to be distributed in a short period of time this financial year, and the for UKSPF a drop in 24/25. Everyone is realistic about the difficulties of spending the money this year, and aware that there is a shortfall in year two that could be partly met by moving the funding between years. The Government has said that it might be possible to request to reallocate an underspend later in the year. However, this uncertainty makes it impossible to plan and develop effective projects as we need to attempt to spend the money this year, and it is almost impossible in the current climate to recruit to very short-term posts. Working with low income families often requires a period of time to build up trust, whereas we are being given funding to do a short three-month intervention then leave.  
There were similar issues with the Community Renewal Fund, with the deadlines being very short, then common-sense prevailing and the deadlines extended. However, if everyone had been realistic from the start, it would have made for better projects as the timescales and staffing could have reflected this.
These are both UK examples, but TSIs are aware from discussions with Council colleagues that there are issues with employability funding being available at levels that are difficult to spend this year, before falling steeply next year. This is a long-standing problem, and whilst everyone acknowledges that this is a huge inefficiency, no-one seems able to address it. 

NHS 
There are a number of funding issues that make it more difficult to tackle financial security for low-income households.  It would be helpful to get a clearer picture in relation to what funding is spent on poverty and across how many different SG departments. 'Bundling' funding targeted at reducing poverty and requiring co-ordinated partnership action at local level to distribute this funding would be helpful in ensuring that funding was targeted appropriately to local priorities. It is also worth noting that there will be funding that is not labelled as about tackling poverty but will have an impact on poverty. For example, some of the funding that goes through HIE, SDS and so on that is about employment and the economy will have an impact on poverty. The Community Link Worker funding which is part of Primary Care Modernisation should also have an impact on supporting patients with financial security.
Funding needs to be channelled through one of the statutory partners, but strengthening the role of CPPs in making decisions about spend and asking CPPs to report on this would help. This has been the case with, for example the Alcohol and Drugs Partnerships, where funding comes through the NHS but more and more, SG are looking for evidence of partnership approaches and decisions about use of funding. The approach with ADPs has driven a focus on outcomes and evidencing impact and this is an area for improvement in relation to CPPs. There needs to be investment in supporting CPPs to develop evidence informed action, performance monitoring and impact assessment. SG are just about to start a review of the Community Empowerment Act. This is where the legislation around community planning sits, and the review may strengthen community planning and CPPs. It will be important to influence this review.
Lack of joined-up working at CPP level on decisions about funding risks duplication of effort and misses opportunities to reach those most in need. We are now seeing this play out with the mental health and young people funding that was channelled through Local Authorities where work is duplicating the work already undertaken by the CPP Mental Health Delivery Group.
The other issue with funding is in relation to rural poverty. SG still uses SIMD as a tool in relation to making decisions about funding and we know this is not sensitive to rural deprivation, particularly in relation to fuel and transport poverty. SIMD is a useful but rather blunt tool and should be used in conjunction with other relevant indicators. Overall, it needs to be easier for CPPs to access funding and it will be helpful to have greater clarity on the role of CPPs in relation to specific funding streams for tackling poverty. There may be opportunities with the new Shared Prosperity Funding to test out some approaches by placing this funding firmly in the partnership space. 

Police Scotland
Getting people into work is a key to improving finance within low income households however some people, particularly those who have been out of work longer term, might need extra help designed to meet their needs.  At a meeting of agencies who help re-introduce people to employment they explained ‘double funding’.  This is when a person joins a back to work course, maybe designed for a single parent, however it is clear that literacy is the underlying need and this would be better suited to another provider with specific skill sets.  The person has been signed up to the original ‘course’ for 12 weeks and cannot swap to the other until their 12 weeks is finished, whether they attend or not.  By not attending this can affect their benefits as they seem unwilling to participate.
Another example experienced by policing in a custody setting has seen some people who need help being excluded because they had a birthday the previous week.  The 3rd sector funding can be based on such specifics that it unfortunately excludes some people in need.
A final example highlighted that funders can cause damage in local relationships and wasteful expense of public funds.  At a community event 2 separately funded 3rd sector organisations both attended to help digitally excluded families by giving our mobile phones, unbeknown to each other. The community soon realised collecting 2 mobile phones each that day and selling them later.
As we move to a more preventative approach, that takes longer to mature and produce measurable benefits, we are curious if whether current funding periods are sufficient.  Following on from that it is also a consideration about how we judge success; a move to outcome focussed success measures rather than quantity of service users, might allow the system to achieve more value for money.
The different social security arrangements in Scotland provide extra help for families however the 2 systems of DWP and Social Security Scotland can cause confusion and an added burden of stretched and anxious families (advised by local teams).
Funding comes from so many areas of government and the oversight and evaluation is lacking.  An example during Covid saw a variety of 3rd sector organisations getting a share of £750k for a year.  This could, with more co-ordination, provided a service for more people for a longer time.














SECTION 3 – REPORTING AND GOVERNANCE

	How do we reduce the complexity of recording, reporting, and inspection frameworks which create both a burden and lack of clarity in relation to shared outcomes and priorities?

Key Points
· The funding drives the reporting.  Funding timescales>lack of evaluation>lack of trust>need greater assurance via reporting
· The administrative task to produce Annual Child Poverty Action Reports is onerous, and undermines delivery, development and evaluation of interventions.  A move to a 3-year tackling child poverty strategy would be a more effective and less labour-intensive way of bringing about improvements in this area




National policy reporting frameworks which currently exist in relation to Financial Security in general and/or child poverty (as an example of financial security) and which are causing blockages

Improvement Service
Local Child Poverty Action reports
Under section 13 of the Child Poverty (Scotland) Act 2017, local authorities and territorial health boards are required to produce annual local child poverty action reports highlighting what they have done and what they plan to do to contribute to national child poverty reduction targets. 
The duty was placed on local authorities and health boards because there was no legal mechanisms by which the duty could be placed on community planning partnerships. 
The LCPAR process is increasingly embedded in a wider strategic framework. Most LCPAR’s describe how their work on tackling child poverty links to wider corporate commitments. For example, many have an overarching aim in their Local Outcome Improvement Plan that refers to reducing inequality and/or poverty (some – such as Angus, child poverty specifically) and this forms a strategic link between the LCPAR and the LOIP.
Leads highlighted that while the annual reporting duty is onerous and ‘can feel like it is swamping you’, it does help to keep a focus on child poverty and ‘being disciplined about monitoring our actions’. One lead noted, ‘I think we have made amazing progress over the last few years in terms of more focus on child poverty and finessing our response to address the three drivers’. 
The annual nature of LCPA Reporting is proving problematic in some areas, with leads feeling under resourced. They complain that the scale of the administrative task is overwhelming. Complaints include:
· ‘Governance arrangements are complex and lengthy – often going through Council, NHS and CPP Boards and sometimes others too (HSCP). This leaves little time to develop new work.’
· ‘Report writing distracts from other aspects of the work- especially monitoring and evaluation – even though you are aware of how important these aspects are – they draw on the same resources and there isn’t enough to do everything (so you focus on the statutory).’
· Resources: ‘Without additional resources and someone to lead on this programme it risks becoming a tick-box exercise. We have a joint plan and there are gaps but not strong momentum around how to address them.’
· ‘The duty is to provide a report. It’s not a strategy or an action plan – but a report. To me this is an acknowledgement that we can’t effectively strategize without additional resource to do that properly. We need additional resource to take child poverty work forward effectively at local level. We also need additional resource for the actions that we know will be effective locally – or to test what we think will be effective in our area. Pots or funding directed towards particular initiatives are good – but sometimes they don’t fit with what we know need to happen locally. ‘

There is growing consensus among local leads that a three-year tackling child poverty strategy – alongside annual update reports – might be a more effective and less labour-intensive way of bringing about improvements in this area. IS will be engaging with the Scottish Government on this issue in relation to the likely refresh of the existing Guidance on Local Child Poverty Action Reporting in 2022. 

NHS 
Reporting and governance is one of the greatest barriers to partnership working and having a joined-up approach to any issue. It would be interesting to see this mapped out for poverty/financial security. The cluttered landscape means that we miss an overall partnership approach from CPPs to understand how the different workstreams might best connect and what the overall need is. There is some work to do on understanding how we record impact. 
The child poverty plan talks about root causes through three main drivers - increasing income through entitlements, increasing income through work and reducing the cost of living. This might be a useful way to consider actions taken under each of these headings and where we get our biggest return on investment. There may be an opportunity to influence through the SG review of the Community Empowerment Act.

Police Scotland 
What do we need to know – who needs to know it – how often to do they need to know. 
This need for reporting comes from lack of initial planning to understand and evaluate what works.  Does the need to continue to prove worth, after worth has been established need to be done monthly or quarterly?

Annexe 1

1. Information Commissioners Office website case studies:
1.1 Public sector bodies sharing data to provide a co-ordinated approach
Personal information was shared between two councils, their local schools and colleges, housing providers, relevant community organisations, the local job centres and careers service in order to identify young people who already had been or were currently at high risk of disengaging from education, employment or training. By sharing the information, the partner organisations were able to ensure a co-ordinated approach to providing the most appropriate support to the young person to encourage them back into education, work or training.

The partners used a data sharing agreement to set out their purpose, lawful bases and the information to be shared. The agreement included a section on how to handle data subjects’ rights, and agreed shared security standards; the partners also updated their privacy notices. To quality-assure their agreement, they shared it with a regional group of data protection practitioners for feedback. A timescale was also set for the partners to regularly review the agreement to ensure it stayed up to date and fit for purpose.

1.2 Sharing data between a local authority and local NHS trust to provide better early help and support to families
Families sometimes have hidden needs so don’t receive the support they require from public services – or may be receiving support through one organisation for a specific issue, but have other needs too.

A council worked with an NHS trust to establish a data sharing arrangement between the council and health services to help identify children and families who would benefit from receiving co-ordinated and targeted early help for a range of issues they might be facing.

The data sharing arrangement cross-referenced NHS trust and council caseload data and identified children and families who were being supported by the trust, but not by the council’s early help services. These families would then be engaged in wider support to address their needs through the Troubled Families Programme. The data would also be used to understand whether families had in fact benefitted from the support they received and to inform future commissioning of services.

Before sharing data, the two organisations worked together to put measures in place to ensure that the data would be protected and shared responsibly: 
A data protection impact assessment, led by the Head of Information Governance and data protection officer (DPO) at the NHS trust, which identified the potential risks to privacy and how those risks would be mitigated.
An operational agreement setting out the arrangements for the exchange of data, under the overarching information sharing framework signed by the trust and the council. 
A methodology to make sure the minimum amount of data was shared. 
Privacy information.
Organisations involved: Children's public health, Health Visiting, and Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services (CAMHS); the council and local NHS trust.
2.  Excerpts from Digital Economy Act Code of Practice for Public Authorities

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/digital-economy-act-2017-part-5-codes-of-practice/code-of-practice-for-public-authorities-disclosing-information-under-chapters-1-3-and-4-public-service-delivery-debt-and-fraud-of-part-5-of-the-di#public-service-delivery 

2.1 Understanding the purpose of the public service delivery power
55. Public service delivery is changing, due to increasing acknowledgement that services are more efficient and effective when they are joined up. Joining up services requires the sharing of information. The Digital Economy Act 2017 creates a mechanism for establishing clear and robust legal gateways which will enable public authorities to share relevant information on the individuals and families they are working with in compliance with the data protection legislation. The primary purpose of this power is to support the well-being of individuals and households.
56. The public service delivery power gives you the ability to gain access to the data you need to respond more efficiently and effectively to current and emerging social and economic problems. The power allows ministers in the UK government and, for devolved matters, the devolved administrations to set objectives in regulations. All objectives must meet all of the following conditions which are set out in section 35 of the Digital Economy Act 2017:
· condition 1: the purpose is the improvement or targeting of a public service provided to individuals or households, or the facilitation of the provision of a benefit (whether or not financial) to individuals or households;
· condition 2: the purpose is the improvement of the well-being of individuals or households; and
· condition 3: the purpose is the supporting of the delivery of a specified person’s functions, or the administration, monitoring or enforcement of a specified person’s functions.

57. For an explanation of terms in the above conditions — for example, “benefit” and “well-being” — please refer to the Digital Economy Act 2017 and its Explanatory Notes.
58. Here is a summary of the initial objectives for which information may be disclosed by specified persons under section 35 of the 2017 Act. For full details of the objectives, see the Schedule to the Digital Government (Disclosure of Information) Regulations 2018.
· Identifying individuals or households who face multiple disadvantages and enabling the improvement or targeting of public services to such individuals or households and providing for the monitoring and evaluation of programmes and initiatives;
· Assisting people living in fuel poverty by reducing their energy costs, improving efficiency in their use of energy or improving their health or financial well-being;
· Reducing water or sewerage costs, improving efficiency in use of water or improving the health or financial well-being of people living in water poverty; and
· Identifying and making contact with vulnerable people who might need help from the authorities in re-tuning televisions in 2018 to 2019 after the 700Mhz band will be used for mobile broadband rather than to transmit digital TV.

Additional objectives can be set by further regulations under section 35 of the Digital Economy Act 2017.


2.3 Using the public service delivery power
73. If your organisation has identified that the sharing of personal data is necessary to achieving a social or economic policy you should check whether the policy aims fall within one of the existing objectives set out in regulations. If it doesn’t you should consider whether your purpose for information sharing falls within the criteria in section 35 and should be added as a new objective via regulations (see section 2.3). You should identify which public authority holds the information you wish to access and check whether they are listed on Schedule 4. If the public authority is not listed, it is possible to add them to the Schedule via regulations (see section 2.3). If the public authority is listed you need to carefully consider whether your policy aims are consistent with the objectives described in regulations. Seek legal advice where appropriate. The public service delivery provisions and all chapters in Part 5 of the Digital Economy Act require that processing of information must be carried out in accordance with the data protection legislation.

An illustrative example of an appropriate use of the PSD power:
A local authority wishes to access data held by the local police force and local school to identify whether there are individuals or households who meet the criteria for support under the troubled families programme.
The local authority considers the multiple disadvantages objective and assesses that the objective is consistent with the purpose of the proposed information share. The bodies that the local authority wishes to share data with are also present on Schedule 4.
The local authority has a lawful basis to share data. As the powers are permissive, the local authority will still need to agree with the other bodies to share information for this purpose and draw up an appropriate data sharing agreement.

74. The disclosure of data to achieve a public service delivery objective must only be used for the purpose for which it was disclosed, unless one of the exceptions in section 40(2) of the Digital Economy Act 2017 is engaged - for example, preventing serious physical harm to a person or loss of life. In such instances section 40 permits the specified person(s) to use that information to take action in accordance with the identified exception, using the minimum information required to fulfil that purpose. The exceptions in section 40(2) do not apply to information disclosed by Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs (unless the Commissioners for Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs have provided consent).
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DRAFT Recommendations / Solutions Arising from IS Remote / Rural / Island Child Poverty Data and Intelligence Workshops. 

	Overcoming barriers to data sharing 
 

	1. Establish a multidisciplinary working group on Tackling Child Poverty through Innovation in Data and Intelligence, chaired by IS/COSLA/academic partners to include, for example, relevant local authorities and health boards, relevant academics (Scottish Policy and Research Exchange, SPIRU, Codeclan, Data Lab, Research Data Scotland), representatives of the Information Commissioner and those with insight/expertise as to private sector use of data sharing legislation. Local government representatives should include those in leadership roles (SOLACE etc.) those with data and analytical expertise, GIS professionals and child poverty policy and delivery leads. 
The remit of the group would include: 
- Investigating the availability, suitability and quality of additional data sources, including private sector data sources, for the purposes of identifying and addressing child poverty. 
-  Providing information and advice to the Scottish Government and local authorities on the financial, legal, practical and moral implications of accessing these data sources  

	 
Drawing links with ongoing work around innovation in data sharing 
 

	2. Identify one local authority and/or health board area to work in partnership with the Improvement Service in order to engage more closely with SAVVI (Scalable Approach to Vulnerability via Interoperability) and the Digital Transformation Framework to explore options for joint work and feed back to the wider group. 
 

	3. Engage with Scottish Policy and Research Exchange (Dave Bell) to bring an academic perspective to identify ‘trigger point’ data and potentially develop algorithms to allow families at risk of child poverty and/or financial crisis to be identified and early interventions made to support the families. The example provided during discussion was the existence of school meal debt.  
 

	4. To inform this work, links should be drawn with work being done by the Local Government Digital Office and Scotland Excel in partnership with South Lanarkshire Council – known as the STAMP Project - to understand all the data systems and data sets being used by all local authorities in Scotland.  The relevanceof this work to tackling child poverty should be made clear and opportunities for this group to contribute to support the work identified.  
 

	5. IS and national Child Poverty Peer Support Network should work with the Information Commissioner and SAVVI to compile examples of where data has been shared in an innovative way locally (or between national and local organisations) to contribute to a reduction in child poverty. Examples mentioned to date include Glasgow (data sharing with DWP to map child poverty), Angus (using electoral role data to maximise uptake of CTR single occupant discount) and Shetland (using GIRFEC as a justification for sharing household data to target support effectively through the Anchor Project). 
 

	6. Work with the Scottish Government, Scottish Office of Information Commissioner (ICO), SAVVI and Scottish local authorities to develop a training resource or toolkit on information sharing to prevent and alleviate child poverty, removing confusion around the legislation and showing what can be shared and how. This should draw on existing good practice examples.  
 

	7. The Scottish Government should explore the possibility of a Pathfinder with one remote or rural area interrogating how data and intelligence could be used to tackle child poverty more effectively.  This might include the provision of additional resource to ensure the relevant local authority / community planning partnership has sufficient capacity to engage with the working group on data and innovation and seek to put identified approaches into practice.   
 

	8. The Scottish Government should consider how data sharing could be reflected in a refresh of the Guidance on Local Child Poverty Action Reports.  
 

	9. The short life Rural Child Poverty Network which will run throughout late 2022 and into 2023 should engage with Public Health Scotland to build on the Prioritise Child Poverty: A Data and Systems Approach, which could be improved to be more user friendly and intuitive and support local areas. This could include narrowing down sources to those considered most relevant and arranging data sources more clearly by their geography (e.g. grouping household level, postcode, locality, data-zone information together) and links to relevant policy areas. 
 

	10. If resources allow, the Improvement Service (IS) should take forward the development of a child poverty mapping tool based on HMRC/DWP Children in Low Income Household statistics and SEEMIS data on uptake of local educational benefits (in the first instance) and develop costed proposals for a range of different functionalities. This would enable all 32 local authorities to see a physical representation of child poverty in their local area at data zone level. Inclusion of SEEMIS data would ensure the resource was more up to date than the current HBAI mapping tool. 
  

	11. The IS should facilitate a short life working group to inform the development of this resource. 


	Understanding and Acting upon the cost of living in remote and rural locations 
 

	12. The Scottish Government should support annual research into the Minimum Income Standard in remote and rural areas. As well as contributing to a more comprehensive understanding of child poverty in remote and rural areas such an approach could also inform remote and rural policy more generally, including the development of Island Communities Impact Assessments (ICIAs) etc. In commissioning such research the Scottish Government would need to ensure sample sizes are large enough to reflect variations across different Scottish Government Urban Rural Classifications and household types (potentially including priority households.)  
 

	13. The Scottish Government should give consideration to how technology and artificial intelligence might support a more accurate and up to date understanding of how the cost of living varies – both over time and across different geographical locations. Applications/‘apps’ such as Trolley use real time information to compare the cost of a basket of goods in supermarkets across the country. Taking a similar approach – potentially including real time information on the cost of housing, energy and transport in rural settings- would help ensure policy making is informed by a comprehensive understanding of the cost of living.  
 

	14. Consideration should be given to funding access to CACI for public sector bodies in Scotland. CACI can provide an insight into ongoing and future increases in the cost of living, transactional data about household spending and provide insights on the likely impact of cost of living increases on financial behaviours across different geographies and ACORN household types. Further discussions with CACI might provide some insight on the specific advantages this could bring in the remote/rural context.  
 

	In addition to developing a clearer understanding of the additional cost of living in remote and rural areas, national and local government should embed practices which ensure these differences are taken into account in policy development and service delivery.   
 

	15. The Scottish Government and COSLA should consider the introduction of a remote/rural/island premium for devolved family benefits (such as Scottish Child Payment and Child Disability Payment) and locally delivered benefits (such as School Clothing Grant and Educational Maintenance Allowance.)  
 

	16. The public and third sector in Scotland should engage with private sector employers around the adequacy of pay in remote rural areas and explore the feasibility of something akin to a Campaign for Remote Island Weighting to ensure pay is adequate to allow for an acceptable standard of living amongst employees in remote and rural areas.  
 

	17. Consideration should be given by both the Scottish Government and COSLA as to how effectively the cost of living is taken into account in relation to the allocation of funding intended to reduce or alleviate child poverty. This might include routinely taking account of child poverty rates adjusted to reflect the cost of living. The existence of such a measure was put forward in a recent Scottish Government research paper which concluded that, “to better understand the impact of the cost of living on rural poverty, it may be useful to conduct further research into the feasibility of applying a rural cost-of-living adjustment to the poverty threshold (currently 60% of the UK median income). Such an adjustment may present a more accurate picture of rural poverty”.i 
 

	Lived Experience 

	18. If resources allow, the Northern Alliance and Poverty Alliance should work in partnership to compile examples of engagement in remote and rural settings. This would involve working with local child poverty leads and analysing Year 3 and 4 LCPARs to draw out examples of current activity to engage, the reach/scale of engagement, the influence/impact that engagement has had to date, the cost of engagement and the extent to which it is valued and engaged by local decisions makers.  
 

	19. Local and national government and the third sector should develop closer links with academia to fill current gaps in engagement with those with lived experience of child poverty in remote and rural settings. Gaps identified through this project include: 
· The experience of households in which someone is disabled in remote / rural areas. 
· The experience on BME households in remote and rural areas.  
Often these populations are statistically insignificant at local authority level meaning engagement with those with lived experience is of particular importance.  

	20. In addition to developing ‘stand alone’ projects or programmes of engagement around child poverty, local authorities and their community planning partners should consider how existing information and processes might be used to better inform planning and decision making. Examples of this might include: 
 

	a. Local and national government, the third sector and academia should work together in one local authority area to “mine” the testimonies of lived experience that exist within local authority records, files and data systems. This might involve using anonymised records from social work, education, the Scottish Welfare Fund, housing support, welfare rights teams etc. – to gain an insight into the pressures experienced by those on low incomes in remote and rural areas who may not have the time, inclination or ability to actively engage with local authorities directly. 
 

	b. Refreshing local complaints systems to ensure complaints are used to inform future policy design and decision making in relation to child poverty. This should include providing support for those making complaints and ensuring they are given the opportunity to continue to engage and have an oversight role in relation to any changes that have been made as a result of their complaint. 
 

	c. Local government, the Scottish Government and Audit Scotland – for example - should ensure that local government is fulfilling existing duties to engage with its citizens and communities in relation to both Community Planning, the Community Empowerment Act and in meeting Best Value Requirements. The statutory Best Value Guidance, for instance, states that “A local authority which secures Best Value will be able to demonstrate responsiveness to the needs of its communities, citizens, customers, employees and other stakeholders, so that plans, priorities, and actions are informed by an understanding of those needs an ongoing dialogue with other public sector partners and the local business, voluntary and community sectors consultation arrangements which are open, fair and inclusive.” 
 


 



ANNEX III

Notes from SLWG Discussions
Data Sharing
How to address barriers in relation to organisational sharing of population and personal data, building on the progress made in overcoming such barriers during Covid
Issues
· Landscape Complexity: We need to understand and recognise the complexity of landscape where organisations are subject to different rules and legislation. 
· Technical: There are a number of different systems and platforms operating in terms of data sharing (across 32 councils and within other organisations).  Third Sector organisations often don’t have secure email addresses (although there is work going on via pilots to address this, e.g. exploration of the use of NHS email addresses). 
· Behaviour and Culture: It is not only system/technical issues, but also an issue of understanding, behaviour and culture, particularly in relation to our approach to legalities.  For example, within LG, there are 32 different legal teams and they often take a cautious approach to risk which creates a barrier to overcome.  There is an opportunity to get in early on this and educate those who are taking the legal decisions in relation to how this works, why this works and what the legality is in relation to what you are allowed to do.  There is also a behavioural element for the wider workforce in terms of whose role it is to share data, and how we shift current thinking to ensure every opportunity counts.
· Once for Scotland Framework:  there is no targeted ‘once for Scotland framework’ with a focus on families who are most vulnerable to drive data sharing locally and nationally. 
Current work to address data sharing issues
· It is Important to ground these in specific examples where we know there are issues, and to explore potential learning in relation to work underway to try and address these.  For example, in relation to Child Poverty, we know there are difficulties in data sharing between Social Security, HMRC & LAs.  Better sharing of data would enable us to more effectively target support to those families who need it. There is work underway to understand the legalities involved, and to develop a legal gateway for data sharing.  This will involve undertaking data protection assessments, and developing business cases and formal proposals for what the data is needed for.  There may be valuable learning and resources emerging from this work (and other similar work) which could have wider applicability.  There is a clear role for us to flesh out more detail around this.
Learning from Covid – Overcoming the complexity in the landscape
· We can be sharing data, we are just not doing it. During Covid, we did take a step to cross boundaries and work around the complexity to allow us to understand risk. We shared data by asking ‘what information do you want?’, and then we created it, and stuck a badge on it to convey the data was indicative. This approach helped to cut across the complexity and showed us that there are ways to navigate this, as long as we don’t let perfect be the enemy of the good or the helpful. 
· If we focus in on ‘what information do we want’ this will help to drive change. There is a role for us to map what data we want in a specific area (e.g. Child Poverty) and then do a ‘deep dive’ analysis of where the difficulties/barriers are in relation to sharing this. We should keep this targeted on one area such as Child Poverty, given everyone will have a Child Poverty Action Plan, and this will enable us to get a good idea of what data is needed, and provides a quick touch point re what’s getting in the way and when. 

Funding issues
How to address the challenges partners face in relation to funding cycles, ringfencing and reporting to different funders with different timescales
· Complexity of reporting landscape: Addressing the current funding complexity requires working across different spheres of Government, across different countries. While half of the funding is available from SG, half is accessed through the UK government (i.e. Shared Prosperity Fund).. 
· Funding Cycles and Timescales: Excessively short-term funding, rigid sticking to financial year ends, and excessively restrictive criteria,. There is a need to commit to longer term funding. 3 year funding cycles do not provide sufficient security, and previous longer term funding models from the European Social Fund for example should be adopted.  Progress is also needed to address the sequencing of funds available e.g. Investing Community Fund and Shared Prosperity Fund. 
· Funding Cycles: Ring-fencing:  Progress is needed to reduce the level of funding which is ring-fenced and to give local areas greater flexibility and choice in relation to how to target this resource to meet areas of greatest vulnerability.  Currently local partnerships face significant challenges and expend valuable resource accessing and tying together a large number of often relatively small pots of money.  A shift away from this approach is critical to support local empowerment and decision making.  It may be helpful to strengthen the evidence base in relation to the impacts of ringfencing, and identify tangible examples to illustrate where the impact has not been helpful. 
· However, a specific ring-fenced fund is often a way for the third sector to access statutory funding. For example, a number of third sector organisations in Mid received funding for short-term employability projects because the Council had to spend funding in a tight timescale and on a specific issue. If the funding had been given to the LA to spend as it thought fit, there is nothing to say they would have brought the third sector in. If we are to move on from ring-fenced funding, it needs to be open and transparent, and statutory funding needs to be available at a local level to third sector organisations addressing poverty.
· Lack of strategic oversight: There is no strategic oversight in relation to the way money is currently spent on poverty related work and whether it is making a difference. It was suggested that colleagues in SG may have undertaken a mapping on the funding spent on poverty related work, and it was agreed it would be helpful to investigate this in the first instance, to avoid any potential duplication. 
· Evidence of impact: Greater commitment is needed across funding streams to fund those areas where there is evidence of impact, rather than the ‘nice to do’.  This requires improvement in our collective approach to evidencing impact, including structures around performance management/outcome setting/ and measurement to understand how we commit the money in ways that ensure it goes to best effect
· How the funding is used: Greater focus is needed on what we do with the funding and how we respond.




Reporting & Governance
How to reduce the complexity of recording, reporting, and inspection frameworks which create both a burden and lack of clarity in relation to shared outcomes and priorities
· Cluttered landscape: Partners are facing a multiplicity of complex macro-economic issues and emerging policy agendas at the same time currently, and this is reflected in the increasingly cluttered landscape in relation to recording, reporting and inspection which has grown up around this. For example: LOIPS; Locality Plans; Children's Service Plans; Child Poverty Action Plans; The Promise – all have different mechanisms and different reporting requirements which risk overlap and duplication.  This creates challenges both in terms of finite capacity of partners, but also makes it harder to work together towards shared outcomes and priorities.  It was agreed that to better understand and to evidence the specific issues, there would be value in the group mapping the policy reporting frameworks which currently exist in relation to Financial Security for Low Income Households and identify which are the ones causing blockages.
· Previous work to ‘declutter the landscape’: There should be opportunities to learn from and build on previous work undertaken by PSRB and CPIB (under title of OEPB) to map the cluttered performance reporting landscape and produce recommendations for improvement in relation to performance management arrangements. It was agreed it would be helpful to look at these recommendations in the context of financial security and to modernise and update the recommendations in light of the challenges in this area.   There was agreement of the need to guard against the ‘one size fits all’ approach, maintaining a focus on relevance, and ensuring decluttering doesn’t lead to approaches becoming so generalised they are meaningless.
CPIB Performance Management Good Practice Principles 
CPIB Paper on Performance Management Recommendations – including more  detail such as recommendations for Scottish Government 
Findings from previous PSRB and OEPB work to declutter the landscape
· Understanding Impact:  While we have not ‘solved’ poverty, it is vital that recording and reporting activity helps us understand if and where we have added value, for example in terms of preventative impact. There may be value in considering a shared outcome framework for anti-poverty work, aligned to Shared Prosperity fund, which would tell us if we are making a difference in the world of poverty. There may be potential learning from an Evaluation Scotland project which identified outcomes and indicators that worked for older people’s services and gave people a suite to choose from. https://evaluationsupportscotland.org.uk/resources/sit-indicator-bank-for-third-sector-outcomes-for-older-people/
· Skills/capacity: Focus is needed to address skills and capacity issues for partners and partnerships to support their approach to recording, reporting, and managing performance.  For example, training on developing and using outcomes/measures and exploring areas there may be value in developing a central approach, rather than individual approaches across 32 areas






	Barriers we focussed on
	The solutions we have opted for

	Data sharing 
How to address barriers in relation to organisational sharing of population and personal data, building on progress made in overcoming such barriers during Covid
	Agreed Actions:
· Group members to map what data we want in relation to Child Poverty, and provide detail on where the barriers exist in relation to the sharing of this data between partners.
· Group members to share details of where there is work already happening to facilitate data sharing and where there may be opportunities for wider applicability, e.g.
What work is happening currently to facilitate data sharing in the area of financial security?
What challenges is this work trying to address? (e.g. Legalities; Behavioural; Technical; etc..)
What methods/approaches/templates are being deployed?
Is there an opportunity to draw upon this to develop prototypes/wider learning?
Are there gaps where focussed work to address the barriers is needed, and not currently happening?

	 
Funding barriers
How to address the challenges partners face in relation to funding cycles, ringfencing and reporting to different funders with different timescales
	Agreed Actions:
· COSLA to investigate whether SG has undertaken any mapping to understand funding spent on poverty related work.
· Group members to identify any examples in relation to the area of financial security where ring fencing has created challenges/had a negative impact

	Reporting and governance
How to reduce the complexity of recording, reporting, and inspection frameworks which create both a burden and lack of clarity in relation to shared outcomes and priorities
	Agreed Actions:
· Group members to map the national policy reporting frameworks which currently exist in relation to Financial Security in general and/or child poverty (as an example of financial security) and identify which are the ones causing blockages
· Group members to revisit and update elements from previous Performance Management Recommendations in the context of Financial Security for Low Income Households 



