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Introduction:

The Public Bodies & Relocation Division (PBRD) is currently undertaking a review of the Non Departmental Public Body (NDPB) sponsorship process. Throughout July and August 2006 the Public Bodies Team surveyed the majority of sponsor teams across the Scottish Executive to assess how we could help them engage more effectively with their NDPBs.

The survey findings suggested 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. 
· guidance and support around complex issues, such as pay remits, public 
appointments  and the Policy and Financial Management Review (PFMR) 
needs to be made more comprehensive and robust.

· there is scope for some aspects of the public appointments process, pay remits 
and the PFMR process to be centralised. 

· the PFMR process could be radically improved although this would need to be 
developed through a process of close consultation.
· the Executive could do more to streamline the performance 
management/monitoring of NDPBs by having focused targets, clearer lines of 
accountability and better performance management guidance.

· the overall sponsor team guidance could be significantly improved. 
· there is considerable support for a continuation of training provision for 
sponsor teams and for the development of shared training events for 
sponsor 
teams and  NDPBs.
· sponsor teams take their sponsorship responsibilities seriously and value the 
link between sponsor work and policy development.

These findings will help us take forward our work on strengthening relationships between NDPBs, sponsor teams and the Executive and will assist PBRD in updating the public bodies policy guidance and reviewing the current PFMR mechanism.   

This report brings together the collective views of NDPB’s who were invited to review and comment on the issues raised by the Strengthening Sponsorship survey report and presents their perceptions of the sponsorship process. 
Methodology:

a) Participants:

The Strengthening Sponsorship and the Performance Monitoring of NDPB’s – Survey Report was sent to the Chief Executive’s of 72 NDPBs in Scotland for their consideration and response.

b) Design & procedure:

As this process was intended to provide the initial context for the wider consideration of how current sponsorship arrangements could be improved, NDPBs were asked to structure their response around 4 key questions, which focused on the: 
1. Effectiveness of current sponsorship arrangements with respect to governance and accountability and clarity of roles.

2. Effectiveness of current sponsorship arrangements with regard to performance and financial monitoring.

3. Degree of consensus with sponsor team perceptions of current sponsorship arrangements.

4. Extent of recent PFMR experience.

All NDPB Chief Executives were invited to consider the Strengthening Sponsorship survey report and submit their responses to the Public Bodies Policy Team (PBPT). The response period took place between 3rd November and 15th December 2006.

Results & Analysis:

From 72 potential survey participants a total of 24 NDPBs submitted a response, representing a 33% response rate. The analysis considers the response to each question in turn and seeks to identify the salient points and emergent themes associated with each.

	Question 1:

‘Do the current sponsorship arrangements for NDPBs support effective governance and accountability and do you consider the respective roles of Scottish Ministers, Scottish Executive officials, Boards and Accountable Officers to be clear and effective?  If not, which aspects should be revised and improved?’




From the 19 NDPBs who responded to this question it appears that there is a narrow margin between those who believe current sponsorship arrangements are working well and those who believe governance and accountability needs to be improved and that respective roles need to be clarified, as indicated at table 1.
	N=19
	Yes
	No

	Current arrangements support effective governance and responsibility
	47%
	53%

	Respective roles are clear and effective
	47%
	53%


Table 1: NDPB perceptions on the effectiveness of current sponsorship arrangements and 
clarity of roles.

· On a positive note respondents reported that effective governance and accountability and clarity around respective roles were currently supported by activities such as:

· having quarterly meetings between NDPBs and their sponsor teams.

· regularly sharing financial and performance information.

· having a tight system of performance management and budgetary control.

· having clear Management Statements and Financial Memoranda which are regularly reviewed and revised.

· linking the 3 year corporate planning cycle to a 3 year rolling budget.

· Some respondents also reported, however, that they experienced difficulties around current governance and accountability arrangements attributed to factors such as:

· the quality of the sponsorship relationship depending upon who is occupying key roles at any given time.

· the independence of NDPBs being challenged by inflexible and restrictive monitoring and reporting arrangements.

· NDPBs and sponsor teams not always being consulted on relevant policy developments.
· the need for extensive documentation to support activities at a micro-level.

· delays in processes such as Public Appointments and Pay Remits.
· sponsor teams being caught up in routine work rather than focusing on strategic issues.

· Management Statements that are too controlling.
· Clarity around respective roles also seem to be complicated by issues such as:
· sponsorship arrangements being distributed across several departments.
· NDPBs not always being informed of changes in sponsor team staff and responsibilities.

· a lack of understanding regarding the roles and responsibilities of sponsor teams, especially between the role of Departmental senior officials, Accountable Officers and NDPB boards.
· Suggestions for improvements included: 
· clarifying which departments have sponsorship responsibilities for different areas of an individual NDPBs work. 
· adjusting Management Statements/Financial Memoranda to give NDPBs more independence and greater budgetary controls by permitting the agreement of three year budgets  and allowing more flexibility in the way budgets are used.

· giving NDPBs greater control over determining their staffing structures to meet regularly changing requirements.

· encouraging policy colleagues to consult more often with sponsor teams to ensure that relevant policy initiatives are highlighted at an early stage and to provide opportunities for NDPB service users to contribute to policy development, where appropriate.
· allowing NDPBs to have a greater degree of autonomy and independence to discharge their  functions based on agreed outcomes. 
· developing appropriate training and short term exchanges to help improve relationships and understanding of roles and responsibilities within, and between, sponsor teams, NDPBs and other parts of the Executive.

· encouraging more contact between Chairs, NDPB Chief Executives and Ministers to discuss and clarify policy objectives and provide Ministers with opportunities to hear about issues directly from NDPBs.

· developing a more strategic relationship between Departments and NDPBs with better arrangements for planning work, including greater engagement between Departments, Agencies and NDPBs on strategic planning issues, where appropriate.
· encouraging greater involvement and engagement of senior departmental officials in issues which affect NDPBs and their sponsor teams.
· NDPBs in the Cultural sector also suggested that there needs to be more clarity between the role of the Minister and the body regarding accountability and responsibility for NDPB strategy, although it is hoped that this issue will be addressed through the Culture Bill 2007.
	Question 2:

‘Do the current arrangements for performance and financial monitoring of NDPBs reflect and support accountability, efficiency and proportionality?  If not, how could they be improved to ensure that they add value?’





From the 20 NDPBs who responded to this question it appears that 60% consider that the current sponsorship arrangements for performance and financial monitoring of NDPBs reflect and support accountability, efficiency and proportionality, as indicated at table 2.
	N=20
	Yes
	No

	Current arrangements for performance and financial monitoring support accountability.
	60%
	40%


Table 2: NDPB perceptions on current arrangements for performance and financial  
monitoring.


On a positive note NDPBs sponsored by the Scottish Executive Rural Affairs Dept (SERAD) indicated that there have been significant improvements in setting overall objectives and of sponsor teams stepping back from detailed monitoring of performance to focus on key performance targets.

A number of other respondents, however,  highlighted concerns in areas such as budget setting and performance monitoring and proposed the following suggestions for improvement:  

· Budgets & Finance:

· allow small advisory and tribunal bodies to contract for low level expenditure goods and services in terms of proportionality and efficiency.

· acknowledge that NDPBs need to be involved in annual budget setting arrangements and the input of this budget to the Scottish Executive Accounting System (SEAS).
· move to a three year budget cycle, aligned with a three year corporate plan, to improve the ability of NDPBs to forward plan, and allow them to move budgeted sums between years.

· acknowledge that the rules governing charging for VAT are potentially inhibiting the development of shared services arrangements.

· acknowledge financial submissions and give feedback on their accuracy and provide appropriate background information where appropriate. 

· increase delegated authority limits for Accountable Officers and ensure consistency between bodies (e.g.) levels of write off and expenditure levels.
· promote opportunities for direct exchanges between technical colleagues in NDPBs and Executive Departments.

· ensure effective end year flexibility arrangements are available, promulgated early and applied consistently across all NDPBs.

· Performance Monitoring:

· encourage sponsor teams and boards to focus more on critical performance information and strategic issues and less on operational details.
· have clear and specific performance indicators that can be demonstrably measured.

· rationalise performance management initiatives to develop a simple holistic framework based on measuring agreed outcomes over prescribed time periods.
· have a greater balance between quantitative and qualitative targets. 
· remove blanket application of controls to enhance the scope of NDPBs, to be more innovative and to deliver services more effectively.

· make Management Statements/Financial Memoranda less prescriptive and less concerned with the detail of staffing appointments and structures.
· allow NDPBs to implement and manage their business after agreeing corporate/business plans.
	Question 3:


‘Do the findings of the survey report reflect your own perception of current sponsorship arrangements and the relationship between NDPBs and sponsor teams?  Are there key issues the report does not highlight?’




From the 21 NDPBs who responded to this question, all of them identified, to some extent, with the issues raised by sponsor teams, as indicated at table 3. 

	N = 21
	Yes
	No

	Survey report reflects own perceptions of current sponsorship arrangements
	100%
	0


Table 3: Degree of NDPB consensus with sponsor team perceptions of current 
sponsorship process.
Respondents contributed a number of ideas and suggestions for enhancing specific aspects of the current sponsorship process, including:
· Communications:

· improve the consistency and timing of communications.
· harness the potential of the public body’s website to share information more effectively with NDPBs and sponsor teams, (e.g.) by updating the news section more regularly.

· actively engage with relevant NDPBs to take full advantage of  their expertise and practical knowledge to allow them to contribute more proactively to the development of policy at a strategic level.

· encourage and improve partnership working between sponsor teams and departments to enhance overall levels of achievement, especially around policy and finance related issues.

· clarify respective roles and promote understanding of how problems or conflicts can be resolved between the Executive and its NDPBs.

· Policy & Performance:

· acknowledge that a particular strength of the NDPB model is its ability to deliver and achieve specific policy aims by taking a strategic overview, allocating adequate resources and ensuring long-term continuity in pursuit of policy aims. 
· fully embrace the strategic aspect of sponsorship alongside the more procedural elements of the sponsorship process.

· involve stakeholders at an early stage in developing policy.
· provide greater clarification regarding the aims and objectives of sponsorship in terms of both performance management and promotion of the work of the sponsored body.

· acknowledge that NDPBs value having opportunities for their senior management teams to discuss policy priorities with senior sponsoring officials. 

· performance management needs to be better co-ordinated and managed across the Executive to make it more relevantly focused, coherent and streamlined.

· Training & Guidance:

· develop more opportunities to enable NDPBs and their sponsor teams to share information and expertise, especially in cases where new bodies are being established and in establishing good practice in board member induction training.

· develop joint training between NDPBs and sponsor teams on subjects such as Best Value, Risk Management, Corporate Planning and Performance Management, and Relationship Management.

· ensure that the current sponsorship guidance is both appropriate and proportionate to the needs and requirements of tribunal and advisory bodies.

Table 4 indicates the number of NDPBs that specifically mentioned public appointments and pay remits as being difficult areas.

	N = 21
	

	Public Appointments
	57%

	Pay Remits
	49%


Table 4: Extent to which NDPBs agree that public appointments and pay remits are the most 
difficult areas of sponsorship.
Public Appointments:

· The majority of NDPBs agree with sponsor teams that centralisation of the public appointments process would be more effective as long as sponsor teams are able to make appropriate contributions at relevant stages of the process.

· Over half of respondents indicated that they had experienced difficulties around the public appointments process such as:

· significant delays in filling board positions. 
· potential applicants being put off by the rigid and bureaucratic nature of the process.

· lack of flexibility in the system to argue for selection for interview on the grounds that applicants can bring significant benefits to the institution out-with a strict interpretation of the stipulated criteria.

· errors in the process suggesting quality control measures were not working effectively.

· lack of central provision for the induction, training and support to newly appointed board members, including board members with disabilities or special needs.

· level of unnecessary involvement of Ministers in the process.
Pay Remits:

· Just under half of respondents reported that the pay remit process caused significant problems for NDPBs resulting in strained relationships between NDPBs and their sponsor teams. 
· In support of the public service reform and efficiency agenda it was suggested that this process needs urgent review and proper resourcing and that Pay Policy should deal directly with all NDPBs to expedite this process and resolve difficulties.
· Specific problems cited included:

· delays and inconsistencies  associated with the Pay Remit guidance.

· lack of opportunity to discuss problems directly with Pay Policy. 
· pay remit process bearing no relation to affordability or the performance of individual NDPBs and its employees. 
	Question 4:


‘Does your organisation have direct experience of the PFMR process?  How could the PFMR process be streamlined and improved to ensure it considers organisations within the context of other related public bodies and the Public Service Reform agenda?’




From the 19 NDPBs that responded to this question less than half reported direct experience of having been involved in a PFMR, as indicated at table 5.
	N = 19
	Yes
	No

	Organisation has direct experience of PFMR process
	42%
	58%


Table 5: NDPB experience of current  PFMR process.
· NDPBs who have previously undergone a PFMR reported on their experiences of the process and highlighted that:
· the primary work of the NDPB tends to take a back seat while the body engages with the PFMR process and brings the review team up to speed with the body’s remit and purpose.
· the PFMR process can be very protracted and time consuming and does not always appear to be particularly objective.

· a lack of clarity over the role of the sponsor department in the PFMR process can lead to duplication of effort, confusion and frustration among stakeholders. 
· Suggestions for improvement included:

· adopting a system that is consistent across all bodies subject to review and which takes into account key policy drivers and external influences.

· encouraging preliminary discussions between sponsor teams and NDPBs as part of the PFMR planning process.

· co-ordinating the review process to ensure that it looks at public bodies in the same service sector at the same time to ensure a joined up approach to stakeholder fact finding and the effective assessment of the relative and overall worth of each public body in that area.
· ensuring that, where appropriate, the review teams for different organisations meet in advance for high-level discussions to avoid duplication of effort and to set strategic focus.

· ensuring that PFMRs are strategically focused around issues that have a direct and evidence based impact on stakeholders.

· ensuring that PFMRs tie in with Best Value and Efficient Government initiatives.
· NDPBs that have not been involved in a PFMR also emphasised:

· the importance of being given the necessary support to develop their awareness and understanding of the PFMR process.

· that the wider context of performance and financial review should be taken into account.
· Some respondents also expressed the view that:
· given the intention of the Culture Bill 2007, to create a common 
governance framework for the National Collections Bodies, it would seem 
appropriate to consider these bodies as a cluster for PFMRs. The cluster 
model approach may not, however, be appropriate for all NDPBs, given 
that some have unique roles and functions that do not sit well within the 
NDPB framework.

· Scottish Executive Departments should have the confidence in their sponsor teams to perform their functions effectively and dispense with PFMRs or keep PFMRs and dispense with Sponsor Departments.

· PFMRs are of little utility to either the sponsor division or the body concerned and are best conducted with a light touch.

· the PFMR process is now outdated given the degree and depth of policy review and financial scrutiny that is now in place. Strategic dialogue with Ministers, appearance before Parliamentary Committees and the expanding role of Audit Scotland needs to be seen as a series of connected response events and the process needs to be given coherence by treating them holistically within a single review perspective.

	Other Issues:



· Other issues that were identified as being of relevance to the scope of this 
survey included:
· the importance of building productive relationships by having regular meetings between sponsor teams and NDPB senior management teams and by extending open invitations to attend Board Meetings and other relevant events.

· recognising that while many relationships between individual NDPBs 
and their sponsor teams are very good, difficulties encountered tend to 
be due to a bureaucratic, internal focus between different parts of the 
Scottish Executive.

· acknowledging that central support services within the Scottish 
Executive could do more to assist sponsor teams to deliver Ministers’ 
policies by adopting a ‘can do’ approach to the  problems and issues 
that confront sponsor teams and their respective NBPBs.
Conclusions:

From a review of the evidence it is apparent, that of those NDPBs who participated in this exercise, just over half consider that current sponsorship arrangements do not effectively support governance and accountability and that respective roles are in need of further clarification.
The main areas of concern appear to centre on the perception that there is too much detailed monitoring and control of day to day operational matters and not enough engagement at a strategic level between senior Executive officials and NDPB Senior Management.
While more than half of the respondents consider that current arrangements for performance and financial monitoring do reflect and support accountability, efficiency and proportionality, concerns were raised around restrictive and inflexible budgeting arrangements, inadequate delegated authority limits, overly prescriptive Management Statements/Financial Memoranda and poorly defined performance indicators.

All respondents agreed, to some extent, that their perceptions and experiences of the current sponsorship process were broadly similar to those reported by sponsor teams. This was particularly evident in areas such as communications, policy and performance and training and guidance. Respondents also reported that they shared sponsor teams frustrations around the Public Appointment and Pay Remit processes, suggesting that these processes are in need of further review and refinement.
While less than half of the respondents had direct experience of the PFMR process it is evident that there is significant scope for improvement by adopting a more consistent approach to this process and by reviewing bodies in groups, rather than on a stand-alone basis. The evidence also indicates that any future PFMR mechanism needs to be more strategically and outcome focused, closely aligned with other performance initiatives and adequately supported by appropriate training and guidance.
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