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Performance and Financial Management Review of the Mental Welfare Commission for Scotland by KPMG

Response from the Mental Welfare Commission, incorporating actions and timescales.

Introduction

The Commission has considered the findings from the review in detail. All Commissioners had the opportunity to study and discuss the findings and recommendations on meetings on the 25th June 2007 and the 13th August 2007. At the latter meeting, the Commission unanimously approved the enclosed response and action plan.  We welcome several aspects of the report and regard it as helpful in highlighting areas where we could improve the performance, quality and efficiency of our services. Some recommendations were, after careful consideration, not accepted or only partly accepted. We have responded to all recommendations with detailed comments and actions where appropriate. However, we believe that it is important to understand why we have been unable to accept certain aspects of the report. 

The Scottish Executive commissioned the review as part of a five-year cycle. KPMG was chosen as the organisation to conduct the review. A steering group, of which the chair of the Commission was a member, took an overview of the process. Most of the work relating to the review was carried out in January and February 2007. The Commission received a draft copy of the review in early March 2007 and made numerous observations on its factual accuracy and consistency. The final report was approved by the steering group on 19th April. While KPMG took some of our comments into account in submitting the final report, the Commission would still wish to place on record that we continue to have major concerns about:

· The lack of comment on our five year strategic plan. This sets out our vision for the future of the Commission in great detail and it is disappointing that KPMG have not assisted us with constructive comments on it.

· The way that KPMG gathered information for the report. The process lacked the rigour and consistency necessary for a realistic review. Interviews were often hurried and unstructured; their purpose was unclear; interviewees had no opportunity to comment on the accuracy of the information gathered; the nature and operation of Commission meetings appears to have been assumed from attendance at one standing committee. 

· The production of the report in a draft form. This was submitted to the steering group with no check for factual accuracy from the Commission

· Most significantly, we consider that the report in general and many of its recommendations demonstrate a lack of understanding of the role of the Commission within the mental health and learning disability community in Scotland. 

The report includes figures on financial savings that KPMG considers would be possible. These figures are based on assumptions on staff reduction. This in turn is based on recommendations that, in our opinion, misunderstand the role of the Commission and that would be damaging to our important safeguarding role. The Commission is committed to sound use of public resources and has already made savings of £42,000 per annum through reductions in administrative staff since the review was performed. We will actively pursue further cost efficiencies and will report further on this following our review of systems and processes.

The Commission’s responses to the review

These are outlined in relation to the recommendations as set out in section 1.6 of the review. We also describe, where appropriate, our action to implement the recommendations and the timescale for such action.

1.6.1 Structure

Recommendation: “The Commission will produce an organisational development plan going forward that is likely to

· Acknowledge the need to become a modern organisation that is fit for purpose;

· Define clear, short, medium and long term objectives;

· Include a workforce analysis and development plan that incorporates a clear approach to developing talent management and modern ways of working;

· Identify Key Performance Indicators that directly reflect the organisations key objectives; 

· Define clear roles, responsibilities and accountabilities against delivery of objectives;

· Demonstrate effective use of resources which offer value for money;

· Link to a robust communication strategy; and

· Demonstrate a clear approach to managing the change process with a robust change management strategy

· Review systems, and processes, in order to streamline the organisation’s functions and improve performance and value for money.”

Response: The Commission is already working to achieve this and accepts this recommendation
Comments: While asserting that we have undergone significant and continued modernisation over the last three years, the Commission broadly accepts and welcomes this recommendation. It affirms the work done over the past year on the strategic plan that focuses on achieving its statutory responsibilities by presenting a clear vision of where it needs to be in 5 years time and how it will go about achieving this. The modernisation work that began nearly 3 years ago has resulted in a fit for purpose organisation that is constantly learning and adapting. We acknowledge that, in order to deliver the strategic plan, we need to undertake a careful review of the skills and behaviours necessary to achieve the objectives and outcomes of the strategy. 

Action: we will produce a development and change management plan that sets this out clearly. In relation to key performance indicators, we will discuss these further with the Scottish Executive in order to agree how the Commission will demonstrate best value for public money. This action will be completed by December 2007.
Recommendation: “Review systems and processes in order to streamline the organisation’s functions and improve performance and value for money”

Response: The Commission accepts this recommendation:

Comment: This would be conducted alongside the above organisational development review. It would be sensible to review the workforce development and business processes together in line with KPMG’s suggestion of “Business Process Re-engineering and Organisational Development”. Given that this recommendation also appears as a subset of the above organisational development plan, we suspect that its additional mention is an error on the part of KPMG (see page 4 of the report). We are continuing to review our business processes on a frequent basis. An example is the way we have substantially changed the manner by which we perform our duties relating to welfare guardianship and social circumstances scrutiny to maximise value.

Action: as per the development and change management plan

Recommendation: “Amalgamate the three casework teams into one team to support the three geographical teams”
Response: The Commission rejects this recommendation at this stage but will consider it further

Comment: This recommendation appears to pre-empt the outcome of the review of business and organisation. The Commission notes KPMG’s opinion on the need for one casework team and will bear this in mind when conducting the business process review. This recommendation would dismantle a whole team approach to the work of the Commission in the three teams and we have significant reservations about adopting this recommendation. Staff with an “administrative” job title perform vital tasks in relation to the delivery of the Commission’s functions and we consider that KPMG’s view of a separation between “administrative” and “delivery” teams does not reflect the cohesive way that the Commission’s teams work and undervalues the work done by administrative staff. 

Action: we recognise the minor inconsistencies in the ways that the teams work and have already taken action to address this. One of the aims of the development and change management plan will be to ensure that we act consistently across all areas of our work. At the same time, we will examine the current team structure and decide whether that remains the most effective way of delivering our business objectives.

Recommendation: “Work closely with external stakeholders to discuss and promote best practice and agree benchmarks in practice”

Response: The Commission already does this comprehensively and plans to expand this practice even further

Comment: The Commission recognises the need to influence key external stakeholders and believes this is a major strength in the way it operates. The recommendation is in line with a number of initiatives, notably the Principles into Practice network and website, the process by which the Commission develops good practice guides and the proposed setting up of focus groups with key practitioners in each area of the country. However, our role is to promote best practice and we are therefore striving to identify and share such examples. It is not our role to “agree benchmarks in practice” – this suggests that the Commission should set and monitor standards. Legislation does not give the Commission the duty or authority to perform this function.

Action: we will expand this work by setting up focus groups with key practitioners as part of the 2007-8 visiting programme. This will be completed by March 2008

Recommendation: “Disband the current communications team aligned to the casework teams and install a part-time assistant alongside the Communication Manager at a corporate level.”
Response: The Commission accepts this with revision. The assistant should be a full-time post

Comment: The recommendation to change the composition of the communications team came from the Commission and we are pleased that KPMG have supported it. We suspect that KMPG have made an error here. The proposed salary for such a post as suggested in section 8.4 on page 36 appears to be for a full-time appointment. 

Action: We appointed a full-time communications officer in July 2007. We have moved from a situation of operating with 3 part-time communications officers to one full-time post. Two of the individuals who filled the part-time roles have now returned to the SE and have not been replaced, leading to a net reduction in our admin staffing of 2 WTEs.

Recommendation: “The Corporate Development Manager should be a full time post which is named as HR, learning and development.”

Response: The Commission rejects this recommendation at this stage

Comment: This has been a full-time post. The present occupant of the post works part-time. The suggested title reflects most of the duties of that post. However, this again appears to pre-empt the redesign process that KPMG recommends. The Commission will therefore not accept the recommendation at this stage, but take note of KPMG’s view when conducting the review. 

Action: Recommendation will be considered as part of the development and change management plan

Recommendation: “The job description for the finance officer should be developed, graded and advertised and positioned as a part-time post alongside the finance manager”
Response: The Commission accepts this recommendation, with the proviso that the finance officer post be full-time

Comment: We intend that the Finance Officer will take on an expanded role, including assuming responsibility for the preparation of the monthly management accounts and the reconciliation of the payroll accounts. In addition, accounts payable duties and responsibility for travel and subsistence will transfer from the Corporate Services Assistant. This will enable the Finance Manager to focus upon higher grade work and, specifically, to improve our forecasting and budgeting processes, including unit costing of our key activities. 

Action: New finance officer, with revised grading and job description, appointed July 2007.

Recommendation: “Restructure committees to consist of no more than five including 2 members of the board, the Director and Commissioners who have not been involved in that particular area of delivery or visit”

Response: The Commission rejects this recommendation until the “Board” is established

Comment: The Commission understands the principles of corporate governance that underpin this recommendation. However, KPMG have not understood the practicalities. It will take some time to establish a “Board” and therefore “board members” will in reality be existing part-time Commissioners by the time this recommendation is to be implemented. Taking visits and casework as an example, all existing Commissioners participate in the visit programme. In reality, there will be no Commissioners that have not been involved in the visit programme in some way. Given KPMG’s observations about this particular committee, the Commission will examine the nature and purpose of the Visits and Casework Group but is unable to act on this recommendation until the Board is formed.

Action: While we cannot implement this, we will revise the remit and composition of our larger committees, especially the Visits and casework Group, by March 2008

Recommendation: “Leadership, management and ICT training for members of the senior management team and support with change management”
Recommendation: “All practitioners to receive training in the use of their laptops that have been issued but are not being fully utilised”

Responses: The Commission accepts these recommendations in part

Comment: Additional support in relation to redesign of organisational and business processes is likely to be necessary, given other demands on the organisation’s leaders. However, the Commission rejects KPMG’s assertion that there is a relatively low utilisation of new technology (page 14). The Commission will consider the most productive use of ICT when reviewing its business processes. It will also consider the best way to support the work of visiting part-time Commissioners, a significant issue that KPMG have failed to consider. KPMG have produced no evidence to support their statement on page 14 in relation to the experience of the Commission’s management team, but further development of management skills is a priority for us and is already reflected in our business plan. 

Action: Independent Consultants appointed to facilitate organisational review from July to October 2007. Appropriate use of IT and training needs to be reviewed as part of development and change management plan by December 2007.

1.6.2. Governance

Recommendation: “A change in primary legislation is required to modernise the organisation’s governance structure with an independent Board, where the Commission Director is accountable to the Board”

Response: The Commission supports this recommendation but regrets the lack of detail in the report on how the move toward the new structure might proceed

Comment: This recommendation is rightly directed to the Scottish Executive and is in line with proposals by the Commission. We will discuss with the Executive how such a Board might be constituted. Our view is that there should be a distinction between Board Members with a corporate governance role and Commissioners who undertake operational work. The report disappointingly makes scant reference to the roles of existing part-time commissioners. The report makes reference to the wide range of expertise of part-time Commissioners –the Commission places great importance on this – but offers no suggestions about how to maximise their value. The involvement of service users is likely to be a major aspect of the Crerar review but an issue on which the KPMG report is silent. 

Action: Scottish Executive should consider amendments to the Act when conducting the proposed limited review. 

Recommendation: “A revision of the current KPIs that then drive the activity, performance management and decision making is required to ensure that the Commission is delivering against its objectives”
Response: The Commission accepts this recommendation

Comment: We have already revised some KPIs, in the light of KPMG’s comments, to set clearer targets and timescales. We will discuss further with the Scottish Executive whether any further revisions are required 

Action: We will agree revised key performance indicators with the Scottish Executive by October 2007.
Recommendation: “Well-communicated, consistent systems, processes and decision points for escalation should be put in place and a consistent approach to team meetings which focuses on KPIs”
Response: The Commission has already made progress on this issue and accepts this recommendation.

Comment: We have produced a policy on reporting and escalating matters of concern and are in the process of communicating this to service providers and the Scottish Executive. Team meetings, which have developed over the past year, will focus on delivering the strategic plan and incorporate a review of progress with performance against KPIs foremost on the agenda. 

Action: Escalation strategy produced April 2007. Team meeting and team performance reports will include action on KPIs by March 2008. 
Recommendation: “Incorporate into report QA processes and a mechanism to identify key issues, risks and common themes to feed into principles into practice. This should be put in place as a matter of urgency.”
Response: The Commission does not fully understand this recommendation as worded here but is undertaking some action that may be relevant

Comment: This recommendation is worded slightly differently in the action plan in section 7 of the report where it makes a bit more sense but appears to have no explanation in the body of the report. We believe that it refers to the need to extract information in a structured and systematic way from our visiting and monitoring work and promote examples of best practice (and demonstrate and act to improve poor practice) via the Principles Into Practice network and website. If so, the Commission accepts this, with the proviso that the network is an interactive opportunity hosted by the Commission but not dominated by the Commission, its work or its views. The Commission’s primary objective in this area is to influence services which it does in a variety of ways. 

Action: The Commission’s Executive team assures quality by scrutinising and revising all service visit reports from July 2007. We will report key issues and current themes in our annual report in October 2007. The Scottish Executive may wish to take further action on risk issues identified through a variety of sources.
1.6.3. Finance

Recommendation: “Undertake a zero-based budgeting process”

Response: The Commission partly accepts this recommendation

Comment: In our view, a large proportion of the Commission’s budget is calculated in line with zero based budgeting. Salaries for 2007-08 have been calculated on a by person/role, bottom up basis (zero basis), with a 2% uplift from 1 August. Rent and rates are based on what we have committed to; depreciation is calculated based on known capital expenditure; the maintenance contract with Servelec is a set amount over 3 years from February 2006; and the annual cost of audit is fairly consistent. Together, this amounts to around 79% of our total budget. We recognise that we need to do further work in areas that comprise the remaining 21%. 

Action: Further work to zero-base the budget to be completed by March 2008. This will take into account progress made on financial management information.
Recommendation: “Create financial management information reporting based on different cost centres and activities with an emphasis on monitoring controllable costs”

Response: The Commission is already making progress on this and accepts this recommendation.

Comment: While we take issue with some of the statements in section 5 of the report, we recognise that financial information is not presently aligned with the Commission’s key activities. We have undertaken some initial work to address this and will progress this further during 2007-8 

Action: Work in progress with a view to presenting this information for the 2006-7 annual report by October 2007 and to produce quarterly data for management group by December 2007
1.6.4. Risk Management

Recommendation: “Clear, common systems and processes should be put in place for service delivery, recording, follow-up and reporting”
Response: The Commission accepts this recommendation

Comment: This will form part of the development and change management plan 

Action: To be in place by December 2007
Recommendation: “Return all forms that are incorrectly completed or unfit for input onto the system”

Response: The Commission rejects this recommendation and considers that it reflects a serious misunderstanding of how the processes of mental health legislation operate in practice. As it is a basis for much of the suggested reduction of administrative staffing, this calls into question some of the report’s assumptions on future staffing of the Commission. We make some alternative suggestions in relation to submission of forms to the Commission.

Comment: The Commission receives more than 31,000 forms each year relating to the 2003 Act, 45% of which need attention for two main reasons.  The first is that the form is unfit for direct input. This is either because the scanned form cannot be read at all, either due to receipt of an old version or a poor photocopy, or because it is handwritten and staff need to review the scanned image. KPMG propose that we reject all such forms. This would place an unacceptable burden of work on medical records and social work departments. Subsequent follow-up work would increase the workload of Commission staff. In addition, most forms are non-statutory. If correct information is provided in line with legislation, the Commission has no authority to refuse to accept the form. We certainly cannot insist that all forms are completed electronically and this would be impracticable for forms that are used urgently, especially emergency and short-term certificates.

The second reason relates to the forms that fail validation rules. These are forms that are scanned into the system but do not pass checks for appropriate information and valid dates/times. We are streamlining our validation of these forms to focus on issues of greatest importance that are likely to mean that compulsory measures are challengeable or unlawful. 

Action: We have a number of ongoing plans and suggestions for alternative actions that would help to reduce the workload on Commission administrative staff:

· We are working closely with medical records departments to assist them in correct submission of forms to the Commission in line with the release of new versions of forms in August/September 2007. We organised a seminar in June 2007 where these issues were addressed.

· We provide feedback to hospital managers on the numbers of incorrectly completed forms in order that they can implement governance systems to identify and correct errors at source

· We recommend that the Scottish Executive take note of KPMG’s recommendations to the Commission on the use of new technology and apply the same recommendations to mental health services. This would increase the numbers of forms that are electronically completed and improve our ability to automatically process them.

· We recommend that the Scottish Executive produce a plan for secure electronic completion and submission of mental health act forms with actions and timescales

· The Commission will review, as often as is appropriate, the amount of administrative time involved in checking the forms for suitability for input and revise the resource that we allocate to this. On this basis, we reduced our administration staffing by 2 by June 2007.

Recommendation: “Work more closely to facilitate a collaborative approach with partners in services to identify and promote principles into practice. Consultation with service providers should also be considered when producing publications.”

Response: The Commission is puzzled by this recommendation. It asserts that it works effectively in this way already and collaborates with service users, carers and service providers when producing publications and promoting best practice and will continue to do so.

Comment: A wide range of stakeholders, including partners in service delivery, user groups and voluntary organisations, were involved in the construction of the principles into practice process. Recent publications, notably guidance on seclusion, eating disorders and covert medication, were produced by consulting this variety of stakeholders from the outset. This has proved very popular with those involved and we intend to continue and expand on this work 

Action: We will produce three good practice guides using this process by March 2008. For at least one of these guides, we will use the principles into practice website to host initial consultations.

Recommendation: “We would recommend that with the nature of the changes required to the organisational structure, it is necessary to have in place temporarily a change leader and we have positioned this role within the proposed “interim structure” April 2007 to March 2008”
Response: The Commission partly accepts this recommendation. KPMG have not produced a proposed interim structure to demonstrate this. Section 6.5 of the report suggests a change manager as part of an interim structure from April to June 2007. The recommendation is therefore unclear and inconsistent.

Comment: The major “change” task is the redesign work outlined in section 1.5.1.2. The Commission would have difficulty completing this work given the present demands, although the release of the Deputy Director from other work will achieve some of this, notably in relation to visits and monitoring. The Commission will examine what other support is necessary and whether we can divert resource to this task.

Action: We released the Deputy Director to carry out this work in February 2007. We will review this in March 2008.
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