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Introduction:

The Public Bodies & Relocation Division (PBRD) is currently undertaking a comprehensive review of the Non Departmental Public Body (NDPB) sponsorship process. Throughout July and August 06 the Public Bodies Policy Team (PBPT) met with representatives from 45 sponsor teams across the Executive. This exercise was designed to ascertain to what extent sponsor teams felt that PBRD could better engage with them in order to provide them with a quality service and to equip them with the knowledge, information and tools that they required in order to, engage with and performance manage, their respective NDPBs more effectively.

The key drivers that underpinned this review included:

1. A desire from Tom McCabe (Minister for Finance & Public Service Reform) to strengthen and clarify the current system of performance management/monitoring for NDPBs in Scotland.

2. The publication of ‘Transforming Public Services: The next phase of reform’, which outlines a commitment to apply Best Value to NDPBs on a continual assessment basis alongside periodic reviews of performance and external scrutiny from Audit Scotland. 

3. The Scottish Executive Stakeholder Survey 2005, which included several NDPBs in its analysis sample, and identified a number of key areas, which the Executive could improve upon with regard to its stakeholder relationships:-

· providing timely and appropriate responses.
· understanding constraints facing stakeholders.
· involving stakeholders at an early stage in developing policy.
· being willing to take stakeholders’ views on board.
· openly sharing information.
· being clear about how much is open to change in the policy process.

As sponsor teams are a primary stakeholder within PBRD’s relationship matrix, the 
division decided to structure this survey around some of these key issues, notably:

· Responsiveness and quality of PBRD service.
· Constraints facing sponsor teams.
· Opportunities for sponsor teams to influence the development of sponsorship 
policy.
· Taking sponsor team views on board.
This report brings together the key findings from stage 1 of the review, which was specifically designed to gather the views of NDPB sponsor teams. Stage 2 of the review will give NDPBs an opportunity to respond to the issues presented in this report.

Methodology:

a)  Participants:

As the survey wished to explore many of the fundamental aspects of the current sponsorship process, within the context of the wider public service reform agenda, it was decided to conduct a census survey of all sponsor teams across the Executive. In total 47 sponsor teams, representing 60 NDPBs, were invited to participate in this survey.

The participants from this survey were drawn mainly from Band C (Pay Range 1) and Band B (Pay Range 1-3). All survey participants had some responsibility for managing elements of the NDPB sponsorship process. The extent of sponsorship activity varied between teams, however, depending upon the size and type of the body being sponsored and the additional policy demands that individual sponsor teams may have placed upon them.

b) Design & Procedure:

A survey form was designed to assess the impact of a range of variables on sponsor team performance across the organisation. This included the:

· responsiveness of PBRD to sponsor team enquiries.

· perceived constraints affecting sponsor teams.

· extent to which sponsor teams had the opportunity to influence the development of sponsorship policy. 

· guidance and training available to sponsor teams.

All sponsor teams were invited to attend a semi-structured interview with a member of the PBPT, where the survey form was used as a template for discussion. The survey was conducted over a 7 week period between 3rd July and 18th August 2006.
Results and Analysis:

From 47 potential survey participants a total of 45 sponsor teams were captured by this survey, representing 96 % of sponsor teams across the Executive. Of the 60 NDPBs represented through these sponsor teams, 88.4% were captured by this survey.

a) Responsiveness and Quality of PBRD Service:

	Contact 

Team
	Frequently

(=> 4 times p/y)
	Occasionally

(1-3 times p/y)
	Never

	Public Appointments
	48.4%
	35.5%
	15.5%

	Public Bodies Policy
	22.2%
	64.4%
	13.3%

	Relocation Policy
	11.1%
	24.4%
	64.4%

	Ethical Standards
	0
	20.5%
	79.5%


Table 1: Frequency of sponsor team contact with PBRD teams (yearly average).

From the quantitative data, shown at table 1, it is clear that the Public Appointments Team (PAT) receive the greatest frequency of requests, defined as 4 contacts per year or more. Although sponsor teams are only likely to contact PAT during a public appointments round, the level of contact between sponsor teams and PAT appears to be consistently high across the Executive due to the global and protracted nature of the public appointments process. 

The Public Bodies Policy Team receives the most occasional requests for guidance, while the Relocation and Ethical Standards teams receive the least number of requests for advice and guidance.

Table 2 indicates that the majority of sponsor teams are happy with, both the quality of advice and speed of response given by all of the divisional teams. 

	Response

Team
	Appropriate Response
	Speed of Response

	
	Yes
	No
	Good
	Poor

	Public Bodies Policy
	94.6%
	5.4%
	93.2%
	6.8%

	Public Appointments
	95.9%
	4.1%
	100%
	0

	Relocation Policy
	100%
	0
	100%
	0

	Ethical Standards
	100%
	0
	100%
	0


Table 2: Sponsor team perception of appropriateness and speed of response by PBRD teams.

The qualitative data has, however, indicated a number of areas where divisional responsiveness could be improved as outlined at table 3. 
	Comments on quality of service provided by PBRD.

	What we do well
	What we could do better

	1. Quality of policy advice and guidance.

    (Especially on Public Appointments)

2. Speed and clarity of response.

3. Accessibility and willingness to engage.

4. Development of tools and web interfaces.
	1. Wider communication issues.

2. Aspects of Public Appointments process.

3. Training & Guidance.

4. Performance Management.


Table 3: Sponsor teams perception of PBRD highlights and lowlights.

Areas for  suggested improvement:
· Addressing  wider communication issues, such as:

· providing greater clarification of the Scottish Executives aims and objectives regarding sponsorship.  

· providing early warnings regarding significant changes that may impact upon sponsor teams and their respective NDPBs.

· having more face-to-face communication between PBRD and sponsor teams. 

· streamlining the dissemination of key messages and information, especially in terms of relevance and appropriateness.

· keeping the public bodies’ website up-to-date.

· developing better engagement with Senior Management. 

· Streamlining the public appointments process by:

· reducing the complexity of the sifting process and the interview selection forms.

· giving sponsor teams greater latitude and flexibility to interpret and work within the existing appointments process.

· producing a timetable of key events.

· ensuring greater co-ordination and clarification of roles between the central public appointments team and the Health Dept public appointments team.

· Providing better levels of support by:

· developing and providing more training opportunities for sponsor teams. 

· establishing sponsor team networking groups.

· better signposting and linkage of sponsor team guidance.

· Improving standards of performance management by:

· ensuring that senior staff are made more aware of sponsor team roles and limitations.

· identifying key milestones and objectives for sponsor teams.

b) Constraints facing sponsor teams:
Difficult/Demanding aspects:
	Difficult/Demanding aspects of sponsorship.
	%

	1. Public Appointments.

2. Performance/Financial Management.

3. Relationship Management.

4. Pay Remits .
	42

34

18

18


Table 4: Sponsorship activities reported as being most difficult or demanding.

Table 4 indicates that 42% of sponsor teams rated the Public Appointments Process  as the most difficult/demanding aspect of sponsorship. The main concerns expressed related to the time consuming and, perceived, overly bureaucratic nature of the process. Many sponsor teams felt that the process was inflexible, resource intensive and out of proportion for some of the smaller bodies. Some comments also suggested that the current system does not do enough to attract diversity.

Performance and Financial Management was also highlighted as a difficult part of the sponsorship process by 34% of sponsor teams. Concerns here centred around budgets and funding arrangements, retrieving financial information from NDPBs and a lack of general finance expertise within sponsor teams. Complexities around the pay remit process were also highlighted as a problem area, especially around the timing of the pay remit guidance being issued. Difficulties around finance issues also appear to have an adverse impact on some sponsor team/NDPB relationships with 18% of sponsor teams reporting relationship management as a difficult area.

As shown at table 5 many sponsor teams (59%) indicated that guidance and support in these difficult to manage areas could be better. 
	Helpfulness of guidance in advising on difficult areas.

	Yes
	41%

	No
	59%


Table 5: Sponsor teams perception of whether guidance on difficult areas of sponsorship is helpful.

Suggestions for improving existing support include:

· developing support seminars/training on, both the Public Appointments process and Finance related issues.

· developing better guidance for sponsor teams on finance related issues.
· clarification of roles and responsibilities between sponsor teams, NDPBs and finance teams.

· encouraging and facilitating better engagement between sponsor teams and finance teams.

· encouraging better engagement between senior managers/NDPB Chairs.

· establishing sponsor team networks to share knowledge/experience.

· providing better linkage, signposting and simplification of guidance.

Time consuming aspects:
	Most time consuming aspects of sponsorship.
	%

	1. Public Appointments.

2. Corporate Governance and Performance/Financial Management.

3. Pay Remits 
	64

22

18


Table 6: Sponsorship activities reported as being most time consuming.

Table 6 indicates that 64% of sponsor teams rated the Public Appointments process, as the most time consuming aspect of sponsorship, which was once again described as a protracted and resource intensive exercise. Finance/Performance Management was cited by 22% of sponsor teams as being a time consuming aspect of sponsorship mainly around issues such as corporate planning, budgeting and Management Statements/Financial Memorandums. Around 18% of sponsor teams reported that issues around pay policy and pay remits were time consuming, although this was episodic in nature. 

A number of sponsor teams suggested that building and maintaining good relationships with their NDPBs also required a significant investment of time. This also appears to extend to relationships between sponsor teams, PBRD and other central parts of the Executive, and there is a suggestion that more could be done to co-ordinate central initiatives and provide better levels of support in specialist areas such as Finance.

c) Opportunity for sponsor teams to influence development of sponsorship policy:

Centralisation:

Sponsor teams have clearly identified three functional areas that could potentially benefit from some degree of centralisation as shown at table 7.
	Aspects of sponsorship that could be centralised.
	%

	1. Elements of Public Appointments Process.

2. Pay remits.

3. PFMRs and Performance Management.
	69

18

18


Table 7: Sponsorship activities that could be considered for centralisation.

1. Public Appointments:

Around 69% of sponsor teams reported that certain elements of the public appointments process could benefit from centralisation, such as the advertising process and the provision of secretariat support for smaller NDPBs. 

While sponsor teams strongly suggest that they would still need to have a significant input to elements, such as setting the role and person specification, the sifting process, and conducting interviews, there is a significant perception that, even within these elements, there may still be scope for some degree of centralisation.


2. Pay Remits:

Around 18% of sponsor teams suggested that pay remits could benefit from centralisation and from being dealt with by an expert team. Sponsor teams are particularly concerned about delays in the release of the yearly updated pay remit guidance and the stress that this can put on their relationship with their respective NDPBs.


3. PFMRs and Performance Management:

Around 18% of sponsor teams suggested that the PFMR process could benefit from centralisation, especially if this were to be undertaken as a cluster review process. It was also emphasised that the PFMR process should complement the Best Value Audit.

Review of PFMR process:

	Cluster/Portfolio PFMRs

	1. Majority consider this to be a good idea in principle (64%)

2. Clear preference for cluster model approach

3. Range of sensitivities and practical difficulties highlighted

· Resources, co-ordination and expertise

· Legislation

· Competing Interests

· Resistance


Table 8: Initial reaction of Sponsor Teams to possible changes to PFMR format.

Table 8 indicates that while 64% of sponsor teams consider a review of the PFMR mechanism to be a good idea, and have clearly identified a preference for a cluster model approach, they have identified a number of reservations and potential barriers, which could make this policy difficult to implement. Concerns expressed include: 

· a lack of integration between policy areas.

· concerns around how clusters may be identified and selected.

· competing interests between bodies in the same cluster.
· resource implications associated with the process.

· potential for duplication due to other review processes.

· implications for seniority of review team leader.

· concerns around the composition of an ‘expert’ team.

Streamlining performance monitoring:

A significant number of sponsor teams proposed the following suggestions for streamlining the performance monitoring process as shown at table 9.

	Streamlining Performance Monitoring/Reporting

	1. Clearer and smarter targets and priorities need to be set by the Executive.

2. Focus only on significant aspects of performance.

3. Do not ask for performance information that is not required by the board of the body.

4. Simplify accounting procedures.

5. Have clearer lines of accountability and role responsibility.

6. Provide central support to advise on corporate planning/performance monitoring.

7. Have clearer, standardised performance management guidance.


Table 9: Sponsor Teams views on opportunities for streamlining performance monitoring/reporting.
d) Sponsor team views on guidance and training:

Sponsor Team Guidance:

The majority of sponsor teams reported that the sponsor team guidance needed to be clearer, better focused and more accessible. They had a number of ideas for improving the format and usefulness of the guidance as outlined at table 10.
	Improving Sponsor Team Guidance

	1. Include practical examples where appropriate.

2. Produce guidance in a fact sheet format.

3. Incorporate a key word search facility.

4. Create a clearer contents page and index.

5. Set up a representative guidance review group.

6. Consider relevance of guidance as it relates to different sizes and types of body.

7. Create better linkage between existing guidance documents and publications.

8. Introduce clearer signposting and identify relevant contacts.

9. Introduce a colour coded system to help with guidance navigation.

10. Create a guidance route map.

12. Introduce checklist and flowcharts to highlight key points.


Table 10: Sponsor Teams views on how the sponsor team guidance could be enhanced and improved.
Sponsor teams within the Health Department were also concerned that the current guidance did not take into account key differences in the way that some health bodies were sponsored, and suggested that this point should be addressed in any revisal of the guidance.

A few sponsor teams reported that they were having difficulty in locating the sponsor team guidance on the revised Executive Intranet, suggesting that a clearer access route may need to be defined.

Sponsor teams suggested that the publications listed at table 11 may be worth reviewing in order to extract examples of good practice and to review examples of guidance formatting and design.

	Suggested Examples of Good Practice Guidance

	1. The DCS Best Practice Guidance

2. Brix Notes

3. Public Appointments Guidance Index

4. SPFM

5. Cabinet Office Fact Sheets

6. Sponsor Team Roles & Responsibilities – John Matchett Ltd

7. Relocation Guidance


Table 11: Guidance documents that some sponsor teams perceive to be clear and accessible.
The majority of sponsor teams reported that they liked the format of the sponsor team update template as a way of receiving ad-hoc information, and suggested that it may be useful to have them grouped electronically on the public bodies’ website.
Sponsor Team Training:

Clear training priorities have emerged in terms of the seminars, which sponsor teams would like to see developed, as recorded at table 12. Seminars with a recorded high/medium combined score of 50% or greater were allocated to a higher training need group and it is intended that these topics will receive priority attention.
	Requested Training Seminars
	Priority
	High Interest 

%
	Medium Interest %
	Combined Interest

%

	Higher Training Need
	
	
	
	

	The PFMR Process
	1
	47
	22
	69

	Public Appointments Process
	2
	44
	22
	67

	Best Value
	3
	42
	16
	58

	Risk
	4
	31
	24
	56

	Corporate Planning & Performance Mgt
	5
	36
	16
	51

	Lower Training Need
	
	
	
	

	Ethical Standards
	6=
	11
	29
	40

	Resource Accounting & Budgeting
	6=
	24
	16
	40

	Chief Executives Pay & Conditions
	8=
	20
	7
	27

	Legislating for NDPBs
	8=
	11
	16
	27

	Relocation
	10
	11
	11
	22

	NDPBs & Charitable Status
	11
	5
	13
	18

	Pensions
	12
	7
	7
	14

	Establishing NDPBs
	13
	7
	2
	9


Table 12: Sponsor Teams reported training priorities for subject specific seminars.
The PFMR process has been identified by the majority of sponsor teams as the area of greatest training need. This may reflect the fact that while a number of NDPBs are due a PFMR, many sponsor teams lack recent knowledge or experience associated with this process. 
It will be necessary to undertake further research with sponsor teams to ensure that any proposed training seminars are adequately designed to meet their needs.
Sponsor teams also suggested additional knowledge areas that could be the subject of a focused seminar and there could be some scope for collapsing a few of the public appointments issues into one session.

	Suggested Additional Seminar Topics

	1. Ethnic Minority Appointments

2. Industry Knowledge for Specific Areas

3. Pay Policy/Financial Monitoring

4. Efficiency Growth

5. Ministerial Perspective on Public Appointments

6. Revisit – OCPAS Seminar

7. FOI


Table 13: Additional training seminar topics suggested by sponsor teams.
The sponsor team training courses developed and delivered throughout 2004/05 have been temporarily suspended, pending a refresh of their format and content, and the need to secure a continuation of funding. Sponsor teams have indicated, however, that there is still a high level of support for the continuation of, both the Introduction to Sponsorship course and the Relationship Management course.  
	Current Training Course
	Yes
	No

	Introduction to Sponsorship
	65.5%
	34.5%

	Relationship Management
	63%
	37%


Table 14: Sponsor Teams support for the continuation of current  training courses.
Table 14 indicates that over 65% of sponsor teams would support the continuation of the Introductory course. While they would be  receptive to the concept of an Introductory open learning package, many of them would not wish this to be at the expense of losing the tutor-led course and would prefer to see it as an extension of, rather a replacement for, this course.
Around 63% of sponsor teams would also be prepared to support some form of relationship management course, preferably with some involvement from their NDPBs. Discussions are currently taking place with the Executive’s Learning & Development Team regarding the design and piloting of a pan-organisational relationship management event, which will be used to identify potential needs and priorities for various stakeholder groups. Depending on the outcome of this event the existing relationship management course, that was specifically designed for sponsor teams, may be replaced with a viable alternative.
Board Member Induction Training:

While a significant proportion of sponsor teams reported that they were aware that their NDPBs were delivering some form of induction training for board members, it is evident that there are inconsistencies in the level and degree of induction training provided. While some NDPBs appear to have very comprehensive induction processes in place, others do little more than issue a copy of On Board to their Board members. 
It is intended to conduct a more systematic review of Non-Executive Board members to reveal a clearer picture of the extent to which induction processes are in place and to identify opportunities for sharing good practice.
Sponsor Team Forum:

While the majority of sponsor teams are in favour of having some form of sponsor team networking forum, they have suggested that networks should be peer relevant. This would suggest that it may be appropriate to organise sponsor teams around 2 or 3 network structures in order to ensure that they are relevant, and proportional to the needs of their members.
Table 16 indicates that the majority of sponsor teams would like to use the networking forum as a knowledge sharing opportunity, although many sponsor teams would be happy for the format of the forum to be based upon a themed event in order to give it some shape and focus. A selection of themed suggestions are shown at table 17. 
	Sponsor Team Forum

Format 
	Preference

%

	Knowledge Sharing
	53.3

	Themed Event
	48.9

	Surgery
	42.2


Table 15: Sponsor Teams preference for Forum format.

	Suggested Themes for Sponsor Team Forum

	1. Public Appointments – Various aspects

2. Corporate Governance, Finance, Performance Management/Monitoring

3. Managing Relationships

4. Reform Agenda, Best Value, Efficient Government

5. Relocation

6. Defining a good sponsorship model

7. Mentoring within the sponsorship community


Table 16: Sponsor Teams suggestions for Forum themed events.
A number of sponsor teams also see the value of using a networking forum as an opportunity to discuss, and perhaps resolve, some of their specific difficulties and would be happy to use the forum as a surgery. 
The forum would also provide a vehicle for sponsor teams to raise any issues or concerns that they had with PBRD and would act as a useful interface for the exchange of views and information.
It is likely that any sponsor team networking forum would be established using a hybrid format and may be constructed around the principles of an Action Learning Set, where peer groups provide challenge and support based on the understanding that, individuals learn best from one another, as they tackle their own problems and actually implement their own solutions. 

Conclusions: 

From a review of the evidence it is apparent that while the PBRD is perceived as offering a prompt and reliable service there is still some scope to extend, and improve upon, the services offered by the division. It is also apparent that the guidance and support surrounding those elements of the sponsorship process, identified as being the most demanding, need to be made more comprehensive and robust.
It is evident that the majority of sponsor teams consider that there is scope for, at least, some aspects of the public appointments process to be centralised. While pay remits and the PFMR process have also been identified as presenting some scope for centralisation, there appears to be less sponsor team support for centralisation of these areas.
While almost two thirds of sponsor teams would support a move to radically transform the PFMR process, they have raised a number of concerns and reservations that PBRD would need to fully explore in consultation with, both sponsor teams and NDPBs, as part of the policy development process.
It is also apparent that the Executive could do more to help streamline the performance management/monitoring of NDPBs by having focused targets, clearer lines of accountability and better performance management guidance.

The evidence further suggests that the majority of sponsor teams feel that the sponsor team guidance could be significantly improved upon, both in terms of content and style and that it would benefit from better signposting and linkage to other existing guidance references. There appears to be considerable support for a continuation of training provision for sponsor teams, both through training courses and focused seminars, and a shared consensus to develop a series of sponsor team networking forums and events.
Recommendations:
Based on this evidence PBRD should seek to: 
Responsiveness and Quality of PBRD Service:

1. consider the role it can play within the Executive’s wider communications strategy in co-ordinating and communicating key messages to sponsor teams and to clarify the Executive’s aims and objectives with regard to NDPB sponsorship.

Constraints facing sponsor teams / Development of sponsorship policy:
2. encourage better links and communications between sponsor teams and Executive finance teams.

3.  pass on the views on the pay remit process to the Public Sector Pay Policy Team ahead of the development of the 2007-08 guidelines for Scottish Public Sector Bodies.

4. actively engage with sponsor teams and NDPBs in developing a more robust NDPB performance management policy, including a review of the PFMR process.
5. continue to assess and review the current public appointments processes and systems, including scope for centralisation, and identify areas where significant changes could be made to make this process more effective and efficient.


Sponsor team views on guidance and training:
6. continue with the divisional plan to set up a working group to undertake a full scale review of the sponsor team guidance and to invite a number of sponsor teams and NDPBs to take part in this process.

7. design, develop and deliver continuous training provision for sponsor teams in identified priority areas. 
8. undertake a systematic review of Non-Executive Board members regarding Board member induction training.

9. establish a series of peer related sponsor team networking forums and events.
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